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Jurisdictional Office

• Initial point of contact for public
– General inquiries
– Jurisdictional determinations

• Source of jurisdictional advice
– For landowners, project sponsors
– For local government (CEOs)
– For staff

• Coordinates with all divisions



Action

• Triage of JIFs
• JIF parties
• Phone calls to landowners
• Site visits



Action: JIF Triage

• JIF = Jurisdictional Inquiry Form
• Initial review of JIFs received

– Deeds
– Landowner signatures
– Complete buckslip

• Is a permit required?
– If yes, is it a Minor Project?

• Is there a potential violation?



Action: JIF Parties

• Staff cross-training
• Homework to staff
• Reduce response time



Action: Phone Calls & Site Visits

• Phone calls
– To clarify JIF submittal
– Obtain missing information

• Site visits
– Does proposal need a variance?
– Explain variance procedure
– Discuss possible alternatives



Coordination

• Enforcement
– Potential violations

• Regulatory Programs
– Minor project permits

• Referrals to RASS
– Wetlands
– Bridge / dam re-builds

• Planning
– State land JIFs



Coordination: Potential Violation

• Consult with Enforcement Program on 
options for resolution
– Address within J or NJ determination
OR
– Transmit to enforcement division
OR
– Consult with and transmit to Regulatory 

Programs Division

“What’s the best way?”



Coordination: J Minor Projects

• Transmit materials to Regulatory 
Programs Division for JIF response
– Scan materials
– Update database for tracking



Regulatory Programs Division

• Review project applications
• Issue permits and variances



Action: J Minor Projects

• Receive transmittal form and JIF materials
• Assign EPS to Pre-application
• Send applicant letter and JIF Supplement



Jurisdictional Minor Project – Before

Jurisdictional 
Determination PermitApplicant

JIF Application

JIF Office 
J Review

Regulatory Programs
Project Review

Applicant



Jurisdictional Minor Project – Now

Jurisdictional 
Determination PermitApplicant

JIF

JIF 
Supplement

JIF Office 
J or NJ Review

Regulatory Programs
Project Review

Transmittal



Efficiency: J Minor Projects
• New process in use for 10+ months
• Compared 2010 to 2011

April 2010 –
January 2011

April 2011 –
January 2012

JIFs Received 
(J Minor Projects)

44 30

Applications Received 20 10
Permits Issued 12 10
Time to get a permit 
(calendar days)

62 38



Enforcement Program

• Investigate potential violations
• Resolve violations



Coordination:  Potential Violations

• From JIF
• From permit application

• For Regulatory Programs Division
– After-the-fact permits



Action: PV from JIF

• Address violation and answer jurisdictional 
inquiry
– Close-out letter 
– Settlement agreement
– J letter

• 35 Enforcement Cases referred from JIF 
(2011)

“What’s the best way?”



Action: PV from Reg Progs

• Address violation and authorize project
– Stop clock and referral
– Consultation and coordination wrap-in

“What’s the best way?”



Action: After-the-fact Permit

• Closer coordination between Enforcement 
and Regulatory Programs

• 9 ATF permits issued in 2011
• 12 ATF permits are currently under review

Enforcement
Investigation

Regulatory Programs
Project Review



Efficiency

• Fewer staff involved with each matter
• Reduced points of contact for landowner
• Reduced number of determinations
• Ensure consistent outcomes
• Improved upon the worst case scenario



Worst Case Scenario
4 Agency Determinations for 1 Project
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Action, Coordination, & Efficiency
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Agency 
MAD & Lookup System

March 15, 2012  ~  John Barge



Two Mission Critical Tools

• Used by every staff
• At every desktop
• For records retrieval
• And record entry
• Both home-grown custom applications
• Used daily to access & manage 10’s of 

thousands of Agency records



???’s These Tools Help Answer:

• Have we ever had an Agency action on 
this parcel before?

– JIF determination?
– Project permit?
– Enforcement case?
– Wetland field visit?
– Pre-existing subdivision?



???’s These Tools Help Answer:

• What do the maps tell me about …
– Parcel ownership
– Agency jurisdiction
– Natural resources
– Public infrastructure
– Previous Agency actions



???’s These Tools Help Answer:

• Show me other Agency transactions 
dealing with similar jurisdictional factors.
For example: Show me projects in …

this town,
in this land use area, 
dealing with wetlands,
and recreational rivers, 
requesting a permit for …



Master Action Database 1 (MAD)

Since 1998
100,000 records



JIF’s

27,658



Projects

17,458



Tracking New Transactions:

JIF>

<Project



Cross Reference & Document Access



MAD 2.0



Agency GIS “Lookup System”

“One-Stop Shop” 
of Agency 
Cartographic 
Assets

1992



Maps



Lookup



Measure  - Identify  - Add



Lookup System 2



Document 
Management

Central 
Repository

Legal RASS Admin
Reg

Programs
Jurisdiction Enforcement

Wetlands Soils Personnel Policy Guidance

Folders

Subfolders

Year
Draft

Final

Wyyyy‐nnnn

Wyyyy‐nnnn

File Naming 
Convention



Wetlands 
1. Determination request received from: 

public, other Agencies, JIF office, Reg 
Programs, Enforcement or State Lands 

2.  Office review including air photo 
interpretation

3.  Field visit, if necessary to determine if 
wetland is jurisdictional and locate 
wetland boundary in relation to 
proposed activity 

4.  Discussion of ways to avoid, minimize 
and/or mitigate wetland impacts









Photo credit: 
Jim Bisson



The Deep-Hole Test Pit 
Process

Ron Tucker

March 15, 2012



The Deep-Hole Test Pit Process
1. New development activity proposed involving on‐site wastewater 

treatment
2. Consultant is hired or APA soil scientist is scheduled for a site visit
3. Desktop review: Prepare for site visit
4. Site Visit: Project plans discussed with land owner/project sponsor
5. Location of on‐site wastewater treatment system identified

A. Appropriate water body and wetland setbacks?
B. Appropriate drinking water (well) setback?
C. Appropriate land area for system plus 100 % replacement?
D. Appropriate slope of the landscape?



The Deep-Hole Test Pit Process
6. Excavator  digs test pit to a depth of 6 feet

A. Depth to seasonal high groundwater table?
B. Depth to bedrock?

7. Separation requirements satisfied
A. Memo issued approving location with detailed soil data
B. Soil data is used to design the on‐site wastewater treatment 

system
8. Separation requirements not satisfied

A. Alternative sites sought
B. Project may require modification to move forward



Agency Variance Process 

2011 PROGRESS 

OVERVIEW OF VARIANCE ORDERS ISSUED



VARIANCES IN 2011

Background 

• Management and staff anticipated increase in variance 
applications as a result of new shoreline regulations effective 
December 31, 2008.

• Management sought to 
• streamline the variance process, 
• comply with SAPA, and 
• allow the Agency all of its options when considering 

variances.

• Variance process initiated in late 2010 in accord with existing 
regulation 9 NYCRR § 576.5.



How does the new variance process 
differ from the previous process?

• Hearings are more formal then the “mini-hearing” under 9 
NYCRR § 576.6 but less formal than full-blown adjudicatory 
hearings  

• Allows Agency to accept or reject a staff recommendation 
without sending the variance back for a full adjudicatory 
hearing unless the Agency seeks information outside the 
record  

• Separate procedures apply to “pure” variance 

• Applicants provided with summary of the process and what 
they need to establish to justify the variance



2011 variance process continued to 
evolve and improve 

• Guidance Documents for public and staff 

• Development of Intra-Agency Templates

• Memorandum of Hearing Summary Included in   
Agency Mailing



2011  Review & Determination on
10  Variance Applications 

9 Variance Orders Issued
1 Minor Permit Amendment Issued

8  Variances for Shoreline Setbacks
1  Variance  for Sign

10  Variance Hearings

2010 - 5 Variances Issued
2009  - 1 Variance Issued



AGENCY  VARIANCE  2010-189  VELEZ MARINE, LLC

Order  Issued January 2011



AGENCY  VARIANCE 2010-273  Lofgren

Order  Issued  January 2011

SIGN    
VARIANCE



AGENCY  VARIANCE 2010-196   ANDOLINA 

Hearing January 2011 - Order  Issued  February 2011



AGENCY  VARIANCE 2010-97 SERINO

Hearing February  2011 - Order  Issued  March 2011



AGENCY  VARIANCE 2009-153  TOWN OF MORIAH 

Hearing March 2011 - Order  Issued  April 2011



AGENCY  VARIANCE 2010-138   Village of Lake Placid 

Hearing March 2011 - Order  Issued  May 2011



AGENCY  VARIANCE  2010-246  CAMP TULLER, LLC

Hearing August  2011 - Order  Issued  September  2011

ON-SITE  WASTEWATER T REATMENT 
SYSTEM  WITHIN 100’  OF STREAM



AGENCY  VARIANCE 2010-80   ALESSE

Hearing September 2011 - Order  Issued  October 2011



AGENCY  VARIANCE 2010-205

Sacandaga Hudson Advisory Council Whitewater Park

Hearing August 2011 - Order  Issued  October 2011

Order  Issued  October 2011



2011 VARIANCE 
Applications and JIFs Received

• 28  JIF Determinations = Variance required

• 6  Variance Applications Submitted:
– 3 Revised Plans to be nonjurisdictional
– 2 Remain Incomplete and additional information requested
– 1 Variance was issued (Feb. 2012 )

• Staff’s Role 
– Help applicant understand variance criteria, recognize potential 

alternatives, and provide complete application
– Advocate for complete record 



2010 year end report:

“  Looking forward we will continue to work 
closely with the Legal Division to clarify, 
refine and hopefully simplify hearing 
procedure for variances ensuring that the 
appropriate, required record, is developed 
for Agency’s consideration while 
maintaining flexibility on the degree of  
hearing formality based on the complexity 
of a specific variance request. ….”



State Administrative Procedure Act Law § 302

• For an informal variance hearing, the record should include: 

• all notices; 

• evidence presented, including exhibits and recorded statements and 
testimony; 

• a statement of matters officially noticed, such as regulations and prior 
proceedings; 

• proposed findings and exceptions, if any; 

• any findings of fact, conclusions of law or other recommendations 
made by a presiding officer; and 

• any decision, determination, opinion, order or report rendered.



Adirondack Park Agency
Permit Compliance Monitoring

2011 Year End Report



Adirondack Park Agency
Permit Compliance Monitoring

What We Have Learned
– Permit Holders are Generally 

Not Violators
– Permitting Process is a 

Strength
– Targeted Compliance Review 

Serves Efficiency



Adirondack Park Agency
Permit Compliance Monitoring

Procedure
– Mailing Cycle & Criteria for 

Review
• Bi-Monthly Mailing
• Project Deliverables
• Targeted Review

– Time Sensitivity
• Weekly Review
• MAD Database

2011 Contacts
– 242 Contacts by mail



Adirondack Park Agency
Permit Compliance Monitoring

Ongoing Benefits
– Additional Landowner 

Contact
– Public Awareness of  

Compliance Review
– Accountability to Permit 

Obligations



2011 Annual Report
Legal

• Flyers
• Campgrounds

• Shoreline Restrictions

• Associate Counsel



2011 
Local Government Services

The Year in Maps

Agency Presentation March 15, 2012



103 
Towns 
& 

Villages

±131,000 
Year‐Round 
Residents



15 New Supervisors Elected in 2011

Brighton: Peter Shrope

Caroga: Ralph Ottuso

Crown Point: Charles Harrington

Elizabethtown: Margaret Bartley

Ellenburg: David Leonard

Hague: Edna A. Frasier

Indian Lake: Brian E. Wells

Johnsburg: Ronald Vanselow

Lake George: Dennis Dickinson

North Hudson: Ronald Moore

Ohio: Scott Bagetis

Pitcairn: Clyde Sam Frank Jr.

Saranac: Ronald Kent

Schroon: Michael Marnell

Webb: Theodore Riehle



Local Land Use Controls
64: with Zoning

64: with Subdivision 

4: with only Site Plan Review

18: ALLUP’s

25: without 
Local Land Use Controls



17 Towns
1 Village
with

Agency‐approved 
Local Land Use 

Programs
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84  Variances Referred to and Reviewed by Agency Staff in 2011  
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2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Variances Referred to and Reviewed by Agency Staff [2007‐2011] 

98 ‐total 84 ‐total100 ‐total109 ‐total76 ‐total



Local Land Use Review
Jan‐

Feb‐

Mar‐

Apr‐ Chester

May‐ Edinburg, Queensbury, 
Village of Lake George

Jun‐Willsboro, Northampton , 
Lake George

Jul‐ Saranac, Lake George

Aug‐ Hague

Sep‐Queensbury,; Essex

Oct‐

Nov‐Willsboro , Stony Creek, 
Day

Dec‐ Caroga, Willsboro



Board Presentations 
Jan‐

Feb‐Queensbury, Westport & 
Annual Report

Mar‐

Apr‐ Chester, Queensbury & 
2010 Census

May‐ GIS

Jun‐

Jul‐

Aug‐ Hague

Sep‐ Shoreline Requirements of 
ALLUP’s

Oct‐

Nov‐

Dec‐



29 
Meetings with 
Towns & Groups

Bolton
Caroga

Chesterfield
Day

Edinburg
Essex
Hague
Horicon

Indian Lake
Johnsburg
Lake George
Newcomb
Webb

Westport
Lake George Watershed Coalition

Great Sacandaga Lake Advisory Committee



2011 
Northern Adirondack

CEO Training
Agency Staff 

Interacted with Code 
Enforcement Officers 

from 
31

Different Towns 



238 Attendees
45 Towns & Villages

9 Counties
53 Other Entities

2011 Adirondack Park 
Local Government Day 

Conference



Planning Department:
State Land Team 2011 Summary

Agency Meeting

March 15, 2012



State Land Team 2011 Summary

• Department of 
Environmental 
Conservation (DEC)

• Department of 
Transportation (DOT)

• Regulatory

• Legal

• Research Analysis & 
Scientific Services 
(RASS)



State Land Team 2011 Summary
DOT

• Scenic Byways Planning on 
the Olympic Byway
(Route 86)

• Travel Corridor Unit 
Management Planning 
(Route 3)



State Land Team 2011 Summary
DOT

• Permitting/JIF’s:

– Cascade Pass work

– Champlain Bridge 
Restoration

– Culverts



State Land Team 2011 Summary
DEC

• Planning
– SLMP
– UMP’s

• Classification Actions

• Permitting/JIF’s



State Land Team 2011 Summary
SLMP

• Updates to Area 
Descriptions and 
Delineations

• New Statistics: accurate 
and consistently measured

• Web based and easily 
updated



State Land Team 2011 Summary
UMP’s

Monthly conference 
calls to improve 
communications and 
coordination between 
the Agency and the 
Department



State Land Team 2011 Summary
UMP’s

Champlain Islands Complex



State Land Team 2011 Summary
UMP’s

Taylor Pond Complex



State Land Team 2011 Summary
(Re-)Classification Actions

Second Pond Boat Launch



State Land Team 2011 Summary
JIF’s



State Land Team 2011 Summary
Miscellaneous

• Snowmobile Trail Planning

• Conservation Easement 
Recreation Plans

• Presenting and representing the 
Agency at conferences

• Invasive species reporting

• Peer review of papers

• In-house consultation for new 
permitting guidelines



State Land Team 2011 Summary

Questions?

Photo by Carl Heilman
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