
August 10, 2026 

 

Dear members of the Planning Board 

 

I think that we can all agree that housing affordability and availability are important issues. The 

existence of a housing need does not mean that every proposed development should 

automatically be approved. A project must still demonstrate that its scale, density, design, 

infrastructure, traffic and environment impacts, water and wastewater systems, and other site-

specific characteristics are appropriate for the location. 

 

Several recent public comments have pointed out that New Lebanon is now a pro-housing 

community and the beneficiary of a pilot program titled Room Enough for Both initiative that 

argues than denser development is desirable because it can reduce sprawl and preserve open 

space.  

 

That is a legitimate planning thought. However, density is not automatically environmentally 

preferable simply because it occurs in a downtown or along a corridor. If conservation is one of 

the community objectives, it is especially important that a project demonstrate that its 

environmental footprint is appropriate and that mitigation measures are adequate and 

enforceable.  

 

The same can be said about the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan is not, by itself, a 

finding that a particular development proposal satisfies the Town’s requirements or other 

applicable standards.  

 

There is an important distinction between identifying a desired direction for future development 

and determining whether a particular project has adequately addressed the impacts associated 

with that development. 

 

The Planning Board should therefore evaluate the Tilden Commons project on its actual merits 

rather than treating broad statements of support for downtown revitalization or increased housing 

density as evidence that the specific site plan and special use permit should be approved.  

 

There continues to be misinformation, missing information, and conflicting facts surrounding 

aspects of the project. For example,  

• During the July Planning Board meeting the Board asked for information from the 

applicant regarding application to NYS Department of Health and DEC which still has 

not been provided for review.  

• The Site can’t accommodate the required Department of Health regulations of 200-foot 

separation from the property line or water from sewer. Please do not accept a lesser 

standard than what is in the regulations.  

• It still is unclear whether a PILOT will be sought. Conflicting answers exist. According to 

the NYS Homes and Community Renewal Proposal Summary on page 4 clearly states 

“The project will pursue a PILOT under Article XI.”, however, applicant is adamant that 

the project will not pursue a PILOT. I realize this is not a site issue per se however when 



an applicant obfuscates and does not tell the truth on the verbal presentations to the Board 

then the Board MUST rely upon the paperwork it has in hand. 

• Dewatering has not been discussed. The project’s geotechnical report identifies that site 

dewatering may be necessary but there were no details such as quantity of water to be 

removed, where it would go, further impacts to surrounding wells, wetlands, or streams.  

I support thoughtful and responsible growth for New Lebanon. However, this proposed project, 

which has nearly doubled in size from the original proposal, appears far too dense and intensive 

for the size and characteristics of the site. That raises legitimate concerns regarding infrastructure 

capacity, environmental impacts, traffic and safety, and the overall well-being and character of 

the surrounding community. 

The Comprehensive Plan and the Room Enough for Both initiative may support thoughtful 

increases in housing density and efforts to limit sprawl, but they should not be used to justify 

placing a project of this scale on a site that may not be able to adequately accommodate it. 

Planning principles should guide development; they should not override site-specific constraints. 

Nor should the Town approve a project simply because the applicant has invested significant 

time and resources in developing it, or because the project has evolved in order to become 

financially viable. The financial feasibility of a private development should not determine 

whether its scale and impacts are appropriate for the site. Likewise, the applicant's positive 

contributions to the community should not substitute for demonstrating that the proposed project 

meets the Town's planning, environmental, infrastructure, and safety requirements. 

The question before the Town should be whether this particular project is appropriate for this 

particular site—not whether there is a desire for more housing or economic development in New 

Lebanon. 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Melisssa Francoeur 
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