








































The following is a listing of public comments regarding the draft of the Town/Village of 

Clayton Comprehensive Plan made at the public meeting held by the Comprehensive Plan 

Committee on Monday, July 18, 2016.  (Please note that some statements were edited for 

clarity.) 

CHAPTER 1    PLAN INTRO AND HISTORY 

-The vision statement starts off only describing the Village of Clayton.  It should start off with a 

generalized statement that encompasses both village and town.  There seems to be a focus on 

what’s available in the village with the town mentioned as a side comment.  The town outside 

the village is very much overlooked.  Making the Town of Clayton, along with the village 

continually grow and be attractive should be a top priority.  The village is not the only thing that 

can make this area great. 

-We love the vision of this community.  We do not want the area marred with big industry and 

especially industrial wind turbines.  We moved here because it is a gorgeous tourism and scenic 

destination. 

-Parking is not only insufficient, but may deter visitors from staying to enjoy what the village 

has to offer.  With parking meters enforced until 8:00pm and very easily could be metered until 

6:00pm as it is in neighboring communities.  This is a sore point among visitors and deters some 

from returning. 

-All the murals depicting local history/scenes should be promoted as a reason to come to 

Clayton-use Athens, Ontario as an example. 

-Balancing development and the rights of residential property owners is a tough balancing act.  

Many people who live here have a significant investment in their properties.  This is not about 

real estate values but rather the right to solitude and the quiet enjoyment of their property.  Be 

careful what you wish for, you will surely get it. 

-Introduction needs a rewrite.  Mr. Angel, a Whig himself as was most of the voters in the area. 

-Careful planning is needed for future commercial development.  Clayton over the next five 

years will be “discovered” by more people precisely due to the new hotel-55+ weddings and 

countless business meetings.  The challenge will be to retain Clayton’s special character while 

encouraging and placing/siting new commercial development. 

CHAPTER 2         DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS 

-Population percentages don’t add up-Town/Village 28%, Village 9% and Town outside village 

28%???  (Response: the rates are different in the portions of Town vs. Village because the population 

increased at different rates from 1980 to 2010, so they aren’t meant to add up to 100%) 

-Same number of Village residents in 2010 census as in 1940 census yet industry has left Village 

implies more residents.  Need to see if any of the data is statistically significant. 



-In general emphasis should be placed on infrastructure maintenance and renovation in Village 

before new items such as burying wires are begun.  Specifically sewer and water issues.  Taxes 

in Clayton Village should not increase any more than 1.5% a year. 

-Why do we need a Village? 

-Many changes (?) of people, infrastructure and buildings-negative impact to the Village. 

CHAPTER 3      HOUSING 

-Considering housing goals, especially #3, how do you justify changing zoning regulations on 

12E for one business when so many long term home owners objected?  Protect? 

-Seriously concerned that the use of MD2 does not become a precedent that could be used on 

any 5+ acre parcel that is waterfront in an MR district.  Assessment and property taxes would 

be reduced.  What would the impact be for prospective buyers?  Property taxes are most 

expensive on the riverfront and would be adversely affected by the use of MD2.  It’s use needs 

to be restrained and limited. 

CHAPTER 4    ECONOMIC TRENDS 

-47% of Village residents earn less than 50,000 dollars yet Village taxes continue to increase. 

-What % of property taxes are from seasonal residents?  Are they represented in this plan? 

-Hoping for more tourists, you need more parking. 

-Industrial wind turbines will destroy the tourists coming to our area.  All economic issues 

should be thoroughly vetted. 

CHAPTER   5   NATURAL RESOURCES 

-Clarify green infrastructure.  

-Migrating bird flyways and industrial wind do not mix.  The natural beauty and scenic values of 

the St. Lawrence River need to be respected and protected.  Would wind turbine towers be 

placed next to the Washington Monument or the Lincoln Memorial?  Same principal here.  

French Creek should be taken and restore it. 

-Cluster development may work out well for existing grasslands, but their respective habitats 

are slowly being diminished through agriculture and development pressure. 

-Good water is essential for Clayton’s citizens.  It is important that everyone understand how 

fragile are water sources are here.   

 

CHAPTER   6    TRANSPORTATION 



-Our roads and highways are critical in keeping our Town going.  I hope that they are kept in 

good shape for everyone’s safety.  Industrial wind turbine activity and construction tends to 

destroy local roads by all the heavy equipment and use. 

-Agree with walkability, parking behind buildings and sharing driveway entries.  There is a need 

to identify future new roads in the Town of Clayton.  For example a new connector road from 

route 12 to East Line Road.  This will help in deciding how large tracts of land will be subdivided 

and developed.  Developers can more clearly see how land can be developed. 

CHAPTER   7     COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

-Trails, especially those that could be used by snowmobiles and others pursuing recreational 

activities could help offset the present dependence of seasonal tourism in Clayton. 

-If new docks are part of the recreation facilities, what is the long range impact of income 

versus maintenance to the taxpayer? 

CHAPTER   8    PUBLIC INPUT 

-The following question may not have been asked on the survey and data key to do market 

representation----How long have you lived in the Town/Village of Clayton? 

CHAPTER   9   RENEWABLE/ALTERNATIVE ENERGY 

-The health, safety and welfare of the citizens should be considered before the profit of a 

couple of large property owners and a foreign-owned wind company. 

-Wind:  1. Need to protect endangered birds/bats 

              2.  Setbacks   setbacks    setbacks 

              3.  Noise limits for day and night 

              4.  Light pollution    (open skies) 

             5.  Need a substantial escrow fund to take down the turbines at the end of their lives.  

Town needs to hold this escrow as these facilities are sold-resold-and sold again.  Tax payers 

cannot be left holding the bag.  Faced with the end of pilots and dying turbines, wind 

companies will walk away (example, Hudson Valley). 

             6.  We have wells outside the Village-protection.  Mitigation will be impossible in Karst 

formations. 

             7.  Property values 

             8.  Fort Drum Aviation/Missile/ Interceptor base.  Interferes with training and force 

readiness.   Jobs:  1800 plus jobs at Fort Drum (permanent) vs 3 permanent jobs for industrial 

wind site. 



CHAPTER   10   AGRICULTURE 

-The agricultural areas in our town are very valuable and hopefully will be cherished.  I am 

especially pleased with all the 25+ families that have moved into our area.  They take 

abandoned or neglected farms and have turned them into very productive farms.  The Amish 

(contrary to popular belief) pay all their taxes-school and property taxes.  They are great 

additions to our community. 

-Stress importance of family farming.  Ag district regulations out of date. 

CHAPTER   11   LAND USE/LAND COVER 

-Wind-very good, no excellent info in the draft document.  An article appeared in the 

“Watertown Daily Times” where Denise, the former Clayton Town assessor is quoted something 

to the effect that “Before the Wolfe Island turbines were built I didn’t think property values 

would be impacted.   But in the three years since, I’ve seen property values on Tibbets Point 

decline on the average by 25%. 

-The north side of Route 12 should remain primarily residential to maintain scenic vistas of the 

river.  There is ample space for commercial development on the south side of route 12, should 

more commercial development be needed. 

The following comments note some common areas from those who submitted letters: 

-ground water supply should be studied and protected, regulate commercial development 

-the small town feel of our community is very important 

-Amish families have added value to our community 

-Great school system and libraries 

-need to improve and expand internet access  

-Fort Drum as a major employer is appreciated 

-this area is a major migratory route for birds 

-enjoy the rural lifestyle 

-no light pollution 

-important to maintain roads and bridges 

-appreciate the close knit community 
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Clayton Coalition to Preserve Residential Zoning 

 

August 15, 2016 

To:  Clayton Comprehensive Plan Committee 

Re:  Comments on Draft Town and Village of Clayton Comprehensive Plan 

Dear Committee Members: 

The Coalition truly appreciates the extensive time and attention the Clayton Comprehensive 

Plan Committee has devoted to creating a draft Comprehensive Plan and is pleased to respond 

to the Committee’s request for input and discussion on the draft.  

It is noted that the draft Comprehensive Plan (as posted on the Town of Clayton website under 

Legal Notices) is an extensive document consisting of over 150 pages. The length and 

complexity of the document actually makes it difficult to fully digest. However, it is very 

important that the Clayton Community understands the findings of the Plan, since these 

findings are presented as the “vision of the Clayton Community” and will be used to effect 

zoning changes.  

Town of Clayton already has a good Zoning Ordinance. 

The attached comments underscore the need for the draft Plan to recognize the current Town 

Zoning Ordinance as an important factor in the growth and success of Clayton overall. In fact, 

there are only two changes that are needed to the current law: (1) industrial wind development 

should be prohibited and (2) the landing MD2 development districts in residential areas should 

be prohibited. Both types of development will disturb and degrade residential properties and 

their important value to Clayton. Both endanger the tax base, economy and quality of life of 

Clayton. 

Residential Development: Primary Driver of Clayton Economy. 

Based on all the information in the draft Plan, it is clear that the single most important factor 

driving the economic, social, cultural and environmental growth of Clayton is the fact that 

people want to live in Clayton and make it their home. 

Clayton is no ordinary place. Clayton is a small, remote and very beautiful area that has 

attracted many residents both year-round and seasonal. The residential property owner in 

Clayton is far and away the most important driver of the growth that sustains the 

governmental, business, cultural, social and environmental institutions of Clayton. In particular, 

revenues to Clayton government from property taxes come primarily from residential property 

owners (81%). And, in turn, Clayton’s share of the County’s sales tax revenues is based on the 

level of Clayton’s property assessments, not the level of its retail sales. 
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Comprehensive Plan must protect Residential property owners. 

Accordingly, for the updated Comprehensive Plan to reflect the interests of the community it 

must seriously protect the interests of residential property owners. This was well understood in 

1989 when the Town’s current Zoning Ordinance was enacted. The Town Zoning Ordinance 

provides important residential zoning rights on the mainland and the islands, while at the same 

time providing extensive districts for commerce and agriculture. It is not broken and, with the 

two exceptions noted above, it does not need fixing. In addition and without question, 

government should not be given any more discretion than it already has to alter the residential 

zoning rights of Clayton taxpayers. 

An updated Comprehensive Plan should clearly and unambiguously preserve and protect the 

residential fabric of Clayton. The draft Plan is quite clear that industrial wind development will 

degrade the residential and economic fabric of Clayton while at the same time offering no real 

offsetting benefits. However, the draft Plan is frankly ambiguous with respect to other types of 

development, particularly MD2 commercial development of residential properties. Apart from 

industrial wind development, MD2 development is the biggest threat to residential rights in 

Clayton and it is not even mentioned in the draft Plan. 

Committee Members, please understand that Residential Property Owners Matter! They are 

the primary payers of property taxes; they are the primary supporters of commerce in Clayton; 

they are the primary purchasers of products and services in Clayton; they are the primary givers 

of charitable contributions to Clayton institutions. In return, their property rights need to be 

clearly protected and preserved in the updated Comprehensive Plan. 

Conclusions and Requests 

The updated Comprehensive Plan should do the following: 

 Be clear about the value of residential property owners, both year-round and seasonal, 

and the essential revenue stream they provide to Clayton. 

 With two exceptions, endorse maintaining the current Zoning Ordinance of the Town of 

Clayton and specifically recognize it as a significant reason why Clayton has been so 

successful in bringing new residents and new economic development to Clayton. 

 Endorse prohibiting (1) industrial wind development in the Town and (2) landing MD2 

districts in residential areas. 

 Faithfully follow the sound advice and direction of the community survey. 

 Not cede residential property rights to the whims and discretion of local government.  

Again, we extend our thanks and appreciation for providing your time and talent to this 

important effort. 

Sincerely, 

Clayton Coalition to Preserve Residential Zoning 
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Ellen and Jim Adamson 

Carolyn and Andy Anderson 

Sandy and Bob Avery 

Audrey and Waring Blackburn 

Linda Blake et al. 

Bonnie and Tom Bogenshutz 

Mary and David Bowman 

Bari Bryant and Marv Hart 

Mary and Joe Burnash 

Jane Carver and Ron Cooper 

Wende and David Carver 

Michele and Jay Corey 

Pat and Dean Chamberlain 

Jennifer and Dan Churchill 

Bev and Rachel Cole 

Jerry and Art Couch 

Cherie and Doug Danforth 

Robyn and Tom Davison 

Ken Deedy 

Susan and Frank Delorio 

June Denny 

Suzanne and Bill Dertinger 

Shirley and Bob Digel 

Ann and John Dorr 

Janet and Rex Ennis 

Michaele Farber 

Luise and Tom Farrell 

Joan Flint 

Louise Ford 

Donna Fisher and Skip Berhorst 

Terri and James Ganter 

Deb and Walt Gardner 

Alyssa and Jim Geiger 

Mary Ellen and Bruce Gilmore 

Ann and George Grobe 

Carol and George Gershowitz 

Alicia and Joe Guardino 

Cathy and Pete Haak 

Jenn Hayes and David Doubilet 

Johanna and Harold Hambrose 

Deborah Heineman et al. 
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Yvonne and Mike Hogan 

Ginger and John Howard-Smith 

Sherry and Harvey Hurley 

Linda and Fred Jackson 

Caroline and Ken Larson 

Ledgewood Partners et al. 

Elaine and Herb Listemann 

Marc Leuthold 

Mary and Ted Mascott 

Ann and Chet Massari 

Linda and Tom McCausland 

Janice and Dan McPhail 

Barbara Mead  

Marianne and Geoff Mead 

Jen and Jon Mead 

Luke Metcalf 

Lisa and Patrick Moynihan 

Eliza Moore and Jeremy Greene 

Karen and Gary Muisus 

Carol and Dick Munro 

Judy and Bill Munro 

Gloria Musser 

Carol and Rudy Napodano 

Ron Napodano 

Katherine and James Nyce 

Roxane Pratten and Betsey Fitter 

 Barb and Chuck Peterson 

Lolita Pfeiffer 

Pat and Don Pickworth 

Peggy and Jim Pontious 

Carol Reed and Bill Moth 

Jean and Sam Rivoli 

Toni and John Rivoli 

Joan and Fred Rueckert 

Jackie Sanson and Dan McCollister 

Katrin Schubert 

Phyllis Schwartz et al. 

Dawn and Sam Showers 

Rick Spencer 

Liz Raisbeck and Zell Steever 

Marcia and Joseph Stio 
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Theresa Stolz and Bruce Baird 

Dan Tack et al. 

Shirley and David Taylor 

Joan and Skip Tolette 

Dorothy and Bob Topping 

Camilla Smith and Marty Kenner 

Sue and Dave Smith 

Chris Sterling 

Joyce Udovich 

Peggy and Leroy White 

Pat and Bruce Zicari 

Courtney and Jeffery Zoller 

Ineke and Martin Zonnenberg 
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Comments on Draft Clayton Comprehensive Plan 
 

Summary of Comments 

 Since fewer words would probably create greater clarity for the Plan, there is a reluctance to 

suggest that certain important items are missing. Yet, this is the case. We feel that certain items 

need to be addressed for the general welfare of Clayton, its residents and its taxpayers. Please 

note our comments relate largely to the Town of Clayton outside the Village. 

The purpose of the Plan is to “set forth the Community vision, goals, objectives and strategies 

for future development”. On page 88, the Plan states that “after the Plan is completed, a Zoning 

Law Update should be initiated to ensure that both the Town’s and the Village’s Zoning 

requirements continue to be in compliance with the Community vision and related strategies”.  

In actual fact, the Town Zoning Ordinance as it now stands is very much in compliance with the 

Community’s vision for Clayton. The 2015 Community Survey certainly demonstrates that. 

Indeed, the Town Zoning Ordinance has played a pivotal role in the physical and economic 

development of Clayton. Furthermore, the types of development desired by the majority of 

survey respondents are adequately addressed by the current Zoning Ordinance.  

The current Town Zoning Ordinance was carefully crafted to protect residential rights and 

residential neighborhoods while providing extensive areas for commerce and agriculture. But 

this fact is not discussed in the Plan. Also, recent actions by town government to undermine 

those residential rights and neighborhoods (via “landing” an MD2 commercial district in a 

residential neighborhood) is not referenced in the Plan. 

Changes in the draft Plan are needed to underscore the importance of residential development 

(past, present and future) to Clayton and the importance of maintaining a strong Town Zoning 

Ordinance which does not give broad license to town government to curtail residential rights. 

 

Specific Comments 

1. Section 3. Housing 

In order for the important connection between land use and real property tax revenues 

to be clear to the public, more information is needed concerning the extent of 

properties owned by “seasonal residents”. The current information understates the 

extent of ownership by seasonal residents. 

 

Figure 19 on page 22 shows that 52.8% of housing units are “year-round” while 45.9% 

are “seasonal”. This information is based on the Jefferson County/New York State 

coding system for identifying real property units. This system describes “seasonal 

residences” as “not constructed for year-round occupancy (inadequate insulation, 



 

7 
 

heating, etc.)”. However, it is a well-known fact that an extensive number of “seasonal” 

residents are occupying “year-round” units in Clayton. This is particularly true of 

seasonal residents on the mainland. 

 

Many seasonal residents spend May through October in Clayton and thus need heated, 

insulated residences which are coded as “year-round” residences. In order for the 

Comprehensive Plan Committee to better identify the number of housing units of 

seasonal residents, the mailing address for real property tax bills would be a more 

appropriate reference. 

 

Why is this information important? The public needs to be given the most accurate 

information available on the type of residents living in Clayton. Seasonal residents are a 

significant and growing part of the economy of Clayton. Seasonal residents provide a 

significant portion of Clayton’s real property tax revenues and, equally important, 

require very little in terms of town and school expenses. 

 

2. Section 4. Economic Trends and Development 
Continuing on with the need for accurate information about seasonal residents and 

their importance to Clayton, more data is need concerning the breakdown in the 

assessed value of residential property between year-round and seasonal residents. On 

page 44 under Town Assessed Values, it is concluded that seasonal residences comprise 

49% of the total residential assessment and year-round residences comprise 51% of the 

total. Again, this is based on a government coding system and not on reality. In actuality, 

units owned by seasonal residents represent well more than 50% of the assessed 

residential value. 

 

It is important for the Comprehensive Plan Committee to be clear with the public that 

seasonal residents produce high real property tax revenues for Clayton thus helping to 

keep Clayton’s tax rate one of the lowest in Jefferson County. Certainly a 

Comprehensive Plan for Clayton would want to protect and promote residential zoning 

rights for seasonal residents as well as year-round residents. 

 

3. Section 8. Public Input 
In this section, the responses to the spring 2015 Community Survey are set forth in 

some detail. These responses are very informative and certainly show what the 

respondents think about further development and where it should occur. Interestingly, 

there is nothing in these responses which would call for any changes in the Town of 

Clayton Zoning Ordinance. If anything, the responses show that better code 

enforcement is desired. 

 



 

8 
 

Certainly respondents want Clayton to continue to grow. But respondents seem to be 

equally concerned about the high real property taxes they are paying. Some residents 

are concerned about being “priced out” of their home town.  

 

No responses indicate that current zoning presents a barrier to new development. 

In addition, the survey shows that many respondents are concerned with the effects of 

too much development and fear that Clayton could become an “Alexandria Bay”.  

 

4. Section 11. Land Use 
The intent of this final section is to pull together conclusions as to what changes, if any, 

are needed in the Town’s Zoning Ordinance in order to realize the “vision” of the Town’s 

residents. But while this section is twenty pages long, it does not answer basic questions 

such as: 

 Is the current Zoning Ordinance of the Town Of Clayton adequate to protect the 

property and investments of Clayton residents as additional growth occurs? 

 If any zoning changes are needed, what are they and who is suggesting them? 

How will they benefit the general welfare of Clayton? This question is only 

answered with respect to industrial wind development. 

 What prevents town government from arbitrarily threatening the property rights 

of residential owners in particular? A very wordy, so-called “guiding principle” is 

suggested based on “protecting, preserving and enhancing the character of 

Clayton”. This guiding principle is, on its face, completely subjective and gives 

Clayton town government “carte blanche” to make zoning changes never 

envisioned or supported by the general public. 

 Why is the 2015 landing of a “floating” commercial zone (MD2) in a residential 

neighborhood (leaving surrounding property unsaleable) not even mentioned? 

When MD2 was “landed” on an historic residence, the Town Council claimed 

that it was NOT precedent setting but was a unique move not to be followed in 

the future. If that is the case, why is there not a recommendation to 

circumscribe the landing of an MD2 district? If MD2 provisions are not changed, 

no waterfront residential neighborhood is safe from commercial development 

facilitated by town government. 

 And even more unsettling, why is the concept of “mixed use” normally used for 

downtown areas, suddenly suggested as appropriate for the Route 12E corridor 

and the Route 12 east of the Village? Does this mean that the Marine Residential 

zones along the north side of these routes are to become “mixed use”? Why 

would this be necessary when currently the Town Zoning Ordinance permits 

commercial development all along the south side of these routes? The 

community survey supports residential and commercial development in the 
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12/12E corridors, but nowhere does the public suggest that zoning changes are 

necessary or desirable or that residential areas be used for commerce. 

 Lastly, why, in the extensive draft Plan, is a Clayton Zoning Map not included? 

The Clayton Zoning Map actually shows that much development, both residential 

and commercial, is more than possible under the current zoning ordinance. 

 

Submitted by the Clayton Coalition of Preserve Residential Zoning 

 







The following is a listing of comments regarding the draft of the Town/Village of Clayton 

Comprehensive Plan made at the Committee Public Hearing - held on Monday, September 19, 

2016. 

Please note that this is a written summary of spoken comments, therefore the statements were meant 

to be a general recollection, and not a word for word quotation as a stenographer was not present.  

Norma Zimmer (the Village Mayor): Opened the meeting introducing the Committee members and 

County Planning staff in attendance.  She stated the purpose of the public hearing is for the Committee 

to hear public comments.  She said staff will present a short presentation summarizing the 

Comprehensive Plan process.   

Andy Nevin:  I’m Andy Nevin, a Senior Planner from the Jefferson County Department of Planning.  Our 

office has been providing technical assistance throughout the Planning Process, while I’ve not been 

involved since the beginning, we had some staff turnover since the project started so I became involved 

about a year ago.   

I’d like to present a 10 to 20 minute PowerPoint presentation highlighting the state definition of a 

Comprehensive Plan, planning process followed, the Vision, Goals and objectives within the plan, and 

some selected data, maps and other relevant aspects of the plan for those who may not have had time 

to look over the draft materials online.  After that we’d like to open the public hearing up for public 

comments for the committee to hear and consider during this phase of the process.  Afterwards, the 

committee will consider the comments received and potentially edit the document further based on the 

comments.  Written comments will be accepted in case someone could not attend tonight, or if 

something occurs to someone later they can still submit their thoughts in a timely manner.        

Cindy Grant: The Mt. Zion Church name has been changed to…New Life Christian Church. 

Michael Ringer:  Stated he was impressed reading through the Comprehensive Plan.  However, 

he’s concerned with a potential wind turbine project’s effect on residences in the community.  

He stated a 10,000 acre industrial wind complex shouldn’t be located here in Clayton.  He said it 

will hurt property values, will be much harder to sell homes, and that we’ve got to stop it.  He 

said renewables sound good but the average time wind projects generate electricity is 27 

percent, but in upstate New York it only averages out to be about 22 percent of the time.  He 

said the parent company is the largest collector of wind incentives in the world.  He said they’re 

only being proposed because of the subsidies and rate guarantee. A major concern of his are 

the tourists that frequent the area, would they return to visit again if they had to travel through 

a corridor of wind turbines, and see them as a backdrop to the Thousand Islands?  A recent 

Clarkson University survey indicated the 95% of visitors said visitors wouldn’t come back if wind 

turbines become a part of the community.  Imagine even a 30% drop in tourists, that would be 

a huge economic impact.      

Henry Custis: Grindstone Island resident, he agrees that the character of the community is 

important.  However, the current marine residential district is primarily residential and 

therefore the potential placement of an MD2 floating district would be contrary to the 

character of the MR district and should not be considered by the Town.  He feels that low 



density housing areas should not be subjected to higher density, conflicting uses.  He’s worried 

about a non-compatible use coming in using this term.  

Mike Geiss:  He stated the next step will be a review and update of the zoning law, and that the 

ZBA will do this. 

Henry Custis: He also wondered about the political bureaucratic reality of merging the Town 

and Village?  How long range are the considerations, and whether the plan should look at 

potential dissolution of the Village to merge with the Town way into the future? 

Mike Geiss:  The Plan did not consider this. 

Norma Zimmer: Staff from Department of State considered this and made a presentation, but 

did not come back with any follow-up after their initial presentation.  

Bobby Cantwell: responded that Clayton is ahead of the curve with many aspects of sharing 

resources and consolidation of operations.  He added that sometimes sharing is good, and in 

some cases its not.  Current examples are the fuel depot, H/W garage, and the joint PB and ZBA 

as well as the joint zoning and building code officer position.  

Gunther Schaller: noted that some of the data used in the Comp Plan is limited that the 

conclusions were based upon, implying that perhaps additional data could be sought.  He 

stated that with the online survey, the limited access to broadband internet in parts of the 

town limited the number of respondents and therefore skews the data.  He also noted the 

limitations of conducting an online survey.  Also that during the time the survey was conducted 

(2014) most people in the Town felt that the feasibility of establishing a wind turbine project in 

the Town had expired and that it would no longer be pursued.  Therefore, most people no 

longer considered it a possibility so they didn’t feel it necessary to comment on it within the 

survey.  He felt like the lack of input regarding wind would give a false impression of the 

community’s desires.  Therefore, now giving the potential wind project being closer to a real 

potential, he urged the committee to consider conducting another survey to gauge public 

support for a wind project in the community now.  He felt that the Committee shouldn’t rush to 

finish the Comprehensive Plan without either looking at more data or conducting another 

survey to be certain about peoples’ feelings toward a wind project in the community.  He said, 

how much money will be spent defending the Town against wind, slow down and examine 

people’s opinion toward wind energy facilities to ensure the Town follows their desire.    

Larry Aubertine: French Creek causeway mentioned on page 50 has not been the cause of low 

water within French Creek.  Siltation has limited navigation in the creek.  He said it should be 

reworded.   

Don Willinghemu: Tourism is the leading industry in the Town, therefore what are the Town 

and Village doing about supporting tourism to maintain local businesses that depend on it. 

Mike Geiss:  The Plan stresses the importance of tourism and tries to consider it as a priority. 



Doug W: Echoed Mike Ringers stated concerns.  Also, concerned with red lights on the wind 

turbines as seen on Wolfe Island.  Also, green energy development should be balanced 

appropriately with other environmental concerns.  Marine residential areas need to be 

protected.   

Cindy Grant: Mentioned Iberdrola’s website regarding the Horse Creek Wind Project.  She said 

that Depauville is an ideal bedroom community with easy access to Watertown and the Village 

of Clayton.  She said as residents move out of the City seek areas close by but it is quieter, have 

good schools, etc.  However, a series of wind turbines close to the Hamlet will alter its 

desirability as a bedroom community.  She also mentioned there are 27 Amish Families living, 

working, and educating their families in the area who never anticipated such a project to be 

within their close proximity of their front/back yards.    She said that NYS Route 12 is the 

gateway to the community and should be recognized/protected as such. 

She concluded with the point that tourists will have to travel through the wind farm to get to 

Clayton.  She feels that the Town is generally flat which will allow turbines to be viewed from 

most if not all the Town, and likened the turbines to being visual pollution.    

Gunther Schaller:  Talked about a lack of broadband access in many areas of the Town, and 

while the Town has come a long way, it has to recognize that many of its residents may not be 

accessing information through the internet, so involving them in surveys must use broader 

outreach.   Also, could the community show a desire to expand broadband access coverage? 

He said to the Village and Town should consider promoting the expansion of broadband access 

to the remaining areas of the Town that may not have access currently.  

Norma Zimmer:  Said that members of the audience or those who may not have attended can 

submit written email comments to the Committee before September 22 so they can be 

considered by the Committee as well. 
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