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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1

Introduction

Page 1

The Applicant is seeking Town Board approval of a PUD Concept Plan (hereafter, “the 2021 Proposed
Plan”) for the Bellefield Property, which is located on tax lots 133200‐6163‐01‐131849‐0000 (335.55 ac.),
133200‐6163‐01‐010622‐0000 (3.49 ac.) and 133200‐6163‐01‐000897‐0000 (0.58 ac.), which are located
at 3760, 3780 and 3834 US Route 9 in the Greenbelt Zoning District and the Bellefield Planned
Development Overlay District (BPDD) (see Figures 1 and 2). Upon approval of the Proposed 2021 Proposed
Plan, the Applicant will seek Final Development Plan approval to develop the mixed‐use development
project also known as the 2021 Proposed Plan (see HH Figures 1 and 2).
The 2021 Proposed Plan consists of:






1,307,742 SF residential uses, including 844 dwelling units:
o 105 single‐family units
 30 Estate homes
 75 Cottage homes
o 129 condominium units
o 80 duplex units (Patio homes)
o 158 townhouse units
o 372 apartment units
 120 units above retail
 252 units in stand‐alone building.
46,250 SF of accessory non‐residential spaces serving the residential uses
o 15,000 SF sales office/misc. use
o 31,250 SF community building space for amenities: barn, fitness studio, pool(s), salon
rooms, juice bar, clubhouse, children’s play areas, game room, outdoor lounge area,
courts, and cyclist services.
774,328 SF of non‐residential commercial uses comprised of:
o 192,000 SF of stand‐alone and in‐line retail, including retail in mixed‐use buildings
o 31,000 SF of restaurants
 Craft Breweries with tasting room
 Wineries with tasting room
 Distilleries with tasting room
 Artisanal food manufacturers
o 25,000 SF of office use
o 437 hotel keys (340,728 SF)
 Extended stay and all suite type hotels
 Includes 137 keys/106,328 SF previously approved for Inn at Bellefield (Sub‐Phase
1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on January 3, 2018
o 32 hotel villas (25,600 SF)
o 15,000 SF spa
o 15,000 SF event barn
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130,000 SF of tax exempt uses
 Culinary, educational, and agricultural uses



244.73 ac. of open space
o 117.6 ac. of permanently preserved conservation area
o 127.13 ac. of parks, natural and cultural resources areas



Approximately 2,751 parking spaces1 comprised of the following
o Surface parking lots
o On‐street parking
o Two (2) parking garages

The program described above would be developed within five distinct neighborhoods connected by an
internal road hierarchy and open space network. Table 1 also describes the development program
according to neighborhoods. The neighborhoods and open space are described as follows:
The Village
The Village neighborhood is the center of the Bellefield community. The Village comprises approximately
42.35 acres and includes approximately 436 residential dwelling units, including attached rental lofts,
townhouses, condominiums, and multi‐family rental apartment buildings. The total commercial area
comprises approximately 271,328 SF and includes commercial (mixed‐use, restaurants, retail (stand‐alone
and in‐line), craft wineries, breweries, distilleries and food manufacturing with tasting rooms, service, and
office uses), and hospitality use (137 keys2). The Village will also include approximately 65,250 SF of non‐
residential use (in addition to the commercial uses specified immediately above), including 25,250 SF of
community building space and approximately 25,000 SF culinary/educational/agricultural tax exempt
space, which is designed to serve the Bellefield community and culinary and agricultural tourists. The
Village includes open spaces, including public and pocket parks, including the historic Roosevelt
Foundation and Jesuit water tower.
The Village neighborhood is highly accessible, both from the two US Route 9 accesses (which were
constructed in 2019/2020) and the internal roadway system. The estate‐like main entry will feature stone
walls and a barn at the entry which will signify the dominant agricultural and culinary character of
Bellefield and provide an opportunity for custom signs that include a barn vernacular appropriate in scale
and congruent with the Village character. The neighborhood is characterized by a Village‐scale commercial
main street with mixed‐use buildings, curbs, pedestrian crossings, and street furnishings. The layout is
based on a framework spine roadway (Main Street) which connects the entire property with
irregular/transitional blocks and parcels fronting the main street. The layout provides transition between
neighborhoods, with vegetated open space and screening located along the US Route 9 corridor,
commercial and mixed‐use located at the center, and residential located at the eastern edge, which forms
the transition to The Ridge neighborhood. The design of streets is pedestrian‐friendly with consideration
1

Proposed parking total does not include on‐street parking that will be available in the Terrace and Ridge
neighborhoods.
2
137 keys/106,328 SF previously approved for Inn at Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on
January 3, 2018.
The Chazen Companies
June 14, 2021

2021 Proposed Plan
Amended PUD Concept Development Plan
SEQR Comparison Technical Report
Part 1 Full Environmental Assessment Form

Page 3

of the pedestrian experience prioritized over the vehicle. Street designs include on‐street parking,
sidewalks, and street trees in the Village while residential neighborhoods may include curbless roadways
with green infrastructure (drainage swales) and street trees or landscape that transition to natural areas.
Total parking will include approximately 2055 spaces. Most of this parking is proposed to be located below
residential and commercial buildings (approximately 646 spaces), either partially submerged or at grade,
but obscured from view by topography, orientation, and adjacent buildings. Access to parking will be
oriented away from the traditional street‐facing front of the building and oriented to the interior of the
parcel from side streets or alleys. Parking will also occur on street (approximately 245 spaces) and within
surface parking lots (approximately 764 spaces total). Where appropriate, surface parking will be screened
from US Route 9 by architecturally contextual ancillary structures (see “parking shed” on page 85 in HH
Design Guidelines, submitted separately) in addition to landscaping elements. Additionally, two, two‐
story parking garages are featured with approximately 200 spaces each.
The Terrace
The Terrace neighborhood is located to the northeast of The Village and comprises approximately 38.28
acres. This neighborhood is accessed by the entrance from the north of the site along St. Andrews Road
and via the internal roadway system. The Terrace is primarily residential including approximately 195
residential dwelling units, including townhouses and cottages. The neighborhood also features two
community buildings (3,000 SF total), which are accessory to the residential uses. Parking is proposed to
be located at the dwellings (two spaces) and on street. Open space in the Terrace includes public and
pocket parks. The Terrace is characterized by detached single family dwellings or townhouses, with front
yard setbacks, including streets with tree planting along sidewalks where sidewalks occur.
The Ridge
The Ridge neighborhood is located directly east of The Village neighborhood and occupies 31.69 acres.
This neighborhood is accessed by the internal roadway system and is primarily residential and includes
approximately 118 residential dwelling units comprised of estate, cottage and patio homes. Parking is
proposed to be located at the dwelling units and on street. The Ridge includes public and pocket parks.
The Ridge is a mostly linear neighborhood intermixed with open spaces and characterized by single family
homes with planted front yards, limited curbs, and limited hardscape.
The Crescent
The Crescent neighborhood is located at the southeast corner of the site and occupies approximately
37.33 acres. This neighborhood is accessed by the West Dorsey Lane entrance and by the internal roadway
system. This neighborhood includes both residential and hospitality uses. The residential portion includes
approximately 95 residential dwelling units comprised of attached housing (condominiums, townhouses)
and detached housing (patio homes). The total commercial area comprises approximately 290,000 SF
featuring hospitality uses including: a 332‐key hotel/conference center, 32 hotel villas, a spa, and an event
barn. The commercial uses noted here comprise the hotel program. The hotel villas are commercial uses
that are used for long‐term rentals. All rental agreements will be managed by the management company
as stipulated in the Master Association. There will be no third party rental of these buildings. The total
non‐residential area (exclusive of the commercial uses described above) would include 105,000 SF of
culinary/educational/agricultural tax exempt use. Interior roadways will provide access throughout this
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neighborhood, including alleys and loading areas. Parking is proposed to be located on street and within
surface parking lots. The Crescent includes public and pocket parks.
The Crescent neighborhood forms a large semi‐circle in the southeast corner of the site and is centered
around open space. The development sites provide views overlooking Bellefield’s natural areas, The
Village, and beyond to the Hudson River. The condominium flats and townhouses have limited front yard
setbacks and sidewalks and are surrounded by patio homes, with front yard setbacks and streets with tree
planting along the sidewalks.
St. Andrews
The St. Andrews neighborhood is located at the northwest corner of the site and occupies approximately
12.85 acres. It is separated from the other neighborhoods by the Maritje Kill and derives access from St.
Andrews Road and from US Route 9. This neighborhood includes approximately 83,000 SF of commercial
area, including commercial retail and restaurants. In the St. Andrews neighborhood, commercial buildings
are clustered along US Route 9 and St. Andrews Road away from the Maritje Kill basin and provided with
an integrated sidewalk system to link the development to the developing neighborhood in this area. The
Bellefield project (see HH Figure 3) will include an internal path system that links to the St. Andrews
neighborhood to foster connectivity to the St. Andrews/US Route 9 intersection and the uses beyond.
The property immediately north of the western portion of this neighborhood is currently under
construction for the Asahi Shuzo Sake Facility featuring a tasting room and visitor tours. A new building
housing a rice polishing facility, which is part of the Sake Facility is located with a 150 foot setback from
St. Andrews Road. Depending on the proposed layout, a similar setback may be appropriate here for the
Bellefield development to enhance the character of this intersection which is undergoing a transformation
to a more pedestrian scale interface between neighborhoods. The eastern portion of this neighborhood,
which was originally proposed to be the location for the previous project’s WWTP, will be the location of
a new restaurant within a uniquely beautiful natural setting including a view of the Maritje Kill. In order
to protect the views and because of the limited total distance from St. Andrew’s Road to the sensitive
slopes of the Maritje Kill, the surface parking area to serve this use (approximately 316 spaces) is proposed
to be located off St. Andrews Road within the 150 foot setback. While this is normally not appropriate,
the unique circumstances make this the better solution. The parking area will include a planted
landscaped area that will partially buffer views from St. Andrews Road toward the parking area on the
south side of the road. Parking is designed in this manner so that the portion of site with the best views
can house the restaurant program and be enjoyed by guests and visitors to the site.
Open Space
Bellefield will include 117.6 acres in conservation easement (east parcel and Maritje Kill) in addition to
public and pocket parks, trails, agricultural fields and natural vegetated areas. The 2021 Proposed Plan
includes approximately ten miles of trails, approximately five miles of sidewalks, and shared access for
bicyclists along roadways providing safe and efficient access throughout the interior of the development.
The system will connect the residential areas, St. Andrews, The Village, and the conservation area. Public
and pocket parks will be located throughout the development and will feature amenities (community
buildings or structures, playgrounds, etc.) in addition to agricultural fields and related activities. In
addition, there will be interior gardens, courts, and other amenity structures to provide inviting, active
areas for residents. Visitors will be able to park within Bellefield to utilize the on‐site parks, trail system
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and bicycle accommodations. The trail system is designed to link to off‐site Town‐wide existing and future
proposed trail systems leading to Val‐kill.
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Table 1: Amended PUD Concept Plan – by Neighborhood
Neighborhood

Use

Commercial
Program
Residential
Program

The Village

Non‐Residential
Program

The Inn at Bellefield
Rental Apartments
Rental Loft Apartments in Mixed‐use
Building
Condominiums
(Multifamily)
Townhouses
Retail/Restaurant
Barn/Community Building
Sales Office/Misc.
Tax Exempt
Culinary/Educational/Agricultural Center
Village Total Units/Keys

Residential
Program
The Terrace

Non‐Residential
Program

# of
Units/
# of
Keys
137 keys

SF/Unit

Subtotal SF

Total SF

Status

‐‐

106,328

106,328

Approved

252
units
120
units
60 units

1,116

281,232

533,824

1,246

149,520

1,594

95,640

4 units
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

1,858
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

7,432
165,000
25,250
15,000

‐‐

‐‐

25,000

Cottages (Single‐family)

436
units
137
keys
150
units
45 units

Community Building

‐‐

Townhouses

Terrace Total Units

195
units

Village Total SF

1,858

278,700

2,200

99,000
‐‐

205,250

Proposed

25,000
870,402

377,700

Proposed

3,000

3,000

Terrace Total SF

380,700
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SF/Unit

Subtotal SF

Total SF

Patio Homes (Two‐family)
Estate Homes (Single‐family)

# of
Units/
# of
Keys
58 units
30 units

1,535
3,000

89,030
90,000

245,030

Cottages (Single‐family)

30 units

2,200

66,000

Community Building

‐‐

‐‐

3,000

Use

Residential
Program
The Ridge
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Non‐Residential
Program

Residential
Program

Non‐Residential
Program
The Crescent

St. Andrews

Non‐Residential
Program

Proposed

3,000

Condominium Flats
(Multifamily)
Patio Homes (Two‐family)

118
units
69 units

1,594

109,986

22 units

1,535

33,770

Townhouses
Hotel/Conference Center
Hotel Villas
Spa

4 units
300 keys
32
‐‐

1,858
‐‐
800
‐‐

7,432
234,400
25,600
15,000

Event Barn
Tax Exempt
Culinary/Educational/Agricultural
Crescent Total Units/Keys

‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐

15,000
105,000

105,000

Crescent Total SF

546,188

Ridge Total Units

Retail
Office
Restaurant
St. Andrews Total Units/Keys

95
units/
332
keys
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
None

Ridge Total SF

‐‐
50,000
‐‐
25,000
‐‐
8,000
St. Andrews Total SF

Status

248,030
151,188

290,000
Proposed

83,000

Proposed

83,000
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Totals
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Use

Total Units/Keys

# of
Units/
# of
Keys
844
units/
469
keys1

SF/Unit

Subtotal SF

Total Residential SF
Total Non‐Residential SF
Total SF

Total SF

Status

1,307,742 SF
820,578 SF
2,128,320 SF1

137 keys/106,328 SF previously approved for Inn at Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on January 3, 2018.
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Development Design Guidelines (prepared by Hart Howerton)
The 2007 Approved Plan included development standards and design guidelines to be used by the
Planning Board as a guide during the review of individual Final Development Plans (Site Plan Review) for
project development. The 2021 Proposed Plan includes new, updated, Design Guidelines that are
congruent with the design principles of the Amended Plan.
These Design Guidelines are intended to be part of the overall Development Standards for the Amended
PUD Concept Plan. The Design Guidelines have been developed in keeping with the Town’s zoning
provisions and policy initiatives to assure the development of a community that is architecturally and
environmentally innovative, while also being compatible with the character of the underlying BPDD and
consistent with Greenway Connections, so as to create a community which provides a fitting gateway
entrance to the Town of Hyde Park.
The vision for this community is based on the following principles:




Create a community focused on agriculture and the natural environment anchored within the
greater context of the Hudson Valley.
Connect with the culinary strength of the region to celebrate the farm‐to‐table lifestyle ‐ its
seasonality, sustainability, and emphasis on Biophilic holistic wellness.
Reflect the sense of place and strong history of Hyde Park while also encouraging contemporary
building and site designs that draw upon that heritage and local tradition.

These guidelines encourage contemporary building designs that draw upon regional heritage and local
traditions. Designs are to draw inspiration from Hudson Valley villages and rustic traditions. The Design
Guidelines provide information on building proportion and façade organization, massing and articulation,
lighting, and signage for all building types included in the 2021 Proposed Plan. In addition, the Design
Guidelines provide locational and design standards for freestanding and integrated parking decks in the
Village and Terrace neighborhoods to accommodate the parking needs of hospitality, multi‐family, and/or
mixed‐use buildings, while assuring that the design and aesthetics of the structures are appropriate for
the Bellefield PDD District.
Landscape Guidelines (prepared by Hart Howerton)
The Design Guidelines include a landscape framework. The landscape vision for the 2021 Proposed Plan
is to build upon the natural beauty of the site, and to create a distinctively Hudson Valley landscape
experience. The project includes extensive landscaping with a focus on species native to the region using
the following landscaping zones:



Agrarian Zone: This zone will be accessible, woven throughout the community, and along the US
Route 9 corridor.
Common Space: These are the spaces where the community comes together for seasonal
festivals, weekly farmers’ markets, or more informal gatherings/uses. The landscape in these
areas will have a more formal edge, blending historic landscapes with Hudson Valley sustainable
solutions.
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Neighborhood Planting: Residential planting character will reinforce the overall plant palette and
desired landscape character. Planting will be kept refined yet natural in layout and used to
reinforce what is unique about the Hudson Valley.
Natural Areas: Natural areas of the site will be protected and managed for health and succession.
These areas provide key context to the community and are the backbone of the open space and
trail network.

While zones of Agriculture, Common Space and Natural Areas are defined and used to categorize plant
communities, there is overlap in material between these zones. This helps to create a unified landscape
that blends zones and spaces in a refined yet natural way throughout the site. Nonnative invasive species
are prohibited throughout the various landscape zones.
Throughout the community, clustered development allows for increased areas of open space. In the
neighborhoods, open spaces will include natural areas, forest, farmland, and parks. Within the Village,
building arrangement and architecture work with site design to create a series of outdoor rooms and
public open spaces in the landscape, including historic and cultural resource areas (Roosevelt Compound).
The residential neighborhoods (Terrace, Ridge and Crescent) will include pocket parks.
Architectural Character
Massing and articulation of building forms for the various use types will be developed in accordance with
the Design Guidelines. Residential building forms will be designed with a simple massing and façade
organization strategy and are described in more detail below.








Multi‐family residential buildings will incorporate overhangs, balconies, and porches to facilitate
and reinforce the public atmosphere of the Village center. Building architecture will be
contemporary, with each building maintaining a distinctive identity. Buildings will be articulated
to reduce massing effects using varied roof forms and heights and massing breaks (full building
height, approximately every 100 feet) and a focus on vertical proportions. Multi‐family residential
buildings will be three stories in height over one story of parking and 51 feet tall.3
Townhouse units will be attached with units located side‐by‐side (no units above) featuring
ground floor entries off a street or common open space and garages loaded from the street or
alley. Townhouse buildings will be three stories in height and 46 feet tall.
Estate homes will be detached single‐family homes with front, side and rear yards with entry will
be primarily from the street. Estate Home buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall.
Cottages are smaller detached single‐family homes with front, side and rear yards with entry will
be primarily from the street. Cottage buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall.
Patio homes are duplexes (attached, containing two dwelling units). Similar to the townhouse
units, no units will be stacked above. Garage access will be front or rear loaded. Patio home
buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall.

3

Proposed heights are shown in the enclosed bulk table. Heights are based on average finished grade around the
building. Buildings with parking below feature a substantial change in grade from front to rear of building.
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Commercial and non‐residential building forms will be designed to vary from one another and be massed
and articulated in a manner fitting to the use within the building. Buildings will vary in height, width of
street frontage, setbacks and roof profile to fundamentally distinguish unique uses and attractions, while
maintaining an overall impression of a low‐rise, “small town” center. These building types are described
in more detail below.






Mixed‐use buildings will be designed to encourage storefront retail on the ground floor with
residential loft units above. Residential entries will be separate from public entries to non‐
residential or commercial spaces. Buildings will be 3 stories in height with a height of 51 feet to
the parapet, and 59 feet to a shaped roof, which accommodates a 20‐foot high retail floor on the
ground floor and 10 foot ceilings for residential floors.
Retail, community buildings (housing amenities for either residential or non‐residential uses), and
educational buildings will be designed to encourage year round village‐type public activities of
various types. Using elements such as arcades, overhangs and awnings, the retail experience will
be designed for the pedestrian, creating sheltered outdoor areas that provide fluid transitions
between the street, parking areas and internal spaces. Glazing will be maximized to enhance
visibility of storefronts. Sidewalks, streets and plazas will be designed in concert with ground floor
non‐residential uses. Retail and community buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall
and culinary/educational/agricultural center buildings will be three stories in height and 46 feet
tall.
Hotel and conference center, event barn and spa will be designed to reflect the traditions of the
local architectural vernacular, but contemporary architecture and will address entries and
circulation needs depending on use with seasonal variations in indoor and outdoor function
space. Hotel and conference buildings will be five stories in height and 75 feet tall. The event barn
and spa will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall. Note that the Village Hotel design, including
proposed height of 5 stories, is approved pursuant to Sub‐Phase‐1‐A.

Proposed building lengths range from 80 to 300 feet to create the scale and sense of place that are integral
to a successful village core. Building length along Main Street is used to create a walkable pedestrian
experience without large gaps or ‘missing teeth’ in the walkable Village‐core framework. The proposed
hotel/conference center in the Crescent neighborhood is proposed to have a maximum 600 feet
maximum length, which is consistent with appropriate size of these facilities.
As shown in HH Figure 4, the proposed heights within the Village are typical of those found in other historic
Hudson Valley villages. The residential development in the Crescent will be comprised of attached housing
(condominiums, townhouses) and detached housing (patio homes), see also the Design Guidelines. In this
part of the Crescent, the residential development will resemble the small lot village residential
development that surrounds a typical village’s central business core. The proposed five‐story height for
hotels is consistent with the approved 2007 Approved Plan. The proposed hotel in the Crescent
neighborhood will feature attractive design as part of the gateway, with substantial landscaping, to
enhance the placemaking within the site and provide services to nearby residents and other visitors
throughout the year.
Ground‐level or partially submerged parking will be designed to reduce visibility. Where parking is
exposed on an interior court or drive the façade of the parking level will be articulated as part of the
overall massing and façade articulation for the structure. Openings at the parking level will be louvered
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or screened to allow natural light and air. Parking structures will not front or be accessible from main
streets, pedestrian ways, or recreational areas unless that exposed parking structure façade is above the
second story and is designed and architecturally treated to resemble the façade of an occupied building.
Freestanding surface and structured parking will be constructed with a 20‐foot landscaped buffer, which
can include the use of small structures (“parking sheds” see page 85 in the Design Guidelines) to assist in
screening and softening views toward the parking area.
Amongst the various use groups, a wide variety of roof styles (including front and side‐facing gable,
gambrel, hip, mansard, shed roofs, and flat roofs) will assist in varying building forms. For larger buildings,
vertical roof plane breaks, changes in ridge height or other roof accent forms will be used to reduce the
overall perceived scale of the building. Flat roofs with parapet walls may be utilized as roof decks. Building
proportions will be further controlled through vertical (regular rhythm of bays, component vs. larger
masses, alternate materials) and horizontal (establishment of base, middle, and top, use of arcade/gallery,
use of step‐backs) articulation strategies. Other massing strategies will employ corner massing (change of
material, tower elements, lantern effect) and massing breaks (full building height, approximately every
100 feet), including recessed building portions to create depth in the façade, step backs, change in
materials, and variation in size. Table 2 provides a summary of the massing and articulation of building
forms in the 2021 Proposed Plan.
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Table 2: Bellefield ‐ 2021 Proposed Plan ‐ Bulk Table
Neighborhood

General
Type

Type

Max. No.
Of
Units/Keys

Max. Bldg.
Dimensions
in Length

Max.
Height/
Stories

Max. Parking
Unit
Below
Size in Y/N
SF

Notes

Village

Residential

Rental (Stand‐alone)

252

51”/
3 stories

1,116

Y

Height does
not include
parking below
first floor

Rental Loft Apartments (part of
mixed‐use building)

120

300’
maximum
overall
length. 100’
maximum
length
without a
massing
break.
200’ in
length

1,246

N

Height
assumes 20‐
foot
commercial
first floor

Condominiums (Stand‐alone)

60

1,594

Y

Height does
not include
parking below
first floor

Townhouse

4

1,858

N

Height
includes

300’
maximum
overall
length. 100’
maximum
length
without a
massing
break.
150’ in
length

51’
Parapet
59’
Shaped
Roof
3 Stories
51’ /
3 stories

46’/
3 stories
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Type

Non‐residential/Commercial
and mixed use

Non‐Residential, other
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Type

Max. No.
Of
Units/Keys

Max. Bldg.
Dimensions
in Length

Hotel

137

350’ in
length

Retail in mixed use building
(beneath Rental Loft
Apartments), includes
restaurants

‐‐

200’ in
length

Retail Standalone, including
restaurants

‐‐

200’ in
length

Community Building/
Barn

‐‐

125’ in
length

Sales Office/Misc.

‐‐

100’ in
length

Tax‐Exempt/
Culinary/Educational
/Agricultural Center

‐‐

300’
maximum
overall
length. 100’

Max.
Height/
Stories

Approved
5 stories

51’
Parapet
59’
Shaped
Roof
3 stories
35’/
2.5
stories

35’/
2.5
stories
35’/
2.5
stories
46’/
3 stories

Max. Parking
Unit
Below
Size in Y/N
SF

‐‐

N

‐‐

N

‐‐

N

‐‐

N

‐‐

N

‐‐

N

Notes

walkout
terrace/
basement
2007 CDP
Approval
based on
stories not feet
Length for
mixed use and
standalone
retail

Height
accommodates
breweries and
other specialty
retail
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Type
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Type

Max. No.
Of
Units/Keys

Max. Bldg.
Dimensions
in Length

maximum
length
without a
massing
break.
300’
maximum
overall
length.
150’ in
length
150’ in
length

Parking Structures

‐‐

Parking Sheds

‐‐

Townhouses

150

Single‐Family (Cottages)

45

N/A

Non‐Residential

Community Building

‐‐

100’ in
length

Residential

Duplex (Patio Homes)

58

100’ in
length

Single‐Family (Estate Homes)

30

N/A

Single‐Family (Cottages)

30

N/A

Residential

Max.
Height/
Stories

Max. Parking
Unit
Below
Size in Y/N
SF

46’/
3 stories

‐‐

N/A

12’/
1 story
46’/
3 stories

‐‐

N/A

1,858

N

35’/
2.5
stories
35’/
2.5
stories
35’/
2.5
stories
35’/
2.5
stories
35’/

2,200

N

‐‐

N

1,535

N

3,000

N

2,200

N

Notes

Height
includes
walkout
terrace/
basement
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Type
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Type

Max. No.
Of
Units/Keys

Max. Bldg.
Dimensions
in Length

Non‐Residential

Community Building

‐‐

125’ in
length

Residential

Condominium (Stand‐alone)

69

Duplex (Patio Homes)

22

300’
maximum
overall
length. 100’
maximum
length
without a
massing
break.
100’ in
length

Townhouses

4

150’ in
length

Hotel/Conference Center

300

600’ in
length. 100’
maximum
length
without a
massing
break.

Non‐residential/Commercial

Max.
Height/
Stories

2.5
stories
35’/
2.5
stories
51’ /
3 stories

Max. Parking
Unit
Below
Size in Y/N
SF

‐‐

N

1,594

Y

35’/
2.5
stories
46’/
3 stories

1,535

N

1,858

N

75’/
5 stories

‐‐

N

Notes

Height does
not include
parking garage

Height
includes
walkout
terrace/
basement
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Type
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Type

Max. No.
Of
Units/Keys

Max. Bldg.
Dimensions
in Length

Max.
Height/
Stories

Max. Parking
Unit
Below
Size in Y/N
SF

Hotel Villas

32

N/A

800

N

Spa

‐‐

100’ in
length

‐‐

N

Event Barn

‐‐

125’ in
length

‐‐

N

Non‐Residential, other

Tax‐Exempt/
Culinary/Educational/Agricultural
Center

‐‐

‐‐

N

Non‐
residential/Commercial/mixed
use

Retail, including restaurant

‐‐

300’
maximum
overall
length. 100’
maximum
length
without a
massing
break.
200’ in
length

35’/
2.5
stories
35’/
2.5
stories
35’/
2.5
stories
46’/
3 stories

35’/
2.5
stories

‐‐

N

Office, including restaurant
beneath

‐‐

35’/
2.5
stories

‐‐

N

100’ in
length

Notes

Assumes 20‐
foot first floor
with office
above.
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Overall Visual Character
The 2021 Proposed Plan will enhance the gateway to the Town. Traveling north on US Route 9, first by
the estate‐like main entry complete with stone walls, will be a momentary view of a barn, fields with
preserved specimen trees, and the Village core located further east (approximately 300‐350 feet),
complementing the CIA development across US Route 9 to the west, see HH Figure 6 Bellefield Visual
Assessment. The view a bit further north will reveal views of agricultural fields and farmland, followed by
a more heavily vegetated natural area, the Maritje Kill basin. Views toward the St. Andrews neighborhood
will respond to and complement the views of recent development that has occurred off site to the north
at the St. Andrews/Route 9 intersection. The parking area in front of the restaurant off St. Andrews Road
will include a planted landscaped area that will partially buffer views from St. Andrews Road toward the
parking area on the south side of the road. Further east on St. Andrews Road, views to the south will be
dominated by the Bellefield conservation area, established in the 2007 Approved Plan. The overall site
design works in tandem with the natural landscape, incorporating the more sensitive areas (e.g. steep
slopes, Maritje Kill, specimen trees) in the open space and trail network while introducing agrarian areas
with maintained forested areas where appropriate.

1.2

Proposed Comprehensive Development Plan for Bellefield Property and Comparison
to the 2007 Approved Plan

In approving a Planned Unit Development, the Town Board explicitly sets forth, as part of the approvals,
the permitted uses and permitted bulk, density, and other relevant regulatory provisions applying to the
unique “Planned Unit,” which can be different than those in any underlying zoning district. (See generally
Section 108‐7.5). The Development Provisions applicable to the 2007 Approved Plan were set forth in a
5‐page document entitled “COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE ST. ANDREW’S PROPERTY,”
(hereafter, “CDP Document”) adopted as part of the PUD approvals and dated August 29, 2007. This
section discusses the CDP regulatory provisions that the Applicant is requesting for the 2021 Proposed
Plan and compares them to the regulatory provisions of the 2007 CDP Document. See also Tables 3 and
4.
Density and General Use Classifications, Dimensional Regulations:
Overall Requirements:
The 2021 Proposed Plan Concept Development Plan has been included separately as part of this
application. In addition, the existing conditions plan, design guidelines, open development plan, and
several detailed graphics have been included to demonstrate proposed land uses, buildings, roads,
parking areas and open spaces.
Permitted Uses: Residential
The 2021 Proposed Plan proposes to include the following permitted uses which were included in the
2007 Approved Plan: single family residences, attached units, semi‐attached units, townhouse, duplex
units, multi‐family dwellings, condominiums, and rental loft apartments within mixed‐use buildings. The
2021 Proposed Plan introduces free‐standing multi‐family (including rental) buildings.
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The Applicant is seeking Concept Plan approval to include free‐standing multi‐family (including rental)
buildings. This use is appropriate pursuant to 108‐7 B (7) as it promotes housing diversity.
Permitted Uses‐Non‐Residential/commercial: The 2021 Proposed Plan proposes to include the following
permitted uses which were included in the 2007 Approved Plan: hospitality uses, general commercial,
retail, restaurant, office, educational uses, tourist‐related uses, governmental uses, community uses, with
accessory utility, open space, and other incidental uses in support of the overall development. The 2021
Proposed Plan introduces additional tourism, commercial, and agricultural uses, including:









Craft brewery, winery, distillery, and/or food manufacturing;
Tasting room
Mixed‐use
Commercial recreation
Event barn
Agriculture, farm, roadside stand
Animal husbandry, shed
Membership club

The Applicant is seeking Concept Plan approval to include the additional permitted uses. These uses are
appropriate pursuant to 108‐5.12B(1) as they promote tourism, contribute to the estate‐like entry and
gateway to the Town complementing other local historic resources and the CIA, are supportive of other
Town commercial areas due to the convenience scale commercial uses proposed, and complement the
new culinary oriented development (sake facility) across St. Andrews within the Corridor Business Zone.
Residential‐to‐Non‐Residential Ratio
As described above, the mixed‐use character of the development remains similar, but with uses focused
more towards culinary and agricultural and convenience themes than the 2007 Approved Plan’s focus on
destination retail. The 2021 Proposed Plan also increases the variety of residential housing types and
provides residential development to support place‐making in the Village Center to support and sustain
the commercial development. As shown in Table 4, the residential portion of the development program
is proposed to increase from 53% in the 2007 Approved Plan to 62% in the 2021 Proposed Plan, with the
non‐residential percentage shifting accordingly from 47% to 38%.
As explained above, the PUD Provisions in section 108‐7.2 B require that nonresidential uses be clustered
in a center and require that not less than 30% of the gross square feet of floor space in the project, and
not more than 50% of such gross square feet, shall be devoted to nonresidential uses. The BPDD standards
provide that residential square footage shall not exceed 50% of the gross square footage (108‐5.12.B (3)),
but the Town Code authorizes the Town Board to approve an increase in that amount, within the overall
requirements of 108‐7.2 B, upon a determination that a different ratio would better carry out the
purposes of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan and zoning. See, section 108‐7.5.A.
As shown in HH Figure 2, the 2021 Proposed Plan includes a clustered center that is devoted to non‐
residential uses. The clustered center comprises 42.35 acres. The remaining commercial (non‐residential)
uses proposed for the development are located within the St. Andrews neighborhood. Note that the
clustered center includes residential uses as well. As described above and shown in Table 4, the residential
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development portion of the development will be modified to be 62% or 9% greater than the total
residential area proposed as part of the 2007 Approved Plan and 12% greater than what is permitted by
the BPDD standards. As such, the Applicant is seeking a Town Board determination, as part of the PUD
Concept Plan approval, that the modified ratio will support the purposes of the Town’s Comprehensive
Plan and zoning. The proposed 2021 Proposed Plan is consistent with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan as
it would result in a mixed‐use PUD (which is required in the BPDD District) that is contextual with its
surroundings and suited to the natural landscape, which also aligns with the following Comprehensive
Plan goals/objectives.
The 2007 Approved Plan addressed the BPDD/PUD provisions covering ratio of residential and non‐
residential development, and how these should be addressed during build out. The conclusion in 20074
was that flexibility should be accorded during the buildout of the project, by allowing temporary increases
in the ratio of residential to non‐residential. Increases up to a certain ceiling as a matter of course, with
any further temporary increases subject to Town Board review. The Applicant proposes that the flexibility
approved in 2007 be retained for the updated plan. Given that the 2021 Proposed Plan provides a higher
percentage of residential than 2007, the Applicant requests that a similar level of temporary increase of
residential development be allowed during construction, i.e., up to 72% (with 32% non‐residential). Any
requests to increase the ratio beyond 72% would have to be approved by the Town Board after review of
the Applicant’s justification for the request.
Residential Density
Section 108‐7.2 A sets for the minimum area and density requirements for a PUD. All residential density
increases above the underlying density maximums shall be subject to review and approval by the Town
Board as part of the PUD approval. This section also sets forth the methodology for calculating density.
Due to the increase in residential dwelling units, the 2021 Proposed Plan will result in increased residential
density as compared to the approved 2007 Approved Plan, as follows:
2007 Approved Plan:
 Residential: 1.75 dwelling units per area of gross site area;
 2.2 dwelling units per net area (less wetlands).
 Hotel villas are counted as dwelling units. Note that these are commercial uses that are part of
the hotel program in the Crescent neighborhood.

4

The 2007 FEIS [page III‐9] provided that: Although this project does not include defined phases, it will be required
as part of PUD Concept Plan approval that the residential/non‐residential ratio of floor space be observed as
construction proceeds. The intention of the Bellefield District is in part to attract taxable commercial businesses to
the town that will improve tourist trade….Recognizing that there will be fluctuations in market demand and that
the commercial space cannot be built in lockstep with the residential, no building permit for residential will be
issued if the residential floor space built and requested would exceed 60% of the total floor space of the project for
which building permits have been issued.” However, the FEIS gives the developer an opportunity to apply to the
Town Board for a temporary increase of the 60% limit if developer provides assurance that in a “reasonably short
time” the balance will be restored.
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2021 Proposed Plan5:
 Residential: 2.58 DU per area of gross site area;
 2.96 DU per net area (less wetlands).
 The 32 hotel villas count as dwelling units. Note that these are commercial uses that are part of
the hotel program in the Crescent neighborhood.
The 2021 Proposed Plan would increase residential density by approximately 51% from the 2007
Approved Plan, which allowed 558 dwelling units. As compared to the 2007 Approved Plan, the 2021
Proposed Plan’s additional density is mostly comprised of multi‐family buildings. Increased housing will
not only increase range of housing choice, but also supply residential support necessary to support
Bellefield’s commercial program. Therefore, the Applicant is seeking Town Board approval of the
increased density pursuant to 108‐5.12B(2).
Maximum Non‐Residential Floor Area
In the 2007 Approved Plan, the mixed‐use center comprised approximately 122 ac. whereas in the 2021
Proposed Plan the mixed‐use center comprises approximately 160 ac. Therefore, 34 acres or 1,481,040 SF
of non‐residential development would be permitted under the approved maximum non‐residential floor
area of 0.25 times the mixed‐use center gross site area. Note that the 122 ac. used in the 2007 Approved
Plan is assumed to have consisted of the entire commercial parcel although some portions were not
considered mixed‐use. The same methodology has been used for the 2021 Proposed Plan to determine
the gross area. No modifications to maximum non‐residential floor area are being requested as part of
this application.
Variation of Uses within Non‐Residential FAR
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed retail, office, hotel and community area as shown in the approved
program to vary by up to 10%, provided the total area of commercial uses is not decreased. No
modification is being sought as part of this application.
Maximum Building Heights
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed the following maximum building heights:




Hotel/conference center: 5 stories
Rest of mixed‐use center: 3 stories
Other areas: 2.5 stories

5

Based on the existing conditions plan approved for Inn at Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on
January 3, 2018 the site is comprised of 339.62 ac. The 2007 Approved Plan uses 339.5 ac. This difference results in
a negligible change in the calculation. 876 dwelling units/339.5 acres (gross site area) = 2.58. 876 dwelling units
includes 32 villas and 844 dwelling units. The wetlands as shown on the Sub‐Phase 1‐A existing conditions plan
total 44.023 acres (which is a reduction from the total wetlands as shown in the 2007 Approved Plan). As part of
the Sub‐Phase 1‐A approval in 2018, a permit was approved by the US Army Corps of Engineers to fill 0.087 acres,
which was completed during construction and reduced the total aquatic resource area to 43.936 acres. Therefore,
876 DU/295.56 ac. ((339.5 ac. gross area ‐ 43.936 ac. aquatic resource area) = 2.96.
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The 2021 Proposed Plan would be developed according to the following height maximums:












Hotel*/conference center: 5 stories, 75 FT
Standalone condominium and rental buildings: 3 stories over a 1 story parking level, 51 FT
Townhouses: 3 stories, 46 FT
Single‐family, duplexes (patio homes), and hotel villas: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Retail and Restaurant: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Office: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Spa: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Event barn: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Mixed‐use buildings: 3 stories, 51 FT to parapet, 59 FT to shaped roof
Community, sales office buildings: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Culinary/Educational/Agricultural Center buildings: 3 stories, 46 FT

*Note the height of the proposed five‐story Village hotel is approved pursuant to Sub‐Phase‐1A.
For buildings with parking, the non‐inhabited parking level is not proposed to be counted towards the
maximum stories. Furthermore, the Village includes buildings with multiple roofs in one building, roofs
with parapets rather than shaped/peaked roofs, and for buildings that feature parking below the building,
at least 50% of the garage perimeter must allow natural ventilation. Therefore, new provisions for
measuring height applicable in the Bellefield PUD are being sought, which determine how height in feet
is calculated for a building with one shaped roof, multiple shaped roofs, or parapet roofs. The provisions
also identify permitted height encroachments deemed appropriate by the Planning Board, including
architectural features (e.g. parapets, equipment screening elements), stair and elevator bulkheads, and
utility and telecommunication equipment. The provisions also specify that height in stories shall include
all habitable or occupiable stories from the first habitable floor of the building. Note than an area below
the first habitable floor of the building shall not count as a story. The proposed height provisions are
included in Attachment A. As shown in HH Figure 4, the proposed heights within the Village are typical of
those found in other historic Hudson Valley villages.
Pursuant to 108‐5.12B(10)(h), building height shall be appropriate for an historic area in the BPDD Overlay
District. The Bellefield Property does not include any historic architectural resources listed or eligible for
listing the National or State Registers of Historic Places, but the proposed Village neighborhood does
include the historic water tower and the property is located opposite the CIA, which is a listed historic
architectural resource. The CIA is located within the St. Andrew’s District where height limits allow 45‐
foot tall dormitories, 60‐foot tall lodging and conference facilities, and 60 feet tall educational buildings
(with some exceptions). According to the Town’s code the height limits for any PUD are set as part of the
PUD determination by the Town Board. The Applicant is seeking a modification and clarification of the
maximum heights approved in the 2007 Approved Plan to allow for building functionality, contemporary
design, and market demand. The proposed heights are consistent with existing building heights at the CIA
campus, which is home to a National Register listed historic architectural building.
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Minimum Open Space
The 2007 Approved Plan required that 50% of the gross site area be allocated as open space. This
requirement is higher than the requirement of Section 108‐7.2 that a PUD provide at least 30% open
space. No modification is being sought as part of this application.
Maximum Building Coverage
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed a maximum of 10% of the gross site area to be developed with buildings.
No modification is being sought as part of this application.
Building and Parking Setback on Route 9
The 2007 Approved Plan required a 150 foot setback off Route 9. No modification is being sought as part
of this application. The 2007 Approved Plan also included a further setback of 250 feet from Route 9 at
the intersection with St. Andrews. The 2021 Proposed Plan proposes a modified development that is not
based on large office retail and may be a better complement to the recently developed sake facility just
north of St. Andrews Road, which includes a tasting room and facility buildings at 150 feet setback off the
road. The pedestrian scale is increasing in the area and with Bellefield’s integrated trail system and
reduced traffic flows there will be an easy transition between neighborhoods and north to the recently
zoned Corridor Business District and other trails beyond. A similar setback may be appropriate here for
the 2021 Proposed Plan to enhance the character of this intersection which is undergoing a
transformation to a more pedestrian scale interface between neighborhoods. The Applicant is requesting
that the Town Board approvals authorize the Planning Board to allow the 150 foot setback applicable to
other portions of the site, provided it is satisfied that the proposed site plan warrants that setback.
Variations from Bulk and Lot Controls
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed any variation that exceeds zoning requirements other than individual
buildings, yards and setbacks, as set forth in Individual Buildings – Yard and Setbacks (below), may be
approved by the Town Board upon request by the Applicant, subject to a review that considers pertinent
environmental issues related to the specific request for the variation of said standard.
In addition to the requirement above, the 2021 Proposed Plan seeks to modify this requirement to allow
the Planning Board, as part of its Final Development Plan review, to authorize the transfer of residential
development area amongst neighborhoods, provided that it would not result in an increase in overall
dwelling units or introduce new residential use types. The ability to vary the residential program amongst
the different neighborhoods is being requested to provide flexibility to respond to market demands and
consistent with the character of the development.
Individual Buildings – Yards and Setbacks – Minimum Yards
The 2007 Approved Plan required a 20‐foot front yard, 15‐foot side yard, and 20‐foot rear yard within the
clustered residential area and a no minimum required yards in the mixed‐use center. No modification is
being sought as part of this application.

The Chazen Companies
June 14, 2021

2021 Proposed Plan
Amended PUD Concept Development Plan
SEQR Comparison Technical Report
Part 1 Full Environmental Assessment Form

Page 24

Individual Buildings – Minimum Setbacks from Principal Buildings to Right‐of‐Way (ROW)
The 2007 Approved Plan required a minimum 20‐foot setback for principal buildings from the right‐of‐
way within the clustered residential area and a no minimum required setback in the mixed‐use center. No
modification is being sought as part of this application.
Individual Buildings – Minimum Distance Between Buildings
The 2007 Approved Plan required a minimum of 25‐feet between buildings within the clustered residential
area and a no minimum distance between buildings in the mixed‐use center. No modification is being
sought as part of this application.
Modifications per 108‐4.5
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed that, “where good cause is shown by Applicant, any modification to
minimum yards, minimum setbacks from principal building to ROW, and minimum distance between
buildings the Planning Board has the authority to modify the above requirements per § l08‐4.5. Any such
modification must be in keeping with the intent of the concept plan as approved by the Town Board.” No
modification is being sought as part of this application.
Parking Requirements
The 2007 Approved Plan included required parking ratios for the proposed uses within the mixed‐use
center. On‐street parking was permitted and could be counted for up to 25% of the parking requirements.
No modification is being sought as part of this application. Note that the approved project utilized
underground parking structures, which is not proposed as part of the 2021 Proposed Plan. The 2021
Proposed Plan includes two parking garages, parking on ground‐level or partially submerged below
buildings, surface parking, and on street parking.
Shared Parking
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed, “As part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning Board may
consider a reduction in the total number of parking spaces by up to 10%, if it is demonstrated by the
Applicant that two or more uses have significantly different peak parking times (e.g., office/residential)
and that reasonable sharing of spaces is appropriate.” No modification is being sought as part of this
application.
Land Banking
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed, “as part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning Board may
consider a waiver of the paving of up to 10% of the required parking as specifically identified on the site
plan, with the condition that the Applicant may be required to pave said spaces in the future if the
Planning Board determines that such spaces are needed to meet actual demand.” No modification is being
sought as part of this application.
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Road Specifications
The 2007 Approved Plan required that road specifications should be designed to meet Town road
construction specifications; however, minimum pavement width shall be 20 feet. Detailed roadway
designs are subject to site plan approval by the Planning Board. The layout of all privately maintained
roads are to be finalized in accordance with specific Site Plan approvals by the Planning Board. No
modification is being sought as part of this application. It is noted that the 2021 Proposed Plan proposes
to incorporate the road specifications adopted as part of the Open Development Area Plan that was
approved for Sub‐phase 1A of the Bellefield Project. The development utilizes a hierarchy of streets, with
different style streets corresponding to the context of each neighborhood and featuring the appropriate
pedestrian and cyclist treatments.
Operations and Maintenance
Operations and Maintenance for the 2021 Proposed Plan is as follows:
Common property including open space areas (outside designated conservation areas) and the parking
lots and parking structures in the Mixed‐Use Center and the 24‐space parking lot in the residential cluster:
Homeowners' association and a property owners' association.
Mixed‐Use Center portion of the project: Condominium association for the residential component;
separate condominium association for the retail/commercial component. Every owner of one of these
units will automatically become a member of the respective association and will be required to pay dues
and/or common charges to fund the operation of the association. A mixed‐use area master association
will consist of the residential and the retail/commercial associations and will be responsible for operation
and maintenance of the common areas and roads in the mixed‐use portion of the development.
Residential portion of the project to be developed outside of the mixed‐use center: Condominium
association for the 96 townhouse units, a Class A membership homeowners association for the 50 single‐
family homes, and a Class A membership homeowners association for the 82 duplex units. Every resident
of one of these units automatically becomes a member of the respective association and will be required
to pay dues and/or common charges to fund the operations of the association. ln addition, there will be
a master s association for all condominium/ HOA/Single Family Homes outside the mixed‐use area.
The Master Association will be responsible for maintaining all of the private roads outside of the mixed‐
use portion of the development together with the associated private utilities and improvements, such as
pavement, curbing, sidewalks, signage, stormwater system, rubbish collection., lighting, etc. The
respective HOAs will also be responsible for maintaining yard landscaping, irrigation, mailbox clusters,
siding, roofing, leaders and gutters, etc.
An overall master association will be responsible for coordinating operation and maintenance of those
portions of the development that affect both the residential components and the retail/commercial
component, such as the entrance to the project. This overall master association will also be responsible
for coordinating the overall design precepts for the project as a whole.
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Apportionment of the maintenance costs will be established in the declarations to be submitted to, and
approved by, the Attorney General.
Signage
As part of the 2021 Proposed Plan, unique signage standards are being sought for the project. A signage
master plan will be prepared for each Final Development Plan (site plan) that describes the overall intent
of the signage program, types of signage to be employed, graphic examples of such signage with size,
position, materials, colors and lighting identified for approval by the Planning Board. The Design
Guidelines stipulate requirements for materials and types that will be suitable for the purposes of the
development.
Summary of Requested Modifications to 2007 Approved Plan
The following tables provide a summary of the modifications to the 2007 Approved Plan that are being
sought.
Table 3: Summary of Requested Modifications to the 2007 Approved Plan
Description
Permitted Uses

Proposed 2021 Plan
Additional Permitted Uses

Residential‐to‐
Non‐Residential
Ratio
Residential
Density
Maximum
Building Heights

Increased residential development

Variations from
Bulk and Lot
Controls

Allow transfer of residential development area
amongst neighborhoods with no increase in dwelling
units or introduction of new uses by approval of the
Planning Board at Final Development Plan (site plan)
approval
Unique plan per Master Plan

Signage

Increased residential development
Increased maximum building heights, including new
height provisions applicable in the Bellefield PUD.

Purpose
To support housing
diversity, tourism,
commercial trends, and
development aesthetic
To support commercial
program and flexibility
during build out
To support commercial
program
To support building
functionality,
contemporary design, and
market demand
To support residential
program

To support program and
contribute to overall
aesthetic and tourism
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Table 4: 2007 Approved Plan vs. 2021 Proposed Plan
Criteria
Land Use

Permitted
Uses

2007 Approved Plan
Residential Type

Non‐
Residential

Town Definition

Single‐Family
Residences

One‐Family
Dwelling

Attached Units
Semi‐Attached
Units
Townhouse
Units
Duplex Units
Multi‐family
Dwellings
Condominiums
Apartments
above stores
and other
commercial
establishments
Live‐work
units, with
ground floor
space for retail,
professional
offices and
home
occupations
Hotels and
Conference
Centers

Proposed
Uses

2021 Proposed Plan
Residential
Type

Town
Definition
One‐Family
Dwelling

Not defined
Not defined

Single‐Family
Residences: Estate
Homes, Cottages
Attached Units
Semi‐Attached Units

Not defined
Not defined

Townhouse

Townhouse

Townhouse

Two‐Family

Two‐Family

Multiple Dwelling

Duplex Units: Patio
Homes
Multi‐family Dwellings

Multiple Dwelling

Condominiums

Apartments

Rental Apartments;
Rental Loft Apartments
in Mixed Use building

Not defined, except
for Home
Occupation

Not proposed

Lodging Facility

Non‐
Residential

Hotels and Conference
Centers; Hotel Villas

Multiple
Dwelling
Multiple
Dwelling
Apartments

Lodging Facility
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2007 Approved Plan
Educational
Buildings and
Facilities
General Office
/ Research and
Development
Health Spas
Retail
‐‐

Educational
Institution;
Community Use
Commercial Use
(General)
Not defined
Retail Sales
‐‐

2021 Proposed Plan
Educational Buildings
and Facilities

General Office /
Research and
Development
Health Spas
Retail
Craft Brewery, winery,
distillery, and/or food
manufacturing; Winery;
Tasting Room

Restaurants
and drinking
establishments
with
entertainments
(no restaurants
with drive‐
through
windows)
‐‐
‐‐

Commercial Use
(General)

Restaurants and
drinking establishments
with entertainments
(no restaurants with
drive‐through windows)

‐‐
‐‐

Mixed Use
Commercial Recreation

‐‐

‐‐

Rural Event Venue,
Event Barn

Business,
Governmental,
Professional,

Commercial Use
(General); Civic

Business,
Governmental,

Educational
Institution;
Community
Use
Commercial
Use (General)
Not defined
Retail Sales
Craft Brewery,
winery,
distillery,
and/or food
manufacturing;
Winery;
Tasting Room
Commercial
Use (General)

Mixed Use
Commercial
Recreation
Rural Event
Venue, Event
Barn
Commercial
Use (General);
Civic Facility;
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2007 Approved Plan
Medical
Offices, and
Bank
Tourist‐related
uses (public,
quasi‐public or
private)
Governmental
offices and
uses
Community
space/facilities
(post office,
library,
community
center)
‐‐

Accessory

2021 Proposed Plan
Professional, Medical
Offices, and Bank

Facility; Health
Care Facility

Health Care
Facility

Not defined

Tourist‐related uses
(public, quasi‐public or
private)

Not defined

Civic Facility

Governmental offices
and uses

Civic Facility

Cultural Facility,
Community Use,
Community Facility

Community
space/facilities (post
office, library,
community center)

‐‐

Membership club

‐‐

‐‐

Agriculture, Animal
Husbandry, Farm, Shed

Open space
and
recreational
facilities
Utilities

Open Space

Cultural
Facility,
Community
Use,
Community
Facility
Membership
club
Agriculture,
Animal
Husbandry,
Farm, Shed
Open Space

‐‐
Other
incidental uses
in support of

Public Utility
Facility
‐‐
Not defined

Accessory

Open space and
recreational facilities

Utilities
Roadside stand
Other incidental uses in
support of the overall
development

Public Utility
Facility
Roadside
Stand
Not defined
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2007 Approved Plan
the overall
development
Fee Simple Type
Single‐Family
Housing

2021 Proposed Plan

Dwelling Units /
Square Feet
50 DU / 175,000 SF

Residential

Fee Simple

Type

Dwelling Units
/ Square Feet
30 DU / 90,000
SF
75 DU /
165,000 SF
‐‐

Estate Homes
Cottage Homes

Fee Simple

Rental

Commercial

Village Homes

45 DU / 114,750 SF

‐‐

‐‐

‐‐

Condominium Flats

129 DU /
205,626 SF

Duplex

82 DU / 202,376 SF

Patio Homes/Duplex

Townhouse

243 DU / 453,936
SF
19 DU / 34,200
119 DU/ 142,800
SF

80 DU /
122,800 SF
158 DU /
293,564 SF
‐‐
120 DU /
149,520 SF

Live/Work
Apartment
Flats above
Retail
‐‐

Fee Simple

Townhouse
Rental

‐‐

Residential Total

558 DU / 1,123,062
SF

Type
Retail/Restaurant
Office
Hotel/Villas/Conference
Center
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

Square Feet
393,735 SF
207,910 SF
260,000 SF
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
Apartment Lofts above
Retail
Rental Apartments

Residential Total

Commercial

Type
Retail/Restaurant
Office
Hotel/Conference Center
Hotel Villas
Spa
Event Barn

252 DU /
281,232 SF
844 DU /
1,307,742 SF
Square Feet
223,000 SF
25,000 SF
437 Keys,
340,728 SF1
25,600 SF
15,000 SF
15,000 SF
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2007 Approved Plan
Community Building Space
‐‐
Tax Exempt/CIA Facilities

14,250 SF
‐‐
130,000 SF

Commercial Total

1,005,895 SF

Percent Residential
Percent Commercial
Maximum
Residential
Density:

53%
47%
Residential: 1.75
DU per area of
gross site area; 2.2
DU per net area
(less wetlands).
Maximum units
based on entire
site (339.5 ac.)
regardless of future
subdivisions. Villas
counted as
dwelling units.
Non‐Residential:
0.25 times the
Mixed‐Use Center’s
(122 ac.) gross site
area. Maximum
non‐residential
floor area applies
to entire site
regardless of future
subdivisions.
The retail, office,
hotel and
community SF
shown in the

Maximum Non‐Residential
Floor Area3:

Variation of Uses within
Non‐Residential FAR:

2021 Proposed Plan
Community Building Space
Sales Office/Misc.
Tax
Exempt/Culinary/Educational/Agricultural
Commercial Total
Program
Total
Maximum
Residential
Density2:

31,250 SF
15,000
130,000 SF
820,578 SF

Percent Residential
62 %
Percent Commercial
38 %
Residential: 2.58 DU per area of gross site area; 2.96 DU per
net area (less wetlands). Maximum units based on entire
site (339.5 ac.) regardless of future subdivisions. The 32
Villas count as dwelling units.
Based on the existing conditions plan approved for Inn at
Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on
January 3, 2018 the site is comprised of 339.62 ac. The
2007 Approved Plan uses 339.5 ac. This difference results in
a negligible change in the calculation.

Maximum
Non‐
Residential
Floor Area:

Non‐Residential: 0.25 times the Mixed‐Use Center’s (136
ac.) gross site area. Maximum non‐residential floor area
applies to entire site regardless of future subdivisions.
Therefore, 34 acres or 1,481,040 SF of non‐residential
development would be permitted.

Variation of
Uses within
Non‐

The retail, office, hotel and community SF shown in the
above program may each vary by up to 10%, provided the
total SF of commercial uses is not decreased.
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2007 Approved Plan

Maximum Building Height:

2021 Proposed Plan
approved program
may each vary by
up to 10%,
provided the total
SF of commercial
uses is not
decreased.
Hotel/Conference
Center: 5 Stories
Rest of Mixed‐use
Center (not hotel):
3 Stories
Other Areas: 2.5
Stories

Residential
FAR:

Maximum
Building
Height:

 Hotel*/conference center: 5 stories, 75 FT
 Standalone condominium and rental buildings: 4 stories,
51 FT
 Townhouses: 3 stories, 46 FT
 Single‐family, duplexes (patio homes), and hotel villas:
2.5 stories, 35 FT
 Retail and Restaurant: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
 Office: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
 Spa: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
 Event barn: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
 Mixed‐use buildings: 3 stories, 51 FT to parapet, 59 FT to
shaped roof
 Community building and sales office: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
 Agricultural buildings: 3 stories, 46 FT
 Educational buildings: 3 stories, 46 FT
 New height provisions applicable in the Bellefield PUD are
being sought to facilitate buildings with multiple roofs in
one building, roofs with parapets rather than
shaped/peaked roofs, and for buildings that feature
parking below the building,
 The new height provisions will determine how height in
feet is calculated for a building with one shaped roof,
multiple shaped roofs, or parapet roofs. The provisions
also identify permitted height encroachments deemed
appropriate by the Planning Board, including
architectural features (e.g. parapets, equipment
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2007 Approved Plan

Minimum Open Space4:

Maximum Building
Coverage:

Residential‐to‐Non‐
Residential Ratio:

2021 Proposed Plan
screening elements), stair and elevator bulkheads, and
utility and telecommunication equipment. The provisions
also specify that height in stories shall include all
habitable or occupiable stories from the first habitable
floor of the building. Note than an area below the first
habitable floor of the building shall not count as a story,
see Attachment A.

50% of gross site
area (339.5 ac.)

10% of gross site
area (339.5 ac.)

53%‐to‐47%.
Mixed use center
development must
include residential
and non‐residential
uses.

Minimum
Open Space3:

Maximum
Building
Coverage:

Residential‐
to‐Non‐
Residential
Ratio:

* The Village hotel is approved pursuant to Sub‐Phase‐1‐A.
50% open space/gross site area
Based on the existing conditions plan approved for Inn at
Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on
January 3, 2018 the site is comprised of 339.62 ac. The
2007 Approved Plan uses 339.5 ac. This difference results in
a negligible change in the calculation.
10% maximum building coverage/gross site area
10% of 339.5 ac = 1,478,862 SF.
10% of 339.62 ac. = 1,479,384.72 SF
Based on the existing conditions plan approved for Inn at
Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on
January 3, 2018 the site is comprised of 339.62 ac. The
2007 Approved Plan uses 339.5 ac. This difference results in
a negligible change in the calculation.
62%‐to‐38%
Mixed use center development includes residential and
non‐residential uses.
Temporary increase to 72% residential and 32% non‐
residential during buildout by approval of Town Board.
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2007 Approved Plan

Building and Parking Setback
on Route 9:
Variations from Bulk and Lot
Controls

2021 Proposed Plan
Temporary
increase to 60%
residential and 40%
non‐residential
during buildout by
approval of Town
Board.
150 Feet
Any variation that
exceeds zoning
requirements other
than individual
buildings, yards
and setbacks,
as set forth in
Individual Buildings
– Yard and
Setbacks (below),
may be approved
by the Town Board
upon
request by the
Applicant, subject
to a review that
considers pertinent
environmental
issues related to
the specific request
for the variation of
said standard.

Route 9
Setback:

150 feet setback off Route 9, with 250 feet setback off
Route 9/St. Andrews.

Variations
from Bulk
and Lot
Controls

Any variation that exceeds zoning requirements other than
individual buildings, yards and setbacks,
as set forth in Individual Buildings – Yard and Setbacks
(below), may be approved by the Town Board upon
request by the Applicant, subject to a review that considers
pertinent environmental issues related to the specific
request for the variation of said standard.
Allow transfer of residential development area amongst
neighborhoods with no increase in dwelling units or
introduction of new uses by approval of the Planning Board
at Final Development Plan (site plan) approval
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of‐Way (ROW)

Minimum Distance Between
Buildings
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Mixed‐Use Center:
No minimum
required
Clustered
Front:
Residential 20
Area:
feet
Side:
15
feet
Rear:
20
feet
Mixed‐use center:
0 feet
Clustered
Residential Area:
20 feet

Mixed‐use center:
0 feet
Clustered
Residential Area:
25 feet

Modifications per § l08‐4.5
Where good cause is shown by Applicant, any modification to
minimum yards, minimum setbacks from principal building to
ROW, and minimum distance between buildings the Planning
Board has the authority to modify the above requirements per §
l08‐4.5. Any such modification must be in keeping with the intent
of the concept plan as approved by the Town Board.

Minimum
Yards

2021 Proposed Plan
Mixed‐Use Center: No minimum required

Clustered Residential Area:

Front: 20 feet

Side: 15 feet

Rear: 20 feet

Minimum
Setbacks
From
Principal
Buildings to
Right‐of‐Way
(ROW)
Minimum
Distance
Between
Buildings
Modifications
per § l08‐4.5

Mixed‐use center: 0 feet
Clustered Residential Area: 20 feet

Mixed‐use center: 0 feet
Clustered Residential Area: 25 feet

Where good cause is shown by Applicant, any modification
to minimum yards, minimum setbacks from principal
building to ROW, and minimum distance between buildings
the Planning Board has the authority to modify the above
requirements per § l08‐4.5. Any such modification must be
in keeping with the intent of the concept plan as approved
by the Town Board.
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2007 Approved Plan
Parking Requirements
Within the mixed‐use center, on‐street parking is permitted and
may account for up to 25% of parking requirements shown below:
o Single‐Family Residential: 2 spaces per DU;
o Attached/Semi‐Detached Residential: 2 spaces per DU;
o Multi‐Family Residential: 1.5 spaces per DU;
o Live‐work units: 2 spaces per DU;
o Educational facility, Hotels, Conference Centers, and Spas:
1 space per 1,000 SF of floor area;
o Retail/Restaurants: 1 space per 200 SF of floor area;
o Office: 1 space per 333 SF of floor area

Shared Parking
As part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning Board
may consider a reduction in the total number of parking spaces by
up to 10%, if it is demonstrated by the Applicant that two or more
uses have significantly different peak parking times (e.g.,
office/residential) and that reasonable sharing of spaces is
appropriate.
Land Banking
As part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning Board
may consider a waiver of the paving of up to 10% of the required
parking as specifically identified on the site plan, with the
condition that the Applicant may be required to pave said spaces
in the future if the Planning Board determines that such spaces are
needed to meet actual demand.

Page 36

Parking
Requirements

Shared
Parking

Land Banking

2021 Proposed Plan
Within the mixed‐use center, on‐street parking is permitted
and may account for up to 25% of parking requirements
shown below:
o Single‐Family Residential: 2 spaces per DU;
o Attached/Semi‐Detached Residential: 2 spaces per
DU;
o Multi‐Family Residential: 1.5 spaces per DU;
o Live‐work units: 2 spaces per DU;
o Educational facility, Hotels, Conference Centers,
and Spas: 1 space per 1,000 SF;
o Retail/Restaurants: 1 space per 200 SF;
o Office: 1 space per 333 SF
Note that the approved project utilized underground
parking structures, which is not proposed as part of the
2021 Proposed Plan. The modified plan includes two
parking garages, parking on ground‐level or partially
submerged below buildings, surface parking, and on street
parking.
As part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning
Board may consider a reduction in the total number of
parking spaces by up to 10%, if it is demonstrated by the
Applicant that two or more uses have significantly different
peak parking times (e.g., office/residential) and that
reasonable sharing of spaces is appropriate.
As part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning
Board may consider a waiver of the paving of up to 10% of
the required parking as specifically identified on the site
plan, with the condition that the Applicant may be required
to pave said spaces in the future if the Planning Board
determines that such spaces are needed to meet actual
demand.
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Road
Specifications

Operations
and
Maintenance

2007 Approved Plan
Proposed road specifications should be designed to meet Town
road construction specifications; however, minimum pavement
width shall be 20 feet.
Detailed roadway designs shall be subject to site plan approval by
the Planning Board. The layout of all privately maintained roads
will be finalized in accordance with specific Site Plan approvals by
the Planning Board.
WWTP: Owned and operated by a Transportation Corporation
(now TR Sewage Works Corp.).
Common property including open space areas (outside designated
conservation areas) and the parking lots and parking structures in
the Mixed‐Use Center and the 24‐space parking lot in the
residential cluster: Homeowners' association and a property
owners' association.
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Road
Specifications

Operations
and
Maintenance

2021 Proposed Plan
Road specifications for the 2021 Master Plan will be
consistent with the approved Open Development Plan
approved for Sub‐phase 1A.

WWTP: Owned and operated by TR Sewage Works Corp.
Common property including open space areas (outside
designated conservation areas) and the parking lots and
parking structures in the Mixed‐Use Center and the 24‐space
parking lot in the residential cluster: Homeowners'
association and a property owners' association.

Mixed‐Use Center portion of the project (except that controlled by
the CIA): Condominium association for the residential component;
separate condominium association for the retail/commercial
component. Every owner of one of these units will automatically
become a member of the respective association and will be
required to pay dues and/or common charges to fund the
operation of the association. A master association will consist of
the residential and the retail/commercial associations and will be
responsible for operation and maintenance of the common areas
and roads in the mixed‐use portion of the development.

Mixed‐Use Center portion of the project: Condominium
association for the residential component; separate
condominium association for the retail/commercial
component. Every owner of one of these units will
automatically become a member of the respective
association and will be required to pay dues and/or common
charges to fund the operation of the association. A mixed‐
use area master association will consist of the residential and
the retail/commercial associations and will be responsible
for operation and maintenance of the common areas and
roads in the mixed‐use portion of the development.

Residential portion of the project to be developed outside of the
mixed‐use center: Condominium association for the 96 townhouse
units, a Class A membership homeowners association for the 50
single‐family homes, and a Class B membership homeowners
association for the 82 duplex units. Every resident of one of these
units automatically becomes a member of the respective

Residential portion of the project to be developed outside
of the mixed‐use center: Condominium association for the
96 townhouse units, a Class A membership homeowners
association for the 50 single‐family homes, and a Class A
membership homeowners association for the 82 duplex
units. Every resident of one of these units automatically
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2007 Approved Plan
association and will be required to pay dues and/or common
charges to fund the operations of the association. ln addition,
there will be a master homeowners association consisting of the
condominium association, the Class A membership
HOA and the Class B membership HOA. The HOAs will be
responsible for maintaining all of the private roads outside of the
mixed‐use portion of the development together with the
associated private utilities and improvements, such as pavement,
curbing, sidewalks, signage, stormwater system, rubbish
collection., lighting, etc. The respective HOAs will also be
responsible for maintaining yard landscaping, irrigation, mailbox
clusters, siding, roofing,
leaders and gutters, etc.

2021 Proposed Plan
becomes a member of the respective association and will be
required to pay dues and/or common charges to fund the
operations of the association. ln addition, there will be a
master s association for all condominium/ HOA/Single
Family Homes outside the mixed‐use area.
The Master Association will be responsible for maintaining
all of the private roads outside of the mixed‐use portion of
the development together with the associated private
utilities and improvements, such as pavement, curbing,
sidewalks, signage, stormwater system, rubbish collection.,
lighting, etc. The respective HOAs will also be responsible for
maintaining yard landscaping, irrigation, mailbox clusters,
siding, roofing, leaders and gutters, etc.

An overall master association will be responsible for coordinating
operation and maintenance of those portions of the development
that affect both the residential components and the
retail/commercial component, such as the entrance to the project.
This overall master association will also be responsible for
coordinating the overall design precepts for the project as a
whole.

An overall master association will be responsible for
coordinating operation and maintenance of those portions
of the development that affect both the residential
components and the retail/commercial component, such as
the entrance to the project. This overall master association
will also be responsible for coordinating the overall design
precepts for the project as a whole.

Apportionment of the maintenance costs will be established in the
declarations to be submitted to, and approved by, the Attorney
General.

Apportionment of the maintenance costs will be established
in the declarations to be submitted to, and approved by, the
Attorney General.
The 2021 Proposed Plan proposes no modification as part of
this application.

Signage

1

‐‐

Signage

Per Design Guidelines (regarding material and type) and
approval by Planning Board during Final Development Plan
(site plan) approval

Includes 137 keys/106,328 SF previously approved for Inn at Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on January 3, 2018.
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2

876 dwelling units/339.5 acres (gross site area) = 2.58. 876 dwelling units includes 32 villas and 844 dwelling units. The wetlands as shown on the Sub‐Phase 1‐A existing
conditions plan total 44.023 acres (which is a reduction from the total wetlands as shown in the 2007 Approved Plan). As part of the Sub‐Phase 1‐A approval in 2018, a permit was
approved by the US Army Corps of Engineers to fill 0.087 acres, which was completed during construction and reduced the total aquatic resource area to 43.936 acres. Therefore,
876 DU/295.56 ac. ((339.5 ac. gross area ‐ 43.936 ac. aquatic resources) = 2.96.
3 The 122 ac. used in the approved 2007 Approved Plan is assumed to have consisted of the entire commercial parcel although some portions were not considered mixed‐use. The
2021 Proposed Plan uses the same methodology to determine the gross area.
4 Open space definition per §108‐2.2: Land left in a natural state for conservation and agricultural purposes or land landscaped for scenic purposes, devoted to active or passive
recreation, or devoted to the preservation of distinctive architectural, historic, geologic or botanic sites. The term shall not include land that is paved, used for the storage, parking
or circulation of automobiles, or occupied by any structure. Preserved open space may be included as a portion of one or more large lots, or may be contained in a separate open
space lot. The required open space land may not include private yards within 50 feet of a permitted structure, other than an accessory structure.
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Construction Process and Construction Sequencing

The 2007 Approved Plan was not a phased project, but was approved as a single project. The 2007 project
addressed construction sequencing by providing only limited requirements relating to commencement of
the project at the southwest corner of the site at the main entrance. As such, it was also recognized that
the development construction would take place in a series of sequences depending on market conditions.
The 2021 Proposed Plan is also not a phased approval, but a single project with market driven construction
sequencing. Construction of both entrances on US Route 9 are completed, as is the West Dorsey Lane
access, previously approved in Sub‐Phase‐1‐A, including corresponding improvements to US Route 9.
Similar to the 2007 Approved Plan site access is ensured for construction, emergency access, and for
circulation amongst project elements and infrastructure is established as each construction sequence is
executed.
Construction is ongoing and remaining construction is anticipated to be completed in at least six
sequences occurring over a total of 15 to 20 years. The next construction sequence is anticipated to
include The Village. Access from St. Andrews Road will be established as part of the construction of the
Village and completion of the sanitary sewer is anticipated for the near future. Therefore, upon
completion of The Village construction, all major entrances to the site will be completed. Subsequent
sequences, whether a single building (such as a hotel, or a portion of the hotel complex) or a group of
buildings will be based on the approval of the 2021 Proposed Plan and market demand, with each
sequence likely requiring approximately 18 ‐ 24 months to complete. Details of construction methods and
practices will be addressed by the Planning Board as each Final Development Plan is reviewed. Each
construction sequence will include pre‐construction/site preparation, tree clearing and grading, building
construction (utility installation, building foundations/slabs, building structures, interior‐finishing work,
landscaping). Any conditions relating to the particular sequence will be addressed by the Planning Board
in its Final Development Plan review.
Construction and emergency access will use the site entrances at US Route 9, West Dorsey Lane, and St.
Andrews Road. Staging areas and haul roads will be generally along proposed roadway alignments and
within the development areas. Upon the completion of construction, the project entrances at West
Dorsey and St. Andrews will be fully operational and open entrances to the Bellefield project. During the
construction of The Crescent and parts of The Village it is anticipated that West Dorsey Lane will be utilized
for construction access, under conditions to be reviewed by the Planning Board as part of Final
Development review.

The Chazen Companies
June 14, 2021

2021 Proposed Plan
Amended PUD Concept Development Plan
SEQR Comparison Technical Report
Part 1 Full Environmental Assessment Form

1.4

Page 41

SEQR Comparison Matrix

Table 5 provides a summary comparison of potential impacts from the 2007 Approved Plan and the 2021 Proposed Plan.
Table 5: SEQR Comparison Matrix
Criteria

2007 Approved Plan
The 2007 Approved Plan includes the following permitted uses: single
family residences, attached units, semi‐attached units, townhouse,
duplex units, multi‐family dwellings, condominiums, and rental loft
apartments within mixed‐use buildings.
Residential

Residential

The 2007 Approved Plan includes the following permitted uses:
hospitality uses, general commercial, retail, restaurant, office,
educational uses, tourist‐related uses, governmental uses, community
uses, with accessory utility, open space, and other incidental uses in
support of the overall development.

The 2021 Proposed Plan proposes to include the following permitted uses which
were included in the 2007 Approved Plan: hospitality uses, general commercial,
retail, restaurant, office, educational uses, tourist‐related uses, governmental uses,
community uses, with accessory utility, open space, and other incidental uses in
support of the overall development. The 2021 Proposed Plan introduces additional
tourism, commercial, and agricultural uses, including:

Land Use

Commercial

Residential‐to‐Non‐
Residential Ratio

Commercial

53% Residential
47% Commercial

2021 Proposed Plan
The 2021 Proposed Plan proposes to include the following permitted uses which
were included in the 2007 Approved Plan: single family residences, attached units,
semi‐attached units, townhouse, duplex units, multi‐family dwellings,
condominiums, and rental loft apartments within mixed‐use buildings. The 2021
Proposed Plan introduces free‐standing multi‐family buildings.
The Applicant is seeking Concept Plan approval to include free‐standing multi‐
family buildings. This use is appropriate pursuant to 108‐7 B (7) as it promotes
housing diversity and will not result in significant adverse impacts to local land
uses.

Residential‐to‐Non‐
Residential Ratio










Craft brewery, winery, distillery, and/or food manufacturing
Tasting room
Mixed‐use
Commercial recreation
Event barn
Agriculture, farm, roadside stand
Animal husbandry, shed
Membership club

The Applicant is seeking Concept Plan approval to include the additional permitted
uses. These uses are appropriate pursuant to 108‐5.12B(1) as they promote
tourism, contribute to the estate‐like entry and gateway to the Town
complementing other local historic resources and the CIA, are supportive of other
Town commercial areas due to the convenience scale commercial uses proposed,
and complement the new culinary oriented development (sake facility) across St.
Andrews within the Corridor Business Zone. For these reasons, the addition of
these uses will not result in a significant adverse impact to local land uses.
62% Residential
38% Commercial
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2007 Approved Plan
Temporary increase to 60% residential and 40% non‐residential during
construction by approval of the Town Board.

2021 Proposed Plan
Temporary increase to 72% residential and 32% non‐residential during buildout by
approval of Town Board.

Maximum Density: Residential: 1.75 dwelling units per area of gross
site area; 2.2 dwelling units per net area (less wetlands). Hotel villas
are counted as dwelling units. Note that these are commercial uses
that are part of the hotel program in the Crescent neighborhood.
Maximum Non‐Residential Floor Area: 0.25 times the mixed‐use
center gross site area.
Variation of Uses within Non‐Residential FAR: Retail, office, hotel and
community area to vary by up to 10%, provided the total area of
commercial uses is not decreased.
Maximum Building Height: Hotel/conference center: 5 stories; Rest of
mixed‐use center: 3 stories; Other areas: 2.5 stories
Minimum Open Space: 50% of the gross site area be allocated as open
space.
Maximum Building Coverage: Maximum of 10% of the gross site area
to be developed with buildings.
Building and Parking Setback on Route 9: The 2007 Approved Plan
required a 150 foot setback off Route 9. The 2007 Approved Plan also
included a further setback of 250 feet from Route 9 at the intersection
with St. Andrews.
Variations from Bulk and Lot Controls: The approved 2007 Approved
Plan allowed any variation that exceeds zoning requirements other
than individual buildings, yards and setbacks may be approved by the
Town Board upon request by the Applicant, subject to a review that
considers pertinent environmental issues related to the specific
request for the variation of said standard.
Individual Buildings – Yards and Setbacks – Minimum Yards: The
approved 2007 Approved Plan required a 20‐foot front yard, 15‐foot
side yard, and 20‐foot rear yard within the clustered residential area
and a no minimum required yards in the mixed‐use center.
Individual Buildings – Minimum Setbacks from Principal Buildings to
Right‐of‐Way (ROW): The approved 2007 Approved Plan required a

The proposed 2021 Proposed Plan is consistent with the Town’s Comprehensive
Plan as it would result in a mixed‐use PUD (which is required in the BPDD District)
that is contextual with its surroundings and suited to the natural landscape, which
also aligns with the following Comprehensive Plan goals/objectives. The proposed
ratios are essential to the Bellefield project to bring the necessary residential
population and neighborhoods to support the commercial program. The request to
temporarily exceed the ratio during construction up to 72% is congruent with
those temporary increases allowed as part of the 2007 Approved Plan. For these
reasons, the change in ratio will not have a significant adverse impact to local land
uses.
Maximum Density: Residential: 2.58 DU per area of gross site area; 2.96 DU per net
area (less aquatic resources). The 32 hotel villas count as dwelling units. Note that
these are commercial uses that are part of the hotel program in the Crescent
neighborhood.
o Increased housing will not only increase range of housing choice,
but also supply residential support necessary to support Bellefield’s
commercial program and will not result in a significant adverse
impact. Therefore, the Applicant is seeking Town Board approval of
the increased density pursuant to 108‐5.12B(2).
Maximum Non‐Residential Floor Area: 0.25 times the mixed‐use center gross site
area.
Variation of Uses within Non‐Residential FAR: Retail, office, hotel and community
area to vary by up to 10%, provided the total area of commercial uses is not
decreased.
Maximum Building Height:
o Hotel*/conference center: 5 stories, 75 FT
o Standalone condominium and rental buildings: 4 stories, 51 FT
o Townhouses: 3 stories, 46 FT
o Single‐family, duplexes (patio homes), and hotel villas: 2.5 stories,
35 FT
o Retail and Restaurant: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
o Office: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
o Spa: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
o Event barn: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
o Mixed‐use buildings: 3 stories, 51 FT to parapet, 59 FT to shaped
roof
o Community building and sales office: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
o Agricultural buildings: 3 stories, 46 FT
o Educational buildings: 3 stories, 46 FT
o New height provisions applicable in the Bellefield PUD are being
sought to facilitate buildings with multiple roofs in one building,

Lot and Bulk Controls
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2007 Approved Plan
minimum 20‐foot setback for principal buildings from the right‐of‐way
within the clustered residential area and a no minimum required
setback in the mixed‐use center.
Individual Buildings – Minimum Distance Between Buildings: The
approved 2007 Approved Plan required a minimum of 25‐feet
between buildings within the clustered residential area and a no
minimum distance between buildings in the mixed‐use center.
Modifications per 108‐4.5: The 2007 Approved Plan allowed that,
“where good cause is shown by Applicant, any modification to
minimum yards, minimum setbacks from principal building to ROW,
and minimum distance between buildings the Planning Board has the
authority to modify the above requirements per § 108‐4.5. Any such
modification must be in keeping with the intent of the concept plan as
approved by the Town Board.”

2021 Proposed Plan
roofs with parapets rather than shaped/peaked roofs, and for
buildings that feature parking below the building,
o The new height provisions will determine how height in feet is
calculated for a building with one shaped roof, multiple shaped
roofs, or parapet roofs. The provisions also identify permitted
height encroachments deemed appropriate by the Planning Board,
including architectural features (e.g. parapets, equipment screening
elements), stair and elevator bulkheads, and utility and
telecommunication equipment. The provisions also specify that
height in stories shall include all habitable or occupiable stories
from the first habitable floor of the building. Note than an area
below the first habitable floor of the building shall not count as a
story, see Attachment A.
o * The Village hotel is approved pursuant to Sub‐Phase‐1‐A.
Minimum Open Space: 50% of the gross site area be allocated as open space.
Maximum Building Coverage: Maximum of 10% of the gross site area to be
developed with buildings.
Building and Parking Setback on Route 9: The 2007 Approved Plan required a 150
foot setback off Route 9. No modification of this requirement is being sought. The
2007 Approved Plan also included a further setback of 250 feet from Route 9 at the
intersection with St. Andrews. The Applicant is requesting that the Town Board
approvals authorize the Planning Board to allow the 150 foot setback applicable to
other portions of the site, provided it is satisfied that the proposed site plan
warrants that setback.
Variations from Bulk and Lot Controls: The approved 2007 Approved Plan allowed
any variation that exceeds zoning requirements other than individual buildings,
yards and setbacks may be approved by the Town Board upon request by the
Applicant, subject to a review that considers pertinent environmental issues
related to the specific request for the variation of said standard.
o In addition to the requirement above, the 2021 Proposed Plan seeks
to modify this requirement to allow the Planning Board, as part of
its Final Development Plan review, to authorize the transfer of
residential development area amongst neighborhoods, provided
that it would not result in an increase in overall dwelling units or
introduce new residential use types. As such, no significant adverse
impacts will occur. The ability to vary the residential program
amongst the different neighborhoods is being requested to provide
flexibility to respond to market demands and consistent with the
character of the development.
Individual Buildings – Yards and Setbacks – Minimum Yards: The approved 2007
Approved Plan required a 20‐foot front yard, 15‐foot side yard, and 20‐foot rear
yard within the clustered residential area and a no minimum required yards in the
mixed‐use center.
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2007 Approved Plan

2021 Proposed Plan
Individual Buildings – Minimum Setbacks from Principal Buildings to Right‐of‐Way
(ROW): The approved 2007 Approved Plan required a minimum 20‐foot setback for
principal buildings from the right‐of‐way within the clustered residential area and a
no minimum required setback in the mixed‐use center.
Individual Buildings – Minimum Distance Between Buildings: The approved 2007
Approved Plan required a minimum of 25‐feet between buildings within the
clustered residential area and a no minimum distance between buildings in the
mixed‐use center.
Modifications per 108‐4.5: The 2007 Approved Plan allowed that, “where good
cause is shown by Applicant, any modification to minimum yards, minimum
setbacks from principal building to ROW, and minimum distance between buildings
the Planning Board has the authority to modify the above requirements per § l08‐
4.5. Any such modification must be in keeping with the intent of the concept plan
as approved by the Town Board.”
As demonstrated, the 2021 Proposed Plan is consistent with the lot and bulk
controls set as part of the 2007 Approved Plan. Modifications to the maximum
allowable heights are being sought, including new provisions applicable in the
Bellefield PUD. These modifications will allow a 20‐foot high retail floor and 10‐foot
high ceilings in the residential units, which are critical to the design aesthetic and
advantageous to developing a sense of place within the Bellefield Village center.
The proposed heights for the 2021 Proposed Plan are consistent with existing
building heights at the CIA campus (located across NYS Route 9). Furthermore, as
shown in HH Figure 4, the proposed heights within the Village are typical of those
found in other historic Hudson Valley villages. According to the Town’s code the
height limits for any PUD are set as part of the PUD determination by the Town
Board. For the reasons stated above, the 2021 is consistent with the Town’s public
policy and goals and objectives for this property and will not result in significant
adverse impacts.
Single ‐family Residential: 2 spaces per DU; Attached/semi‐detached residential: 2
spaces per DU; Multi‐Family Residential: 1.5 spaces per DU; live‐work units: 2
spaces per DU; Educational facility, Hotels, Conference Centers, and Spas: 1 space
per 1,000 SF; Retail/Restaurants: 1 space per 200 SF; Office: 1 space per 333 SF

 Single ‐family Residential: 2 spaces per DU; Attached/semi‐detached
residential: 2 spaces per DU; Multi‐Family Residential: 1.5 spaces per
DU; live‐work units: 2 spaces per DU; Educational facility, Hotels,
Conference Centers, and Spas: 1 space per 1,000 SF;
Retail/Restaurants: 1 space per 200 SF; Office: 1 space per 333 SF
Parking
Requirements/Shared
Parking/Land Banking

Parking located underground and within parking decks.
Planning Board may consider a reduction in the total number of
parking spaces by up to 10%, if it is demonstrated by the Applicant
that two or more uses have significantly different peak parking times
(e.g., office/residential) and that reasonable sharing of spaces is
appropriate.
As part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning Board may
consider a waiver of the paving of up to 10% of the required parking

Parking
Requirements/Shared
Parking/Land Banking

The 2021 Proposed Plan includes two parking garages, parking on ground‐level or
partially submerged below buildings, surface parking, and on street parking.
Planning Board may consider a reduction in the total number of parking spaces by
up to 10%, if it is demonstrated by the Applicant that two or more uses have
significantly different peak parking times (e.g., office/residential) and that
reasonable sharing of spaces is appropriate.
As part of its review of individual site plans, the Planning Board may consider a
waiver of the paving of up to 10% of the required parking as specifically identified
on the site plan, with the condition that the Applicant may be required to pave said
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2007 Approved Plan
as specifically identified on the site plan, with the condition that the
Applicant may be required to pave said spaces in the future if the
Planning Board determines that such spaces are needed to meet
actual demand.

 2007 Approved Plan is consistent with the Bellefield PDD Town Center Historic District, 2005 Comp
Plan and other area plans.
 2007 Approved Plan supports tourism and builds tax base.
2007 Approved Plan provides a new gateway, allowing Teller Hill to remain as gateway to historic
business district by substantially buffering (≥ 150 feet of landscaping/buffering) development from
major roads, including 250 feet at northwest corner (St. Andrews/Route).
2007 Approved Plan will include:
o An interconnected, walkable community that maintains estate like setting complementing
FDR estate, with on site boulevard at main entrance and trail connections to local system.
Privately‐owned roads, but accessible to public.
o Traditional design styles and massing complementing local historic architecture, including
two‐to‐three story buildings in mixed use area (except five‐story hotel).
o Diversified housing types ≥ 2.5 stories.
o Hospitality component.
o High‐end retail to avoid competition with historic Town Center.
o Ratio of 53% residential to 47% commercial.
o Design Guidelines for build out to assist Planning Board during subsequent site plan
approvals to ensure design and character intent is preserved through development phases.

2007 Approved Plan anticipated the need for blasting which would be conducted in compliance
with all regulatory requirements. Rock crushing is proposed to occur centrally on site to avoid
nuisances associated with hauling.

2021 Proposed Plan
spaces in the future if the Planning Board determines that such spaces are needed
to meet actual demand.
The 2021 Proposed Plan will provide adequate parking per the parking ratios
approved for the 2007 Approved Plan. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts
related to parking will occur.

 2021 Proposed Plan is anticipated to be consistent with prior planning studies.
 2021 Proposed Plan is anticipated to be consistent with the Bellefield PDD.
 Therefore, no significant adverse impacts related to Public Policy will occur.
2021 Proposed Plan retains prominent features of the original project, including:
o Cohesive, interconnected, walkable development with a Village Mixed‐use center and surrounding
residential uses.
o Hospitality remains a key component of the project.
o Substantial buffering at exterior property lines.
o Similar road system design that is privately owned, but accessible to public.
o Ten miles of publicly accessible trails with connections off‐site, where possible.
o 24 space parking lot for public trail use with additional parking available.
o Approximately 244.73 acres of open space, including 117.6 acres of conservation area and parks, natural
areas, and other open space areas located throughout development areas.
o Pedestrian connectivity between main entrances.
2021 Proposed Plan improvements and modifications:
o Mix of residential and commercial is modified to 62% residential/38% commercial ratio reflecting positive
residential development trends occurring locally in Hudson Valley and negative marketplace trends
affecting commercial (e.g. internet competition, COVID). Increase in residential will be supportive of
existing retail and commercial businesses, while decrease in commercial is anticipated to lessen
competition with existing businesses.
o Housing diversity is increased with standalone multi‐family buildings and compact to estate‐style homes,
including unique lifestyle oriented amenities.
o Commercial uses were modified to remove excessive office space use while retaining less vulnerable
retail uses centered on food and agricultural uses. In support of tourism, hotel use is expanded.
o Commercial programming at Route 9/ St. Andrews Road reflecting current rezoning of abutting area and
development, including re‐occupancy of former supermarket by a sake manufacturer with new building
setback approximately 150 feet from Route 9.
o Updated design guidelines will provide support to the Planning Board during iterative site plan reviews
ensuring development character remains as intended.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to community character will occur.
 2021 Proposed Plan removes underground parking, but the need for blasting is still anticipated. Similar to the
approved plan, blasting would be conducted in compliance with all regulatory requirements and rock crushing
would occur centrally on site.
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2007 Approved Plan
Total site disturbance is estimated to be approximately 140 acres. On‐site cuts and fills will balance
at approximately 725,000 CY. Therefore, there will be no need to import/export material as part of
the mass grading for the Project.
The 2007 Approved Plan would continue to be subject to NYSDEC and local regulations pertaining
stormwater and erosion and sediment control.
2007 Approved Plan was comprised of 58% (approximately 200 acres) open space with
approximately 115 acres protected by conservation easements. The easements are proposed to
encompass the Maritje Kill and the eastern portion of the Project Site, which include a NYSDEC
wetland.
2007 Approved Plan is designed to avoid sensitive areas and will not adversely impact any species
of concern.
Removal of trees that exhibit potential Indiana Bat roost or maternal colony potential or within
building envelopes will occur between October 1 and March 30.
The proposed development will require a Federal Section 404 Nationwide Permit #39 for
development activities associated with disturbance in 0.48 acres of on‐site wetlands.
Construction in State wetlands and wetland buffers has been avoided by the design of the
proposed development, and, therefore, no NYSEDEC Article 24 Freshwater Wetland Permit will be
required.
2007 Approved Plan meets the MS4 requirements of the Town in accordance with NYSDEC SPDES
General Permit requirements for stormwater discharges from construction activities.

Stormwater
Management

Water Supply and
Sanitary Sewer

Traffic and
Transportation

2007 Approved Plan estimated average daily domestic water/wastewater flow is at 275,000 gpd.
Extension of a 10” water line along Route 9 to be looped through the Project Site and connected to
a 16” line in St. Andrew’s Road is proposed.
The existing water system has capacity to provide fire service for the Project.
2007 Approved Plan is subject to Sewer Mitigation Sums to be used at the Town Board’s discretion
for development and administration of such sewer system(s) to service the Town Center Historic
District and mitigate the adverse impacts on the Town Center Historic District.
2007 Approved Plan indicated similar levels of service experienced under Future No‐Build and
Future Build Conditions.
The access proposed opposite the CIA northerly driveway will be designed and constructed to
provide a separate southbound left turn lane (within the median) and a separate northbound right
turn lane for entering traffic, and the driveway approach (westbound) will be designed with a
separate left turn lane, a shared through/left turn lane, and a right turn lane.
A pedestrian‐only phase and crosswalk will be provided at the intersection of Route 9 and St.
Andrews Road.
A pedestrian crosswalk and an exclusive pedestrian phase for crossing Route 9 and the access road
will be provided.

2021 Proposed Plan
 Total site disturbance is estimated to be similar to the approved plan at approximately 140 acres. Grading is
anticipated to be balanced reducing excessive cut and fill volumes.
 The 2021 Proposed Plan would continue to be subject to NYSDEC and local regulations pertaining to stormwater
and erosion and sediment control.
 Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to geology, topography and soils will occur.
2021 Proposed Plan includes approximately 117.6 acres of conservation area. The easements are proposed to
encompass the Maritje Kill and the eastern portion of the Project Site, which include a NYSDEC wetland.
 Similar to existing conditions in 2007 Approved Plan, the site may provide habitat for Indiana Bat, Bog Turtle,
and Blandings Turtle. The 2021 Proposed Plan utilizes approximately the same overall footprint with a similar
intensity of development. As such, potential effects on natural resources and associated best management
practices (e.g. timing restriction on clearing) are anticipated to be similar.
 Coordination with regulatory agencies is underway.
 Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to vegetation and wildlife will occur.
 The 2021 Proposed Plan utilizes approximately the same overall Disturbance Area (approximately 140 acres)
footprint with a similar intensity of development and will require encroachment and/or disturbance in federally
regulated wetlands. No impacts to NYSDEC wetlands or buffers are anticipated to occur.
 Coordination with regulatory agencies is underway.
 Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to wetlands and waterbodies will occur.
 The proposed 2021 Proposed Plan utilizes approximately the same overall footprint with a similar intensity of
development and the total proposed impervious is anticipated to be similar to the 2007 Approved Plan. The
2021 Proposed Plan will meet the MS4 requirements of the Town in accordance with NYSDEC SPDES General
Permit requirements for stormwater discharges from construction activities (Permit No. GP‐0‐20‐0001)
requirements.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts related to stormwater will occur.
2021 Proposed Plan is anticipated to result in 313,644 gpd of water demand/wastewater generation.
The property owner/applicant has created TR Sewage Works Corp. for the treatment and disposal of
wastewater from the proposed development. The TR Sewage Works Corp. will also be responsible for the
construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed wastewater treatment facilities providing sewer
service to all phases of proposed development. The WWTP will have the capacity to handle the increased flows.
The existing water system has capacity to provide fire suppression service at the site.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to water supply and sanitary sewer will occur.
The 2021 Proposed Plan removes retail and office space and adds residential units. In general, retail and office
space generate trips at a higher rate than the residential uses; therefore, the total trips for the 2021 Proposed
Plan will be less than the previous 2007 Approved Plan.
Primary Route 9 access to be located opposite CIA with roadway widening and traffic signal improvements.
(Currently under construction.)
Possible pedestrian signal phase and crosswalk at Route 9 and St. Andrews Road intersection (pending agency
approvals).
Pedestrian signal phase and crosswalk between the project and CIA at the Route 9 primary access intersection.
(Currently under construction.)
Installation of a landscaped island in the southeast quadrant of the Route 9 and St. Andrews intersection to
force a right‐turn from a right‐turn only northbound from Route 9 onto St. Andrews Road is not considered a
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2007 Approved Plan
Intersection improvements will be made at the southeast corner of Route 9 and St. Andrews Road.
The Applicant will provide a landscaped island to force a right turn from a right turn only lane on
Route 9 onto St. Andrews Road.
The Applicant will provide and maintain a vegetated median strip on St. Andrews Road from the
intersection at Route 9 to approximately the entrance to the existing Stop & Shop parcel.
2007 Approved Plan will have no traffic‐related air quality or noise impacts were identified.
With the following safeguards during construction the 2007/2017 Master Plan will have no adverse
construction‐related impacts were identified: proper maintenance of construction equipment;
controlling unnecessary equipment idling; providing sufficient construction worker parking on‐site;
locating the rock crusher as far as practicable from the southwest corner of the Site; measuring
baseline ambient sound levels at the northernmost point on the property line of the B&B adjacent
to the Project Site; measuring noise levels at the same location while the rock crusher or rock
hammer is in operation and mitigating if they exceed baseline levels by 10 dBA or more: limiting
rock crushing and rock hammer operations to weekdays between 8 AM and 3 PM; using sound
baffles and natural vegetation and topography; and replacing backup sounding devices with laser
and other safety devices on all construction vehicles.
Compliance with the Town’s Noise Code will be required.
2007 Approved Plan will create thousands of construction and permanent jobs.
At full build‐out, the development will generate $595,000 in taxes for the Town, $876,000 for the
County, and $8.3 million for the Hyde Park Central School District.
The tax exempt property will be the only property taken off the tax rolls.
The proposed development will result in tax revenue surplus over expenses for the Town, County,
and School District. This revenue surplus will offset community facility impacts.
The 2007 Approved Plan was estimated to result in 1,371 residents.
A total of 143 school children were estimated to be generated from the proposed development.
The development provides approximately 200 acres of open space, including at least three public
parks, three public pocket parks, and approximately 10 miles of trails and 6 miles of sidewalks.
2007 Approved Plan included development amongst historic and cultural resources. The Plan will
comply with NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation (NYSOPRHP) requirements.

Single phased project, with multiple construction sequences based on market demand.
Construction commenced in the southwest corner of the site at the main entrance.
Site access is ensured for construction, emergency access, and for circulation amongst project
elements and infrastructure is established as each construction sequence is executed.

2021 Proposed Plan
capacity improvement. With the new Sake facility redevelopment and increased pedestrianization of this area
that is likely to occur with the proposed development this may be worth reconsideration.
Installation of a vegetated median strip on St. Andrews Road from the intersection at Route 9 to approximately
the entrance to the existing Stop & Shop parcel. To install this median and maintain the same number of lanes
on St. Andrews Road will require the road to be widened (pending agency approvals).
As demonstrated, no significant adverse impacts to traffic or transportation will occur.
In the 2021 Proposed Plan, there will be no significant adverse impact on air quality or noise conditions.
Construction work will be conducted per the 2017 Noise Mitigation Plan.
Similar to the 2007 Approved Plan, temporary construction noise would be mitigated and compliance with the
Town’s Noise code will be required.

 The Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared by Camoin 310 (provided separately to the Town) finds that
estimated net new revenues from the project over a period of ten years exceed the costs of financial assistance
and of new services provided by the municipal entities
 The Town of Hyde Park is estimated to receive a total of $9.39 million of net fiscal benefits over ten years. As
described, the 2021 Proposed Plan will provide net benefits to all taxing jurisdictions with no significant adverse
impact.
 The 2021 Proposed Plan will provide net benefits to all taxing jurisdictions with no significant adverse impact.
 The 2021 Proposed Plan is anticipated to result in 436 new households (new to Dutchess County) as a result of
the project, 246 new students of which 170 would attend public school.
 Approximately 2,298 residents would result from the 2021 Proposed Plan.
 Total solid waste from the project will increase, but capacity at nearby landfills is anticipated to be available to
support the additional waste.
 Therefore, no adverse impacts to community facilities and services will occur.
The 2021 Proposed Plan utilizes approximately the same overall footprint with a similar intensity of
development and will comply with NYSOPRHP requirements.
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to cultural and historic resources are anticipated to occur. Project
information has been submitted to NYSOPRHP for their review, see Attachment C.
Single phased project, with multiple construction sequences based on market demand.
Construction commences with The Village in the southwest corner of the site at the main entrance.
Site access is ensured for construction, emergency access, and for circulation amongst project elements and
infrastructure is established as each construction sequence is executed.
Therefore, no significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the proposed flexibility in construction
sequencing based on market conditions will occur.
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The Bellefield Property is located within the Bellefield Planned Development District (BPDD), with the
Greenbelt District (GB) as the underlying district (see Figure 3 for a land use map). According to Section
108‐3.1.1.K(1) of the zoning regulations, the purpose of the BPDD is that “Planned development is needed
to ensure that the district is developed in a way that preserves the natural beauty of the land, promotes
tourism, supports the existing business district in the Town Center and sensitively expands the Town Center
with planned mixed‐use development. The provisions of this district are intended to streamline permitting
and allow greater use flexibility.” Section 108‐3.1.1.K(2) states that “the district is the largest area of
potential development in the southern end of the Town with excellent access from Routes 9 and 9G and
St. Andrews Road…..South of St. Andrews Road, the District abuts Route 9 and is virtually unbroken green
space. Its planned development must be sensitive to the fact that Teller Hill serves as the southern gateway
to the Town Center.”
The Town of Hyde Park Town Board approved the St. Andrews at Historic Hyde Park Planned Unit
Development (2007 Approved Plan) in 2007. On the same date, the Board approved a Concept Plan
depicting the general configuration of land uses for the site. The Board also established land use, bulk,
and other regulations for the PUD in the associated Comprehensive Development Plan. The approved
Concept Plan included a mixture of residential and commercial uses throughout the western portion of
the site, and a conservation easement for the eastern portion of the site. The St. Andrews PUD Concept
Plan divided the overall parcel into two major areas, a “Mixed‐Use Core” and a “Residential Area.”
The 2007 Approved Plan was determined to be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of
Hyde Park adopted on July 11, 2005, and with the intent of the zoning regulations. The 2017 Amended
SEQR Findings Statement addresses how the St. Andrews PUD is consistent and supports the intent and
requirements of both the BPDD Zoning District and the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.
2021 Proposed Plan
A demonstration of how the 2021 Proposed Plan supports the intent and requirements of both the BPDD
Zoning District and the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, as stipulated in the 2017 Amended SEQR Findings, is
included in bold.
Promotes tourism related business and builds the Town's commercial tax base –
2021 Proposed Plan: The 2021 Proposed Plan would amend the 2007 Approved Plan to
incorporate elements of biophilic design, agriculture, and food into the design of all
aspects of the project, resulting in strengths in culinary and agricultural tourism and a
greater interaction with nature and the native landscape. The 2021 Proposed Plan
reduces the total proposed office space, provides more convenience retail, removes
large‐scale retail and increases hospitality use within the development. Though the
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total commercial development is reduced from the previous 2007 Approved Plan, it is
an improved concept for the plan because it is focused on hospitality and culinary and
agricultural themes, which resonates with nearby uses (e.g. CIA and Asahi Shuzo’s Sake
Facility) and provides services to support tourism. In addition to the two hotels
(extended stay and all suite) The commercial uses are anticipated to include retail,
restaurants, craft breweries, distilleries, and wineries with associated tasting rooms. In
addition, there would be a spa and event barn. As such, the proposed development
provides the connection between the CIA and the sake facility to create a culinary
corridor while at the same time providing a beautifully design gateway to the Town,
including open and agricultural fields, stately specimen trees, rock walls, view of forest
and the undulating topography surrounding the Maritje Kill. The 2021 Proposed Plan
will provide net benefits to all taxing jurisdictions and the additional residential density
will ensure that proposed commercial uses are sustainable.
Maintain an estate like setting along Route 9, complementing the FDR and Val Kill Sites –
2021 Proposed Plan: The 2021 Proposed Plan has been strategically designed to
complement the Town’s tourist and culinary industries with a new community that
celebrates food, beverage and agriculture. The site design complements the Culinary
Institute of America (CIA) campus and local historic sites (Franklyn D. Roosevelt (FDR)
site, Valkill) and is sensitive to the local landscape. The main entry is designed to evoke
the estate entrances to the historic site and includes a boulevard entrance with stone
walls and majestic trees maintaining a 150‐foot setback from the road. As you continue
north on US Route 9, views to the Village will be through open fields, with forest views
available further north as you travel towards St. Andrews Road. Corresponding to the
commercial corridor that begins north of St. Andrews Road will be the commercially
focused St. Andrews neighborhood. With the introduction of this new neighborhood
and the new sake facility/tasting room, this area will become a “place” worthy of its
location. Bellefield will fill the missing link providing connectivity between the CIA and
areas north within a master planned community that provides it all: housing,
community commercial, tourist‐related commercial and hospitality.
Develop a trail corridor or other transportation link between the FDR and Val Kill Sites –
2021 Proposed Plan: The 2021 Proposed Plan will include approximately ten miles of
trails, approximately five miles of sidewalks, and shared access for bicyclists along
roadways providing safe and efficient access throughout the interior of the
development. The trails are designed to connect to the properties located south of
Valkill and the FDR site, which provide connections to these resources.
Support the existing commercial activity in the Town Center Historic District –
2021 Proposed Plan: The properties located immediately north of the site have been
rezoned to the Corridor Business Zoning District. The site (directly across St. Andrews
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Road) that was formerly occupied by the Stop and Shop has been redeveloped as a sake
facility, which will include a visitor tours and a tasting room. As described above, the
Bellefield trail system will provide a north/south connection to properties located to
the north. Bellefield will provide the missing link between the CIA and the sake facility,
providing for a culinary themed commercial corridor complete with hospitality
provisions to support the Town’s growing tourism industry. Remaining commercial uses
will be of a convenience scale geared towards supporting the residential community.
Accordingly, the culinary themed and convenience style retail will not compete with
other Town Center uses.
Sensitively expand the existing mixed use Town Center Historic District –
Proposed 2021 Proposed Plan: As described in earlier subsections, the 2021 Proposed
Plan is the right fit for this area of the Town because it is sensitively designed and
provides for a beautiful gateway and connectivity between important culinary leaders
allowing for a culinary corridor. Bellefield also enhances the pedestrian scale of the
northwest corner of the site, which is already underway with the sake facility’s rice
polishing building set 150 feet off St. Andrews Road in the recently rezoned Corridor
Business District. The proposed hospitality will support the local culinary leaders, the
culinary and agriculturally focused commercial uses within Bellefield, and the rest of
the Town’s leaders in tourism, including the FDR site and Valkill.
Maintain and develop an attractive gateway entrance to the Town Center Historic District at
Teller Hill –
2021 Proposed Plan: The Bellefield development will enhance the gateway to the Town.
Traveling north on US Route 9, first by the estate‐like main entry complete with stone
walls, will be a momentary view of a barn, fields with preserved specimen trees, and
the Village core located further east, complementing the CIA development across US
Route 9 to the west. The view a bit further north will reveal views of agricultural fields
and farmland, followed by a more heavily vegetated natural area, the Maritje Kill basin.
Views toward the St. Andrews neighborhood will respond to and complement the views
of recent development that has occurred off site to the north at the St. Andrews/Route
9 intersection. The parking area in front of the restaurant off St. Andrews Road will
include a planted landscaped area that will partially buffer views from St. Andrews Road
toward the parking area on the south side of the road. Further east on St. Andrews
Road, views of the conservation area will dominate. The overall design works in tandem
with the natural landscape, incorporating the more sensitive areas (e.g. steep slopes,
Maritje Kill, specimen trees) in the open space and trail network while introducing
agrarian areas with maintained forest where appropriate.
Preserve and protect important views and natural features of the landscape –
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2021 Proposed Plan: The 2021 Proposed Plan is more architecturally and
environmentally innovative than the prior design because it works in tandem with the
natural landscape, incorporating the more sensitive areas (e.g. steep slopes, Maritje
Kill, specimen trees) in the open space and trail network, elements of biophilic design,
agriculture, and food into the design of all aspects of the project, resulting in strengths
in culinary and agricultural tourism and a greater interaction with nature and the native
landscape. The overall disturbance area is the same as the prior plan, but the Bellefield
design removes the underground parking area drastically reducing impacts to the
natural landscape.
Serve the Mid‐Hudson region beyond the boundaries of the Town of Hyde Park‐
2021 Proposed Plan: The 2021 Proposed Plan enhances its tourism and hospitality base
by providing for two hotels, which cater to varied elements of the tourism market. The
Village Core includes “placemaking” design to support the center with access to a
system of parks and open space, including a greater number, and a wider variety of
desirable housing types, including highly‐amenitized rental buildings, condominium
buildings, as well as apartment lofts over retail. This proposed residential density and
variety of unit types provides essential year‐round economic support to the
restaurant/winery/brewery/food businesses in the Village Center.
Support and enhance safe and efficient pedestrian circulation
2021 Proposed Plan: The development will include approximately ten miles of trails,
approximately five miles of sidewalks, and shared access for bicyclists along roadways
providing safe and efficient access throughout the interior of the development. The
system will connect the residential areas, St. Andrews, The Village, and the
conservation area. The trail system is designed to link to off‐site Town‐wide existing
and future proposed trail systems leading to Val‐kill.
The Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Hyde Park, 2005
The Town of Hyde Park Comprehensive Plan (Plan) consists of two parts: 1) Revitalization Strategies: A
vision for the Town, identification of underlying issues, and strategies to address these challenges, and 2)
Land‐Use Implications: Practical application of the revitalization strategies.
The vision of the Town is expressed as follows:



Expanding Economic Opportunities – Appropriate Growth
o Future Development
o Commercial Ventures
Deepening Village Unity – Citizen Involvement
o Community Forms (e.g. increasing visual beauty, fostering pedestrian orientation,
strengthening core identities, heightening civic cohesion)
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Developing Tourism Industry – Cultural Resources
o Local Attractions
o Support Services

The underlying issues impeding the vision are explained as follows:








Unacknowledged potential of local economics (e.g. unused tourist potential);
Negative impacts of basic identity (e.g. limited local attractions; weak community identity);
Disintegrative patterns of land use (e.g. partial community linkages);
Debilitating procedures for development approval (e.g. insufficient local jobs);
Incomplete integration of infrastructure growth (inadequate public services);
Excessive complexity of public accountability (e.g. frequent political changes); and
Partial utilization of external resources (e.g. uncoordinated infrastructure).

The Town’s strategies to address the challenges listed above include the following:





Encouraging organic growth;
Strengthening civic cohesion;
Broadening tourist promotion; and
Stimulating economic expansion.

As part of the 2005 Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Initiative, the entire Bellefield Property, was placed
within the BPDD Overlay District, a zoning district which requires the property be developed under the
PUD Overlay District (Article 7, Section 108‐7).
The BPDD is addressed in detail in the Comprehensive Plan as an implementation strategy for encouraging
organic growth within the Town. Under Land Use Projects (an implementation strategy on page 28) it
states,
“Planned development is needed to ensure that the District is developed in a way that
preserves the natural beauty of the land, promotes tourism and the connection between
the FDR Home and Valkill, supports the existing commercial districts, and sensitively
expands the Town Center Historic District with planned mixed use development. The
provisions of this District are intended to streamline permitting and allow greater use
flexibility.”
Under Community Pilots Project (an implementation strategy on page 33) it states,
“The Bellefield PDD is intended to provide for a mixture of uses: promoting tourism related
businesses and building the Town’s commercial tax base; complementing the FDR Home
and Valkill National Historic Sites; developing a walkway or other link between the FDR
Home and Valkill; supporting the existing commercial activity in the adjacent Business
Districts; sensitively expanding the existing mixed use of these commercial areas;
maintaining and developing an attractive gateway entrance to the southern Route 9 area
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at Teller Hill; preserving and protecting important views and natural features of the
landscape; and serving the region beyond the boundaries of the Town of Hyde Park.”
The Comprehensive Plan explains on page 46 that, “growth should be encouraged in the places where it
has already occurred”…and, “that mixed‐use, diverse compact communities encourage greater economic
and social vitality than do sprawling single‐use districts. This is becoming clearer as our region moves from
an economy supported largely by industry to one based on service and information businesses.” On Page
78, the PUD Overlay is identified as a strategy to expand the economic base of the community. “Such a
strategy has several objectives: creating jobs, expanding the tax base, providing additional services to the
community, and attracting, retaining and circulating outside monies as intensively as possible. To expand
economic base of community.” The Town’s gateways are identified as resources to promote tourism in
Hyde Park on page 84 where it states, “arguably the most important of these gateways is the vista from
the Culinary Institute of America northward to the top of Teller Hill. This Gateway, the Teller Hill Gateway,
establishes the fact that Hyde Park offers travelers something different from the urbanized development
to the south. Development proposed for this gateway area should be subject to the most rigorous review.”
The 2021 Proposed Plan is consistent with the objectives of the BPDD and PUD Overlays (see Compliance
with BPDD and PUD Overlay documents submitted separately), which were established to foster organic
growth, broaden tourist expansion, and stimulate economic expansion. The 2021 Proposed Plan includes
a mixed residential and nonresidential development that uses imaginative and creative design to
maximize the natural beauty of the site, protect natural resources, and create a unique community
centered around culinary and agricultural tourism, with a village core, hospitality area, and several
residential neighborhoods offering various housing types. The flexibility of the BPDD is critical to
development on this site due to its unique natural and historic and cultural resource character. The project
will expand the local economy through the creation of new jobs, additional residents, and provide the
connection (e.g., wineries, breweries, culinary and agricultural creator space) between the CIA and the
sake facility to create a culinary corridor while at the same time providing a beautifully designed gateway
to the Town, including open and agricultural fields, stately specimen trees, rock walls, view of forest and
the undulating topography surrounding the Maritje Kill. Finally, the 2021 Proposed Plan will include
approximately ten miles of trails, approximately five miles of sidewalks, and shared access for bicyclists
along roadways providing safe and efficient access throughout the interior of the development. The trails
are designed to connect to the properties located south of Valkill and the FDR site, which provide
connections to these resources.
As summarized in the following sections, there will be no adverse impacts related to the development of
this project. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the Plan, and will implement important
strategies identified as supporting the Town’s vision.
Dutchess County Hudson River Valley Greenway Compact Plan, 2000
Dutchess County is one of 13 counties that make up the Hudson River Valley Greenway, which was
established by the State by the Hudson River Valley Greenway Act of 1991. In March 2000, the Hudson
River Valley Greenway Council approved the Dutchess County Greenway Compact Plan, “Greenway
Connections: Greenway Compact Program and Guides for Dutchess County Communities.” The Greenway

The Chazen Companies
June 14, 2021

2021 Proposed Plan
Amended PUD Concept Development Plan
SEQR Comparison Technical Report
Part 1 Full Environmental Assessment Form

Page 54

was created to facilitate the development of a voluntary regional strategy for preserving scenic, natural,
historic, cultural, and recreational resources while encouraging compatible economic development and
maintaining the tradition of home rule for land use decision‐making. In 2002, the Town became a
participating community in the Dutchess County Greenway Compact Program. As such, the Town adopted
as a statement of land use policies, principles and guides, the document entitled "Greenway Connections:
Greenway Compact Program and Guides for Dutchess County Communities" dated March 8, 2000. The
Greenway Compact promotes intermunicipal cooperation on five complementary goals:






Natural and cultural resource protection;
Economic development including agriculture, tourism, and urban redevelopment;
Public access and trail systems, including a Hudson River Greenway Trail;
Regional planning; and
Heritage and environmental education.

The project site is located within an emerging “Center” as described in the Centers: Compact, Complete,
and Connected Guide. Centers are described in party as, “focal points for community history, commercial
exchange, and close‐knit development.” The Guide states, “In order to promote a stronger sense of
community, encourage efficiencies in land use, energy, and transportation, and protect the rural
countryside from commercial strip and residential sprawl development, most new growth should be
concentrated in and around existing or emerging centers. This may include infill between buildings,
redevelopment, or extensions of existing centers within walkable distances.”
The Greenway Compact describes the St. Andrews neighborhood (Bellefield Property and CIA) as an
emerging center and explains that, “the (Town’s) zoning code supports a potentially large, mixed‐use, and
tourist‐oriented emerging center on the vacant 339‐acre property across Route 9 from the Culinary
Institute of America.”
The Greenway Compact’s Strengthening Centers Guide suggests strategies for Centers, including:


Locating primary growth areas
o



Creating walkable communities
o



The Bellefield Property is identified as an emerging center in the Guide.

The 2021 Proposed Plan includes a mixed‐use center and approximately ten miles of trails,
approximately five miles of sidewalks, and shared access for bicyclists along roadways
providing safe and efficient access throughout the interior of the development and to
adjacent uses, including the CIA and Asahi Shujo’s sake facility.

Building in context
o

The architecture surrounding the Bellefield Property is dominated by the CIA
development, which includes a combination of historic architecture and contemporary
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design, with ample surface parking partially buffered from US Route 9 views. The buildings
at the CIA reach heights of 45 – 60 feet tall. At the intersection of West Dorsey Lane and
US Route 9, there is a two‐story, with a one‐story parking level, apartment building.
Further east on West Dorsey Lane are single‐family homes on parcels ranging from one‐
to‐six acre lots, with a condominium development set back off the road to the south.



o

Modifications to the maximum allowable heights are being sought, including new
provisions for measuring height applicable in the Bellefield PUD. These modifications will
allow a 20‐foot high retail floor and 10‐foot high ceilings in the residential units, which
are critical to the design aesthetic and advantageous to developing a sense of place within
the Bellefield Village center. The proposed heights for the 2021 Proposed Plan are
consistent with existing building heights at the CIA campus (located across NYS Route 9).
Furthermore, as shown in HH Figure 4, the proposed heights within the Village are typical
of those found in other historic Hudson Valley villages.

o

Massing and articulation of building forms for the various use types will be developed in
accordance with the Design Guidelines. These guidelines encourage contemporary
building designs that draw upon regional heritage and local traditions. Residential
building forms will be designed with a simple massing and façade organization strategy
and commercial and non‐residential building forms will be designed to vary from one
another and be massed and articulated to represent the use.

o

The project will enhance the Town’s gateway along US Route 9 with a beautiful estate‐
like entrance featuring stone walls, specimen trees, views of the Village center
(approximately 300‐350 feet east of US Route 9) coupled with continued views as you
drive north of open fields, agriculture, forest and undulating topography.

Using slower, safer streets
o

The 2021 Proposed Plan will use the road specifications that are consistent with the
approved Open Development Plan that was approved for Sub‐phase 1A. The
development utilizes a hierarchy of streets, with different style streets corresponding to
the context of each neighborhood and featuring the appropriate pedestrian and cyclist
treatments.

As demonstrated, the proposed 2021 Proposed Plan is consistent with the Greenway Compact vision for
strengthening centers and the overall goals as the overall design works in tandem with the natural
landscape, introduces a mixed‐use development that helps to establish a culinary corridor linking nearby
tourist attractions (CIA, Asahi Shujo’s sake facility), provides ample pedestrian and cyclist
accommodations, and includes creator space to support the Town’s agricultural and culinary industries.
The 2021 Proposed Plan introduces additional residential, tourism, commercial, and agricultural uses,
including:
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Free‐standing multi‐family (including rental) buildings
Craft brewery, winery, distillery, and/or food manufacturing
Tasting room
Mixed‐use
Commercial recreation
Event barn
Agriculture, farm, roadside stand
Animal husbandry, shed
Membership club

The Applicant is seeking Concept Plan approval to include the additional permitted uses. The additional
residential uses are appropriate pursuant to 108‐7 B (7) as it promotes housing diversity. The additional
commercial uses are appropriate pursuant to 108‐5.12B(1) as they promote tourism, contribute to the
estate‐like entry and gateway to the Town complementing other local historic resources and the CIA, are
supportive of other Town commercial areas due to the convenience scale commercial uses proposed, and
complement the new culinary oriented development (sake facility) across St. Andrews within the Corridor
Business Zone.
In the 2021 Proposed Plan the mixed‐use character of the development remains similar, but with uses
focused more towards culinary and agricultural and convenience themes than the 2007 Approved Plan’s
focus on destination retail. The 2021 Proposed Plan also increases the variety of residential housing types
and provides residential development to support place‐making in the Village Center to support and
sustain the commercial development. The residential portion of the development program is proposed to
increase from 53% in the 2007 Approved Plan to 62% in the 2021 Proposed Plan, with the non‐residential
percentage shifting accordingly from 47% to 38%.
The PUD Provisions in Section 108‐7.2 B require that nonresidential uses be clustered in a center and
require that not less than 30% of the gross square feet of floor space in the project, and not more than
50% of such gross square feet, shall be devoted to nonresidential uses. The BPDD standards provide that
residential square footage shall not exceed 50% of the gross square footage (108‐5.12.B (3)), but the Town
Code authorizes the Town Board to approve an increase in that amount, within the overall requirements
of 108‐7.2 B, upon a determination that a different ratio would better carry out the purposes of the Town’s
Comprehensive Plan and zoning. See, section 108‐7.5.A.
As shown in HH Figure 2 (submitted separately), the 2021 Proposed Plan includes a clustered center that
is devoted to non‐residential uses. The clustered center comprises 42.35 acres. The remaining commercial
(non‐residential) uses proposed for the development are located within the St. Andrews neighborhood.
Note that the clustered center includes residential uses as well. The residential development portion of
the development will be modified to be 62% or 9% greater than the total residential area proposed as
part of the 2007 Approved Plan and 12% greater than what is permitted by the BPDD standards. As such,
the Applicant is seeking a Town Board determination, as part of the PUD Concept Plan approval, that the
modified ratio will support the purposes of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan and zoning. As described
above, the proposed 2021 Proposed Plan is consistent with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan as it would
result in a mixed‐use PUD (which is required in the BPDD District) that is contextual with its surroundings
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and suited to the natural landscape, which also aligns with the following Comprehensive Plan
goals/objectives as noted above.
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed any variation that exceeds zoning requirements other than individual
buildings, yards and setbacks, as set forth in Individual Buildings – Yard and Setbacks (below), may be
approved by the Town Board upon request by the Applicant, subject to a review that considers pertinent
environmental issues related to the specific request for the variation of said standard.
In addition to the requirement above, the 2021 Proposed Plan seeks to modify this requirement to allow
the Planning Board, as part of its Final Development Plan review, to authorize the transfer of residential
development area amongst neighborhoods, provided that it would not result in an increase in overall
dwelling units or introduce new residential use types. The ability to vary the residential program amongst
the different neighborhoods is being requested to provide flexibility to respond to market demands and
consistent with the character of the development.
The 2007 Approved Plan included required parking ratios for the proposed uses within the mixed‐use
center. On‐street parking was permitted and could be counted for up to 25% of the parking requirements.
No modification is being sought as part of this application. Note that the approved project utilized
underground parking structures, which is not proposed as part of the 2021 Proposed Plan. The 2021
Proposed Plan includes two parking garages, parking on ground‐level or partially submerged below
buildings, surface parking, and on street parking.
As part of the 2021 Proposed Plan, unique signage standards are being sought for the project. A signage
master plan will be prepared for each Final Development Plan (site plan) that describes the overall intent
of the signage program, types of signage to be employed, graphic examples of such signage with size,
position, materials, colors and lighting identified for approval by the Planning Board. The Design
Guidelines stipulate requirements for materials and types that will be suitable for the purposes of the
development.
As demonstrated, the 2021 Proposed Plan is consistent with the intent and requirements of the BPDD,
the adjacent Corridor Business Zoning District, and the 2005 Comprehensive Plan and the goals of other
area land use plans noted above and will not result in significant adverse impacts to local land uses.

2.2

Community Character

The 2007 Approved Plan was reviewed for adverse impacts to community character, which included a
consideration of the visual conditions and predominant land uses surrounding the area. The goal of the
proposed development was identified on page 12 of the 2017 findings statement, “provide a new gateway
presence for the Town of Hyde Park.” To this end, the project design included an “approximately 250‐foot
setback with substantial landscaping and vegetative buffer to provide a visible separation between the
development and the roads” (page 13). This design element allowed Teller Hill to remain as the gateway
and entrance to the historic business district in the Town. The design also included 200 acres of open
space, a series of on‐site parks and trails, and significant buffering from Route 9 (meeting or exceeding
the minimum 150 foot standard), St. Andrew's Road and West Dorsey Lane.
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The site design in the 2007 Approved Plan was further described as an interconnected, walkable
community. Traditional design styles were to be used, which would complement existing historic
architecture in the Town and the massing of the buildings was described as “broken up” with building
heights of two‐to‐three stories, except for the five‐story hotel, in the mixed‐use center and the residential
area was described as having a mix of unit types and sizes all building 2 ½ stories or less in height. In
addition, design guidelines were included as part of the approval which would provide a basis for the
future architectural design of the site. Future site plan reviews were also acknowledged as a future control
to ensure there would be no adverse impacts to community character.
The 2017 SEQR Findings Statement states that, “the Site design for the St, Andrew's development appears
to be sensitive to the on‐site natural features, and incorporates a significant amount of open space and
conservation easements…(and that) existing community character appears to not be adversely affected
by the St. Andrew's Project. However, as indicated above, the Planning Board is authorized in Site Plan
review to alter locations of structures, roads and other development if it determines after site visits and
review of detailed engineering drawings that such changes are necessary to achieve the goal of minimizing
blasting, preserving existing topography, and minimizing adverse impacts on neighboring properties and
the transportation corridors, consistent with the FEIS, these findings, and the PUD Concept Plan approved
by the Town Board.”
The 2021 Proposed Project
The 2021 Proposed Project provides the connection between the CIA and the sake facility to create a
culinary corridor while at the same time providing a beautifully design gateway to the Town, including
open and agricultural fields, stately specimen trees, rock walls, view of forest and the undulating
topography surrounding the Maritje Kill. Traveling north on US Route 9, first by the estate‐like main entry
complete with stone walls, will be a momentary view of a barn, fields with preserved specimen trees, and
the Village core located further east, complementing the CIA development across US Route 9 to the west.
The view a bit further north will reveal views of agricultural fields and farmland, followed by a more heavily
vegetated natural area, the Maritje Kill basin. Views toward the St. Andrews neighborhood (setback at
250 feet from the intersection of US Route 9 and St. Andrews Road) will respond to and complement the
views of recent development that has occurred off site to the north at the St. Andrews/Route 9
intersection, see HH Figure 6. The parking area in front of the restaurant off St. Andrews Road will include
a planted landscaped area that will partially buffer views from St. Andrews Road toward the parking area
on the south side of the road. Further east on St. Andrews Road, views of the conservation area will
dominate. The overall design works in tandem with the natural landscape, incorporating the more
sensitive areas (e.g. steep slopes, Maritje Kill, specimen trees) in the open space and trail network while
introducing agrarian areas with maintained forest where appropriate.
Bellefield will include 117.6 acres in conservation easement (east parcel and Maritje Kill) in addition to
public and pocket parks, trails, agricultural fields and natural vegetated areas. The development will
include approximately ten miles of trails, approximately five miles of sidewalks, and shared access for
bicyclists along roadways providing safe and efficient access throughout the interior of the development.
The system will connect the residential areas, St. Andrews, The Village, and the conservation area. Public
and pocket parks will be located throughout the development and will feature amenities (community
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buildings or structures, playgrounds, etc.) in addition to agricultural fields and related activities. In
addition, there will be interior gardens, courts, and other amenity structures to provide inviting, active
areas for residents. Visitors will be able to park within Bellefield to utilize the on‐site parks, trail system
and bicycle accommodations. The trail system is designed to link to off‐site Town‐wide existing and future
proposed trail systems leading to Val‐kill.6
The properties located immediately north of the site have been rezoned to the Corridor Business Zoning
District. The site (directly across St. Andrews Road) that was formerly occupied by the Stop and Shop has
been redeveloped as a sake facility, which will include a visitor tours and a tasting room. As described
above, the Bellefield trail system will provide a north/south connection to properties located to the north.
Bellefield will provide the missing link between the CIA and the sake facility, providing for a culinary
themed commercial corridor complete with hospitality provisions to support the Town’s growing tourism
industry. Remaining commercial uses will be of a convenience scale geared towards supporting the
residential community. Accordingly, the culinary themed and convenience style retail will not compete
with other Town Center uses.
The 2007 Approved Plan required a 150 foot setback off Route 9. No modification is being sought as part
of this application. The 2007 Approved Plan also included a further setback of 250 feet, from Route 9 at
the intersection with St. Andrews. The 2021 Proposed Plan proposes a modified development that is not
based on large office retail and may be a better complement to the recently developed sake facility just
north of St. Andrews Road, which includes a tasting room and facility buildings at 150 feet setback off the
road. The pedestrian scale is increasing in the area and with Bellefield’s integrated trail system and
reduced traffic flows there will be an easy transition between neighborhoods and north to the recently
zoned Corridor Business District and other trails beyond. A similar setback may be appropriate here for
the 2021 Proposed Plan to enhance the character of this intersection which is undergoing a
transformation to a more pedestrian scale interface between neighborhoods. The Applicant is requesting
that the Town Board approvals authorize the Planning Board to allow the 150 foot setback applicable to
other portions of the site, provided it is satisfied that the proposed site plan warrants that setback.
Massing and articulation of building forms for the various use types will be developed in accordance with
the Design Guidelines. Residential building forms will be designed with a simple massing and façade
organization strategy and are described in more detail below.


Multi‐family residential buildings will incorporate overhangs, balconies, and porches to facilitate
and reinforce the public atmosphere of the Village center. Building architecture will be
contemporary, with each building maintaining a distinctive identity. Buildings will be articulated
to reduce massing effects using varied roof forms and heights and massing breaks (full building

6

The 2007/2017 findings specify 200 acres (58%) in permanent conservation easement; page 3 in the 2007
Approved Plan specifies a minimum of 50% of site is required to be open space. The Chazen Companies did a trace
of the 2007 site plan and found only 115.5 acres of conservation area identified on the approved plan. Article 7 of
the Zoning Law, section 108‐7.2 C requires that a minimum of 30% of the total PUD acreage shall be designated as
open space for all PUD parcels. The 2021 Proposed Plan includes 117.6 acres in conservation easement (east
parcel and Maritje Kill) in addition to public and pocket parks, trails, agricultural fields and natural vegetated areas.
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height, approximately every 100 feet) and a focus on vertical proportions. Multi‐family residential
buildings will be three stories in height over one story of parking spanning a total of 51 feet high.
Townhouse units will be attached with units located side‐by‐side (no units above) featuring
ground floor entries off a street or common open space and garages loaded from the street or
alley. Townhouse buildings will be three stories in height and 46 feet tall.
Estate homes will be detached single‐family homes with front, side and rear yards with entry will
be primarily from the street. Estate Home buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet high.
Cottages are smaller detached single‐family homes with front, side and rear yards with entry will
be primarily from the street. Cottage buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall.
Patio homes are duplexes (attached, containing two dwelling units). Similar to the townhouse
units, no units will be stacked above. Garage access will be front or rear loaded. Patio home
buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall.

Commercial and non‐residential building forms will be designed to vary from one another and be massed
and articulated in a manner fitting to the use within the building. Buildings will vary in height, width of
street frontage, setbacks and roof profile to fundamentally distinguish unique uses and attractions, while
maintaining an overall impression of a low‐rise, “small town” center. These building types are described
in more detail below.






Mixed‐use buildings will be designed to encourage storefront retail on the ground floor with
residential loft units above. Residential entries will be separate from public entries to non‐
residential or commercial spaces. Buildings will be 3 stories in height with a height of 51 feet to
the parapet, and 59 feet to a shaped roof, which accommodates a 20‐foot high retail floor on the
ground floor and 10 foot ceilings for residential floors.
Retail, community buildings (housing amenities for either residential or non‐residential uses), and
educational buildings will be designed to encourage year round village‐type public activities of
various types. Using elements such as arcades, overhangs and awnings, the retail experience will
be designed for the pedestrian, creating sheltered outdoor areas that provide fluid transitions
between the street, parking areas and internal spaces. Glazing will be maximized to enhance
visibility of storefronts. Sidewalks, streets and plazas will be designed in concert with ground floor
non‐residential uses. Retail and community buildings will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall
and culinary/educational/agricultural center buildings will be three stories in height and 46 feet
tall.
Hotel and conference center, event barn and spa will be designed to reflect the traditions of the
local architectural vernacular, but contemporary architecture and will address entries and
circulation needs depending on use with seasonal variations in indoor and outdoor function
space. Hotel and conference buildings will be five stories in height and 75 feet tall. The event barn
and spa will be 2.5 stories in height and 35 feet tall. Note that the Village Hotel design, including
proposed height of 5 stories, is approved pursuant to Sub‐Phase‐1‐A.

Proposed building lengths range from 80 to 300 feet to create the scale and sense of place that are integral
to a successful village core. Building length along Main Street is used to create a walkable pedestrian
experience without large gaps or ‘missing teeth’ in the walkable Village‐core framework. The proposed
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hotel/conference center in the Crescent neighborhood is proposed to have a maximum 600 feet
maximum length, which is consistent with appropriate size of these facilities.
As shown in HH Figure 4 (submitted separately), the proposed heights within the Village are typical of
those found in other historic Hudson Valley villages. The residential development in the Crescent will be
comprised of attached housing (condominiums, townhouses) and detached housing (patio homes), see
the Design Guidelines (submitted separately). In this part of the Crescent, the residential development
will resemble the small lot village residential development that surrounds a typical village’s central
business core. The proposed five‐story height for hotels is consistent with the approved 2007 Approved
Plan. The proposed hotel in the Crescent neighborhood will feature attractive design as part of the
gateway, with substantial landscaping, to enhance the placemaking within the site and provide services
to nearby residents and other visitors throughout the year.
Ground‐level or partially submerged parking will be designed to reduce visibility. Where parking is
exposed on an interior court or drive the façade of the parking level will be articulated as part of the
overall massing and façade articulation for the structure. Openings at the parking level will be louvered
or screened to allow natural light and air. Parking structures will not front or be accessible from main
streets, pedestrian ways, or recreational areas unless that exposed parking structure façade is above the
second story and is designed and architecturally treated to resemble the façade of an occupied building.
Freestanding surface and structured parking will be constructed with a 20‐foot landscaped buffer, which
can include the use of small structures (“parking sheds” see page 85 in the Design Guidelines) to assist in
screening and softening views toward the parking area.
Amongst the various use groups, a wide variety of roof styles (including front and side‐facing gable,
gambrel, hip, mansard, shed roofs, and flat roofs) will assist in varying building forms. For larger buildings,
vertical roof plane breaks, changes in ridge height or other roof accent forms will be used to reduce the
overall perceived scale of the building. Flat roofs with parapet walls may be utilized as roof decks. Building
proportions will be further controlled through vertical (regular rhythm of bays, component vs. larger
masses, alternate materials) and horizontal (establishment of base, middle, and top, use of arcade/gallery,
use of step‐backs) articulation strategies. Other massing strategies will employ corner massing (change of
material, tower elements, lantern effect) and massing breaks (full building height, approximately every
100 feet), including recessed building portions to create depth in the façade, step backs, change in
materials, and variation in size.
The 2007 Approved Plan allowed the following maximum building heights:




Hotel/conference center: 5 stories
Rest of mixed‐use center: 3 stories
Other areas: 2.5 stories

The 2021 Proposed Plan would be developed according to the following height maximums:
The 2021 Proposed Plan would be developed according to the following height maximums:
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Hotel*/conference center: 5 stories, 75 FT
Standalone condominium and rental buildings: 3 stories over a 1 story parking level, 51 FT
Townhouses: 3 stories, 46 FT
Single‐family, duplexes (patio homes), and hotel villas: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Retail and Restaurant: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Office: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Spa: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Event barn: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Mixed‐use buildings: 3 stories, 51 FT to parapet, 59 FT to shaped roof
Community, sales office buildings: 2.5 stories, 35 FT
Culinary/Educational/Agricultural Center buildings: 3 stories, 46 FT

*Note the height of the proposed five‐story Village hotel is approved pursuant to Sub‐Phase‐1A.
For buildings with parking, the non‐inhabited parking level is not proposed to be counted towards the
maximum stories. Furthermore, the Village includes buildings with multiple roofs in one building, roofs
with parapets rather than shaped/peaked roofs, and for buildings that feature parking below the building,
at least 50% of the garage perimeter must allow natural ventilation. Therefore, new height provisions
applicable in the Bellefield PUD are being sought, which determine how height in feet is calculated for a
building with one shaped roof, multiple shaped roofs, or parapet roofs. The provisions also identify
permitted height encroachments deemed appropriate by the Planning Board, including architectural
features (e.g. parapets, equipment screening elements), stair and elevator bulkheads, and utility and
telecommunication equipment. The provisions also specify that height in stories shall include all habitable
or occupiable stories from the first habitable floor of the building. Note than an area below the first
habitable floor of the building shall not count as a story. The proposed height provisions are included in
Attachment A. As shown in HH Figure 4, the proposed heights within the Village are typical of those found
in other historic Hudson Valley villages.
Pursuant to 108‐5.12B(10)(h), building height shall be appropriate for an historic area in the BPDD Overlay
District. The Bellefield Property does not include any historic architectural resources listed or eligible for
listing the National or State Registers of Historic Places, but the proposed Village neighborhood does
include the historic water tower and the property is located opposite the CIA, which is a listed historic
architectural resource. The CIA is located within the St. Andrew’s District where height limits allow 45‐
foot tall dormitories, 60‐foot tall lodging and conference facilities, and 60 feet tall educational buildings
(with some exceptions). According to the Town’s code the height limits for any PUD are set as part of the
PUD determination by the Town Board. The Applicant is seeking a modification and clarification of the
maximum heights approved in the 2007 Approved Plan to allow for building functionality, contemporary
design, and market demand. The proposed heights are consistent with existing building heights at the CIA
campus, which is home to a National Register listed historic architectural building.
Section 108‐7.2 A sets for the minimum area and density requirements for a PUD. All residential density
increases above the underlying density maximums shall be subject to review and approval by the Town
Board as part of the PUD approval. This section also sets forth the methodology for calculating density.
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Due to the increase in residential dwelling units, the 2021 Proposed Plan will result in increased residential
density as compared to the approved 2007 Approved Plan, as follows:
2007 Approved Plan:
 Residential: 1.75 dwelling units per area of gross site area;
 2.2 dwelling units per net area (less wetlands).
 Hotel villas are counted as dwelling units. Note that these are commercial uses that are part of
the hotel program in the Crescent neighborhood.
2021 Proposed Plan7:
 Residential: 2.58 DU per area of gross site area;
 2.96 DU per net area (less wetlands).
 The 32 hotel villas count as dwelling units. Note that these are commercial uses that are part of
the hotel program in the Crescent neighborhood.
The proposed 2021 Proposed Plan would increase residential density by approximately 51% from the 2007
Approved Plan, which allowed 558 dwelling units. As compared to the 2007 Approved Plan, the 2021
Proposed Plan’s additional density is mostly comprised of multi‐family buildings. Increased housing will
not only increase range of housing choice, but also supply residential support necessary to support
Bellefield’s commercial program. Therefore, the Applicant is seeking Town Board approval of the
increased density pursuant to 108‐5.12B(2).
As described, the 2021 Proposed Plan will not result in significant adverse impacts to visual conditions and
predominant land uses surrounding the area.

2.3

Natural Resources – Geology, Topography, Soils, Stormwater

The Bellefield Property lies within an area of sloping topography with several rock outcrops within the
watershed of the Hudson River. Table 6 and Figure 4 shows the soil types that are expected to be present
within the project parcel according to Dutchess County Soil Survey information available in GIS and the
Natural Resource Conservation Service website.

7

Based on the existing conditions plan approved for Inn at Bellefield (Sub‐Phase 1‐A of the 2007 Approved Plan) on
January 3, 2018 the site is comprised of 339.62 ac. The 2007 Approved Plan uses 339.5 ac. This difference results in
a negligible change in the calculation. 876 dwelling units/339.5 acres (gross site area) = 2.58. 876 dwelling units
includes 32 villas and 844 dwelling units. The wetlands as shown on the Sub‐Phase 1‐A existing conditions plan
total 44.023 acres (which is a reduction from the total wetlands as shown in the 2007 Approved Plan). As part of
the Sub‐Phase 1‐A approval in 2018, a permit was approved by the US Army Corps of Engineers to fill 0.087 acres,
which was completed during construction and reduced the total aquatic resource area to 43.936 acres. Therefore,
876 DU/295.56 ac. ((339.5 ac. gross area ‐ 43.936 ac. aquatic resources) = 2.96.
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Table 6: Characteristics of Soil Types within Project Parcel
% of
SITE

SOIL
SYMBOL

37%

NwD

SOIL TYPE
Nassau‐Cardigan complex,
hilly, very rocky
Nassau (45%)

SLOPES

NwC

Nassau‐Cardigan complex,
rolling, very rocky
Nassau (40%)

somewhat
excessively
Well

NwB

Nassau‐Cardigan complex,
undulating, very rocky
Nassau (40%)

KrB

8%

HsA

7%

HsE

3%
<1%

Su
DwB

<1%

Wy

Knickerbocker fine sandy
loam, undulating
Hoosic gravelly loam, nearly
level
Hoosic gravelly loam, 25 to
45% slopes
Sun silt loam
Dutchess‐Cardigan complex,
undulating, rocky
Dutchess (40%)
Cardigan (30%)
Wayland silt loam

>80

10 to 20 to
lithic BR
20 to 40 to
lithic BR

>80

10 to 20 to
lithic BR
20 to 40 to
lithic BR

somewhat
excessively
Well

>80

somewhat
excessively
Well

>80

Somewhat
excessively
Somewhat
excessively
Somewhat
excessively
Poorly

>80

10 to 20 to
lithic BR
20 to 40 to
lithic BR
>80

>80

>80

>80

>80

0

>80

Well
Well

>80
>80

Poorly

0

>80
20 to 40 to
lithic BR
>80

>80

1 to 6%

Cardigan (40%)
10%

DEPTH TO
BEDROCK
(INCHES)

5 to 15%

Cardigan (40%)
12%

DEPTH TO
WATER TABLE
(INCHES)

15 to 30%

Cardigan (30%)
23%

DRAINAGE

2 to 6%
0 to 3%
25 to 45%
0 to 3%
1 to 6%

0 to 3%

>80

A preliminary geotechnical investigation was conducted in 2005, which included digging test pits to
determine depth to bedrock. Test pits were excavated to bedrock or to a maximum depth of 17 feet. Rock
was encountered at depths ranging from one to 14 feet in 37 of the 51 test pits.
For the 2007 Approved Plan the total site disturbance is estimated to be approximately 140 acres, with
on‐site cuts and fills balancing at approximately 725,000 cubic yards (accounting for topsoil, roadway
sections, compaction factors for earth, and expansion factors for rock). It was determined that there
would be no need to import/export material as part of the mass grading for the Project. Since most of the
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Bellefield Property contains soil types which have a depth to bedrock of greater than 80 inches, rock is
expected to be encountered. As stated in the 2017 Amended SEQR Findings, “rock excavation will utilize
mechanical processes to the greatest extent practicable, including‐the utilization of rippers and hydraulic
hammers for rock excavation. Rock excavation by blasting will be implemented only where the integrity
of the rock is such that mechanical methods would be impractical. If rock blasting is to be used, it will be
specified as controlled blasting, which requires the use of special blasting techniques to control blast‐
induced ground vibration, flyrock, and airblast overpressure. Monitoring of rock blasting operations will
be performed by a qualified New York State registered Professional Engineer.”
2021 Proposed Plan
Similar to the 2007 Approved Plan, the 2021 Proposed Plan works in tandem with the natural landscape,
incorporating the more sensitive areas (e.g., steep slopes, Maritje Kill, wetlands) in the open space and
trail network. For the 2021 Proposed Plan the total site disturbance is estimated to be approximately 140
acres, with on‐site cuts and fills balanced. It was determined that there would be no need to
import/export material as part of the mass grading for the project, especially given that the underground
parking garages have been removed from the project.
If blasting is required, all blasting operations will adhere to New York State ordinances governing the use
of explosives. The State regulations are contained in 12 NYCRR 39 and include such requirements as
licensing of operators, magazine (explosive storage) certification, and rules for conducting operations in
a safe manner. Proper program guidelines will be established between the State and the blasting
contractor prior to undertaking this activity. Blasting contractors in New York State are required to possess
a valid New York State Department of Labor (NYSDOL) issued Blaster Certificate of Competence. In
addition to obtaining applicable blasting certifications and complying with all blast safety requirements, a
Blasting Program that meets all regulatory requirements will be developed by the blasting contractor, to
be reviewed and approved by the Town Building Department, during the construction phase of the
proposed Hotel project.
In the event that blasting is necessary, the Blasting Program will detail the methods and manner by which
the blasting contractor will comply with pertinent laws, rules, regulations, and contract documents. The
Program will include all information necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed blasting
operations. The Blasting Program shall include all steps necessary to ensure that the proposed blasting
activity does not cause injury, damage property, adversely affect traffic, or cause the migration/
accumulation of noxious gases. The Program will show the details for a typical blast, with the
understanding that minor modifications in the field will be allowed. Significant changes to the blasting
operations will require that a new Blasting Program be submitted for approval. When deemed necessary,
approved Blasting Programs may be required for each individual shot. The elements of the Blasting
Program will be established in consultation with the Town of Hyde Park. Storage of all explosive materials
shall be located on the site at a location approved by the Building Department. Caps or other detonating
devices will not be stored with Class A explosives. Design of the powder magazine shall be in accordance
with the references above. The security for explosives and blasting materials stored on‐site will be in
accordance with applicable requirements.
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Delivery and transportation of explosives from the powder magazines to the blast area will be by vehicles
specifically designed for this use by the criteria outlined in the safety requirements. Only authorized
persons will transport and handle the explosives as designated by the authority of those licensed for this
purpose. At all times, federal and state ordinances will be followed concerning the transportation and
storage of explosives.
The designated storage site, explosive transporting vehicles, and areas where explosives are being used
shall be clearly marked and shall display the required warning signs. A daily tally of all explosives delivered,
used and stored shall be maintained. Prior to blasting, necessary precautions for the protection of
persons, adjoining property, and completed work will be established.
A Noise Mitigation Plan revised December 15, 2017, was previously provided to the Town during review
of Sub‐Phase 1‐A to evaluate potential noise impacts resulting from the proposed construction, identify
sensitive receptors, and describe techniques to reduce and mitigate anticipated adverse noise impacts to
the extent practicable. Sensitive receptors identified include the CIA west of the project site, single‐family
and multi‐family residences south of the project site, and a bed‐and‐breakfast adjacent to the southeast
corner of the overall parcel. These sensitive receptors are all in excess of 500 feet in distance from deep
earthwork activities. The 2017 Amended SEQR Findings specifically requires certain noise mitigation
measures, including limiting the hours for rock crushing and/or hammering activities to 8:00 am to 3:00
pm on weekdays. Blasting will be limited to two occurrences per day between the hours of 10:00 am and
3:00 pm on weekdays. Project contractors will also adhere to the Town Noise Ordinance regulations in
Chapter 75 of the Town Code, as well as NYSDEC best management practices and FHWA noise mitigation
techniques, as listed in the Noise Mitigation Plan. The Noise Mitigation Plan ensures that there will be no
new short‐term, long‐term, or cumulative effects. Based on this information and the implementation of a
Blasting Program during the construction phase, the 2021 Proposed Plan will not result in any significant
adverse impacts related to soils, rock crushing, or blasting.
Similar to the 2007 Approved Plan, it is anticipated that the majority of the crushing operations will take
place during the first phase of construction with crushing operations will be centrally located per
neighborhood under development. Excavated rock resulting from mass earthwork operations will be
hauled to the crusher location for processing. As the earthwork activities progress, excess rock and earth
material will be placed in fill areas. Similar to the initial construction phase, the haul roads will follow the
alignments of the proposed roadways.
The project development is subject to the requirements of the Town of Hyde Park regulated MS4, and the
design plans and stormwater pollution prevention plan will be prepared in conformance with the New
York State Stormwater Management Design Manual dated January 2015 and New York State Standards
and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control dated 2016. Stormwater will discharge to existing
stormwater infrastructure along US Route 9. The proposed plan minimizes impervious area to the amount
needed to support the proposed project. Stormwater from all proposed new impervious area will be
collected and treated to NYSDEC standards.
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Natural Resources – Vegetation, Wildlife

The NYSDEC Environmental Resource Map (Figure 6) indicates that there are known occurrences of
endangered, threatened, or rare (ETR) species in the vicinity of the project site. The Hudson River in this
area is considered a Significant Natural Community (Tidal River). Correspondence from the NYSDEC
Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP) dated May 2, 2017 is included in Attachment B. The NYNHP identified
shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon as being 0.25 mile from the project site and Blanding’s turtle
within 0.81 miles. The letter also identifies significant natural communities vernal pool, hemlock northern
hardwood forest, and freshwater tidal marsh in the vicinity of the project site. The sturgeon records are
due to the property being close to the Hudson River, there is no habitat for either sturgeon on the project
site.
To determine potential federally regulated ETR species that may occur in the vicinity of the Project Study
Area, Chazen obtained an official list of species from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Information Planning and Conservation System (IPaC) website8, see Attachment B. The project site is
identified as being in the range of Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) (Endangered) and Bog turtle (Glyptemys
muhlenbergii) (Threatened). “Critical habitat” is not designated by the USFWS within the project site.9
On February 19, 20, 26, and 27, 2019, March 1, 2019, and January 30, 2020, site visits were undertaken
by Chazen to assess habitats within the approximately 140‐acre disturbance area for their potential to
support ETR species described as the “Disturbance Area.”
Habitat assessment for the presence of Blanding’s Turtle (Emydoidea blandingii) habitat followed the
Phase I field assessment criteria as described by the New York Natural Heritage Program (Chaloux et al.
2010).
The NYNHP Phase I Blanding’s turtle habitat field assessment identifies regional characteristics to be
considered regarding high potential for use by Blanding’s turtles including the following for Dutchess
County: Wetlands with substantial buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), Deep organic soil layer
underlying the wetland, Canopy cover <50% over the shrubby wetland, No flowing surface water; minor
inlet and outlet, Neuston may be present, Tree fringe surrounding the wetland, Water ≥ 30cm (12in) deep
at high water in spring, Open water, moats, or moat‐like areas adjoining the shrubby wetland. Per recent
guidance from NYSDEC, additional considerations included core wetland habitat, associated wetland
habitat, and upland nesting habitat.
Habitat requirements for the federal ETR species identified above are provided below in Table 7.

8

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/ (accessed on12/21/2019).
The only areas of Critical Habitat identified by the USFWS in New York State are in Oswego and Jefferson
Counties.

9
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Table 7: Suitable Habitat Requirements for Potential ETR Species
Regulatory
Status

Preferred Habitat

Indiana bat
(Myotis sodalis)

Federally
and State‐
listed
Endangered

Suitable summertime roosting habitat is characterized by wooded areas with trees
that have sun exposure for at least half of the day, are ≥ 5 in. diameter at breast
height (dbh), and exhibit specific physical traits (e.g., exfoliating bark, crevices,
dead limbs, snags). Hibernation sites include caves and mines with stable
temperatures and relatively high humidity (usually above 74%) for overwintering.
Suitable foraging habitat includes riparian/floodplain forests, upland forests, as well
as open fields and pastures with scattered trees.

Bog turtle
(Clemmys
[Glyptemys]
muhlenbergii)

Federally‐
listed
Threatened;
State‐listed
Endangered

Usually found in association with fens, which are wetlands dominated by
herbaceous vegetation and that receive calcareous groundwater discharge through
seepage and small streams (rivulets). Other habitats include open‐canopy wet
meadows, cow pastures, shrub swamps and forested wetlands with emergent
wetland openings. As with fens, these wetlands usually have small rivulets fed by
groundwater, deep muck soils and emergent vegetation with exposure to the sun,
especially with abundant sedges.

Species Name

1

Sources: New York Natural Heritage Program. 2019. Online Conservation Guides. Available from: http://www.acris.nynhp.org.

Wetlands and associated intermittent streams were previously delineated within the Bellefield Property
by Joshua Tree, Inc. in 2016 (see Attachment B), which was validated by the ACOE on March 29, 2016.
Mapped wetlands within the Disturbance Area were evaluated for their potential suitability for bog turtles
and Blanding’s turtles. During the site visit, none of the wetlands were observed to provide suitable
habitat for Bog Turtles based on a lack of suitable vegetation, hydrology, and soils. Four of the wetlands
(ACOE 1, 4, 5, 6 and the NYSDEC wetland), met the criteria for associated wetland habitat for Blanding’s
Turtles, and aspects (associated intermittent stream and riparian areas) of ACOE 6 could serve as a
potential travel corridor for Blanding’s Turtles.
2021 Proposed Plan
Similar to the 2007 Approved Plan, the 2021 Proposed Plan will result in an increase in impervious surface;
however, approximately 244.73 acres will remain as open space which is approximately 72% of the total
PUD acreage.10 The plan includes approximately 117.6 acres to be preserved in a permanent conservation
easement, which is in addition to the trails, pocket and public parks, natural areas, agricultural area, and
area devoted to historic and cultural resources.11 Like the 2007 Approved Plan, the large wetland located
10

Open space definition per §108‐2.2: Land left in a natural state for conservation and agricultural purposes or
land landscaped for scenic purposes, devoted to active or passive recreation, or devoted to the preservation of
distinctive architectural, historic, geologic or botanic sites. The term shall not include land that is paved, used for
the storage, parking or circulation of automobiles, or occupied by any structure. Preserved open space may be
included as a portion of one or more large lots, or may be contained in a separate open space lot. The required
open space land may not include private yards within 50 feet of a permitted structure, other than an accessory
structure.
11
The 2007/2017 findings specify 200 acres (58%) in permanent conservation easement; page 3 in the 2007
Approved CDP specifies a minimum of 50% of site is required to be open space. The Chazen Companies did a trace
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within the conservation area (previously known as Wetland F) will remain undeveloped though there may
be possible maintenance of the fire/security access roads, historic trails and walking paths as was
anticipated in the 2007 Approved Plan.
Indiana Bat: The project will involve the removal of trees in excess of ten acres for the development of
the project, but several hundred acres of forest will remain. In order to ensure no take of Indiana Bat, any
removal of trees greater than 3” dbh will occur between November 1 and March 31 when bats are in
hibernacula.
Bog Turtle: Wetlands on‐site within the Disturbance Area were evaluated by a USFWS qualified bog turtle
surveyor and did not meet the suitability criteria for vegetation, hydrology, or soils. Given the species
habitat requirements and the lack of suitable habitat within wetlands, no significant adverse impacts to
this species are anticipated to occur.
Blanding’s Turtle: The Disturbance Area is mainly early successional wooded habitat with seven wetlands
spread throughout the property. There is no core habitat to support overwintering behaviors or nesting
behaviors within the project site. ACOE wetlands 1, 4, and 5 and the NYSDEC wetland could provide
secondary wetland habitat given their water depths and structure. ACOE wetland 6 could be used as a
travel corridor but is generally dry and does not appear to provide core or secondary habitat.
The 2015 Jurisdictional Determination expires in March 2021. An updated delineation is being undertaken
this Spring of 2021. Coordination with ACOE and NYSDEC is underway. Anticipated avoidance and
minimization measures for Blanding’s Turtles to ensure no take during construction and once the
development becomes operational are anticipated to include:
Construction:
 Education
o Training will be provided to the prime contractor and subcontractors prior to the
initiation of work. Raising this awareness will reduce, to likely zero, the potential for
mortality during construction.
 Exclusion Fence
o Installation of construction silt fence/turtle avoidance fence around the WWTP prior to
expansion and/or turtle emergence, to avoid migration through this site prior to
construction. This fence will be installed after authorization.
o The site will be swept prior to construction to ensure there are no turtles inside the
work fencing.
o All work can occur inside the fence to construct the site to minimize potential for take
outside of the fence.
o Monitoring of the temporary construction exclusion fence/silt fence will be completed
as part of the weekly SWPPP monitoring.

of the 2007 site plan and found only 115.5 acres of conservation area identified on the approved plan. The
Amended CDP includes 117.6 acres in conservation easement (east parcel and Maritje Kill) in addition to public and
pocket parks, trails, agricultural fields and natural vegetated areas.
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Monitoring
o We do not anticipate the need for an on‐site monitor after the exclusion fencing has
been installed.
Timing
o While construction would be carried out during the active season the expansion area is
small 0.49 acres and will be fenced prior to turtle emergence.

Operations:
 Exclusion Fence
o No permanent exclusion fencing is planned. A turtle crossing sign has been installed on
the WWTP road to increase awareness, but the plant will only be visited infrequently.
 Trap Hazards
o The design avoids pit traps around the building or site. The facility does not have a
basement, so there are no window wells.
o All grading by the WWTP is gently sloped, and the design allows turtles to exit any
location on the site.
 Stormwater Infiltration
o Infiltration of stormwater at a location more than 400 feet from closest wetland, to
ensure no impacts on water quality in wetlands.
 Lighting Plan
o The plant will not be a manned facility and lights will only be on infrequently as the need
arises.
 Education
o All parking areas have turtle awareness signs to ensure that workers understand to look
under cars for turtles in the summer.
o Employee Training will be provided by Chazen that will ensure that WWTP personnel
know what to do if a turtle is found on the site. Staff in this WWTP will be trained about
the potential to encounter turtles as part of new employee orientation, and awareness
slides with contact information will be placed on a bulletin board in the Employee Area.
Further consultation with regulating agencies is underway. The 140‐acre Disturbance Area is similar to the
Approved 2007 Plan; therefore, potential impacts to ETR species are anticipated to be similar. With the
implementation of avoidance and minimization measures noted above, and the implementation of the
SWPPP, it is anticipated that no take to ETR species will occur as part of the proposed action. As project
design becomes further detailed, the proposed disturbance to wetlands will continue to be subject to
review as part of the Final Development Plan approval.

2.5

Wetlands and Waterbodies

According to the NYSDEC regulatory wetland mapping and the 2015 Jurisdictional Determination, there
are 20.34 acres of NYSDEC regulated wetlands and 13.12 acres of ACOE regulated wetlands on the
Bellefield Property. The Maritje Kill, a NYSDEC regulated Class B stream identified as Stream H‐120, is
located north of the approved WWTP. The site also contains floodway and floodplain associated with the
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Maritje Kill (Figure 5). An additional NYSDEC Class B stream (and associated floodplain), Stream H‐119,
flows through the southeastern corner of the site.
Wetlands and associated intermittent streams were previously delineated within the Bellefield Property
by Joshua Tree, Inc. in 2016 (see Attachment B), which was validated by the ACOE on March 29, 2016. The
2015 Jurisdictional Determination expires in March 2021. An updated delineation is being undertaken this
Spring of 2021. Coordination with ACOE and NYSDEC is underway. As part of the Sub‐Phase 1‐A approval
in 2018, a permit was approved by the US Army Corps of Engineers to fill 0.087 acres, which was
completed during construction.
The wetlands identified as part of the Disturbance Area are described as follows:








ACOE 1 (6.67 acre) in the northeastern portion of the study area. This wetland contains scrub
shrub/forested habitat.
ACOE 2 (0.244) in the northeastern portion of the study area. This wetland contains scrub shrub
habitat
ACOE 3 (0.10 acre) in the northcentral portion of the study area. This wetland contains scrub
shrub/emergent habitat.
NYSDEC (0.69 acre) lies in the southeastern portion of the study area. This wetland contains scrub
shrub/forested habitat.
ACOE 4 (2.3 acre) is in the southcentral portion of the study area. This wetland contains scrub
shrub/forested habitat.
ACOE 5 (0.94 acre) in the west central portion of the study area. This wetland contains emergent
habitat. Note that 0.87 acres were filled during Sub‐Phase 1‐A.
ACOE 6 (>5 acre) in the northwestern portion of the study area. This wetland contains scrub
shrub/forested habitat.

The approximately 140‐acre Disturbance Area for the 2021 Proposed Plan is similar to the 2007 Approved
Plan and impacts to aquatic resources are anticipated to be similar. No NYSDEC regulated wetlands will
be impacted as part of the project. A Protection of Waters permit (Article 15 Permit) and a Town wetland
permit for disturbance within the 100 foot buffer of a stream may be required for pedestrian crossings of
the Maritje Kill. Army Corps of Engineer Nationwide permits are available for the wetland impacts
proposed for the project and will be obtained prior to disturbance of wetlands. The effects of the proposed
development on wetlands will be evaluated by regulatory agencies during the permit review process,
which by definition includes avoidance of wetland impacts where possible, minimization of unavoidable
wetland impacts, and finally, mitigation of all minimized impacts.

2.6

Water Supply and Wastewater Generation

The project site is located within the Hyde Park Regional Water District, which is owned and operated by
the Dutchess County Water and Wastewater Authority (DCWWA). The site is serviced by a 16" water main
which runs along St. Andrews Road, then south along the west side of US Route 9 crossing to the east side
of US Route 9 just north of the existing CIA northern entrance. The hydrant located on the east side of US

The Chazen Companies
June 14, 2021

2021 Proposed Plan
Amended PUD Concept Development Plan
SEQR Comparison Technical Report
Part 1 Full Environmental Assessment Form

Page 72

Route 9, adjacent to the site, is at the end of the 16" water main. An existing 10" water main is located on
the east side of US Route 9, which runs from approximately the existing storage facility to St. Andrews
Road.
In the Amended PUD Concept Plan, the water mains will primarily follow internal roadways and will be
coordinated with other site utilities to assure that adequate vertical and horizontal separations are
maintained. The water main will be connected to the existing 16‐inch main in St. Andrews Road at a
location approximately 2,000 feet east of US Route 9 where the proposed access drive connects to St.
Andrews Road. A second connection has already been made to the existing 16‐inch water main within US
Route 9. A water main stub has been installed near West Dorsey Lane to allow the DCWWA to extend the
water main along West Dorsey Lane in the future. The stub is located approximately 1,500 feet east of the
US Route 9 intersection at the location of the eastern most proposed West Dorsey Lane access roadway.
A hydrant is located at the end of the stub to allow the water main stub to be flushed.
The average daily domestic water flow for the Amended PUD Concept Plan is estimated to be 313,644
gpd. The on‐site water main will be sized to convey the required fire flows. Hydrants will be provided
throughout the site at locations where appropriate and at a maximum spacing of six hundred (600) foot
intervals, as coordinated with the respective Fire Districts.
The property owner/applicant has created TR Sewage Works Corp. for the treatment and disposal of
wastewater from the Amended PUD Concept Plan. The TR Sewage Works Corp. will also be responsible
for the construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed wastewater treatment facilities
providing sewer service to all phases of proposed development. Construction of the Phase 1A WWTP is
underway. Flows will be delivered to the WWTP by combination of a gravity and force‐main collection
system generally within the project internal road system. One pump station has already been installed to
service The Inn at Bellefield and future users within proximity. A second is anticipated to serve the St.
Andrews neighborhood. The WWTP is designed as a modular system to allow expansion to serve future
phases of the project (based on demand) as they are built.
The project applicant recently received a DCDOH Flow Confirmation Letter increasing the allowable sewer
flow from 21,500 gpd to 342,000 gpd. This increase will allow the WWTP to treat sewer for the entire
project with some reserve capacity for out of district users.
The Amended PUD Concept Plan includes proposed stormwater management areas which will discharge
stormwater to existing stormwater infrastructure along US Route 9.
Water supply and wastewater generation design has been coordinated with the appropriate regulatory
agencies and is anticipated to properly address water supply and wastewater generation requirements
and mitigate potential impacts to water supply and wastewater capacity issues.

2.7

Traffic and Transportation

The 2021 Proposed Plan has the same entrance points on the surrounding road systems and the same
general internal road circulation system as the 2007 Approved Plan. Similar to the 2007 Approved Plan,
project roads remain privately owned and maintained, but accessible to the public. Construction of both
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entrances on US Route 9 is completed, as is the West Dorsey Lane access, previously approved in Sub‐
Phase‐1‐A, including corresponding improvements to US Route 9. The 2021 Proposed Plan removes a
significant amount of retail space and office space and adds a substantial number of residential units. In
general, retail and office space generate trips at a higher rate the residential uses; therefore, it is expected
that the total trips for the 2021 Proposed Plan will be less than previous 2007 Approved Plan estimates.
Table 8 presents the comparison of trip generation estimates from the 2007 Approved Plan, the 2017
Approved Plan, and the 2021 Proposed Plan. This table shows that the total trips at build‐out for the 2021
Proposed Plan are about 60 – 100 trips less in the AM peak hour and about 470 trips less in the PM peak
hour.
The 2007 SEQR Findings and the 2017 Amended SEQR Findings identify the following intersection
improvements as traffic mitigation measures:
1. Primary Route 9 access to be located opposite CIA with roadway widening and traffic signal
improvements. (Currently under construction.)
2. Possible pedestrian signal phase and crosswalk at Route 9 and St. Andrews Road intersection.
3. Pedestrian signal phase and crosswalk between the project and CIA at the Route 9 primary access
intersection. (Currently under construction.)
4. Installation of a landscaped island in the southeast quadrant of the Route 9 and St. Andrews
intersection to force a right‐turn from a right‐turn only northbound from Route 9 onto St.
Andrews Road.
It is noted that item 4 is not needed as a capacity improvement; but, to delineate the right‐turn lane and
prevent to northbound through traffic on Route 9 from using the right‐turn lane as a second through lane.
The reduction in traffic for the 2021 Proposed Plan has no bearing on this improvement. However, with
an increase in pedestrians expected at this intersection, installing the island represents a detriment to
pedestrians as it will allow the northbound right‐turn traffic to make the turn at a higher speed. It is
expected that extensive utility relocations would be necessary to install this island.
An improvement identified in the 2017 Amended SEQR Findings and unrelated to traffic mitigation is the
installation of a median on St. Andrews Road from Route 9 to the driveway of the former Shop ‘n Save
parcel. To install this median and maintain the same number of lanes on St. Andrews Road will require
the road to be widened.
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Table 8: Trip Generation Comparison1 St. Andrews PUD Build Out
Project Component
Clustered Res. Dev. (2007 & 2017)
50 Single Family Homes
178 Townhouse Units
Clustered Res. Dev. (2021)
105 Single Family/Cottages/Patio Homes
150 Townhouse Units
NW Corner Parcel (2007 & 2017)
50,000 SF Commercial
25,000 SF Office
NW Corner Parcel (2021)
50,000 SF Commercial
8,000 SF High‐Turnover/Sit‐Down
Restaurant
25,000 SF Office
Village Center (2007 & 2017)
330 Condominiums
340,000 SF Commercial
185,000 Office
240 Room Hotel
130,000 SF CIA Building
Village Center (2021)2
589 Condos/Apartments/Lofts
142,000 SF Commercial
332 Room Hotel/Villas
115,000 SF CIA Building/Ag Center
5,000 SF Quality Restaurant
18,000 SF of High‐Turnover/Sit‐Down
Restaurants
Project Total

AM Total Trips
2007
2017
2021

PM Total Trips
2007
2017
2021

38
78

38
78

‐‐
‐‐

51
92

50
92

‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐

78
69

‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐

104
84

52
39

48
39

‐‐
‐‐

188
37

186
37

‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

47
80
29

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

191
78
29

145
350
287
135
185

145
326
289
127
185

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

172
1,278
275
141
180

172
1,261
276
144
180

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

271
133
156
164
4
180

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐

330
541
199
159
39
177

1,309

1,275

1,211

2,414

2,398

1,931

Notes:
1. Trip estimates based on Trip Generation Manual: 2007 (7th Edition); 2017 (9th Edition); 2021 (10th Edition).
2. Master Plan also includes Community building space, event barn, and community center that are considered internal
uses and would not have external trips during the morning and afternoon weekday periods.

As demonstrated no significant adverse impacts to the traffic and transportation are anticipated to occur
as a result of the 2021 Proposed Plan.
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Air Quality and Noise

Air Quality
The 2017 Amended SEQR Findings referenced a 2010 traffic analysis for the previously approved plan that
indicated that while eleven intersections were determined to have a Level‐of‐Service (LOS) of C or better
(requiring no additional detailed analysis of potential air quality impacts) two intersections were identified
to have a LOS of D or worse during certain peak study hours. These intersections were further analyzed
to determine potential impacts to the 1‐hour and 8‐hour carbon monoxide (CO) National Ambient Air
Quality Standards, or NAAQS for the build year. Detailed analysis indicated that the project would not
violate the CO NAAQS.
2021 Proposed Plan
For the 2021 Proposed Plan, none of the studied intersections warrants a microscale air quality analysis
because either the intersections had a build year LOS of A, B, or C, and for those intersections with a LOS
below C, their LOS will not decrease as a result of the 2021 Proposed Plan because the project will
generate less trips than the 2007 and 2017 projects. Furthermore, the project site is located in an
attainment area for CO. In fact, violation of the CO NAAQS has diminished over the years primarily due to
lower CO vehicular emission rates due to newer vehicles with better emission controls. As indicated
above, vehicle trips generated by the 2021 Proposed Plan are anticipated to be lower than trips estimated
to be generated as part of the 2007 Approved Plan. Therefore, 2021 Proposed Plan will not have a
significant adverse effect on regional CO levels.
Short term impacts on air quality from construction are expected to be temporary and will cease upon
project completion. Similar to the 2007 Approved Plan, measures to reduce short‐term impacts during
construction include: prohibition of excessive construction equipment idling, outfitting all construction
equipment and vehicles with appropriate features to limit exhaust fumes, and wetting and stabilizing soils
to suppress dust generation. Sufficient parking for construction workers will be provided on site.
Noise
Potential noise impacts associated with construction were analyzed as part of the previous project. With
the following safeguards during construction, no adverse construction‐related impacts were identified:


Locating the rock crusher as far as practicable from the southwest corner of the Site and subject
to site plan review;



Measuring baseline ambient sound levels at the northernmost point on the property line of the
B&B adjacent to the Project Site. The measurements taken will be 30 minute Leq samples taken
at 9 am and 2 pm on two days one day apart. The assumed baseline ambient noise levels shall be
the arithmetic average of the four samples;



Measuring noise levels at the same location, using same methodology, while the rock crusher or
rock hammer is in operation and mitigating if they exceed baseline levels by 10 dBA or more. The
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Assumed sound level during construction and operation of the crusher will be assumed to be the
arithmetic average of the four samples;



Limiting rock crushing and rock hammer operations to weekdays between 8 AM and 3 PM;



Using sound baffles and natural vegetation and topography; and



Replacing backup sounding devices with laser and other safety devices on all construction
vehicles.

2021 Proposed Plan
A Noise Mitigation Plan revised December 15, 2017, was previously provided to the Town during review
of Sub‐Phase 1‐A to evaluate potential noise impacts resulting from the proposed construction, identify
sensitive receptors, and describe techniques to reduce and mitigate anticipated adverse noise impacts to
the extent practicable. Sensitive receptors identified include the CIA west of the project site, single‐family
and multi‐family residences south of the project site, and a bed‐and‐breakfast adjacent to the southeast
corner of the overall parcel. These sensitive receptors are all in excess of 500 feet in distance from deep
earthwork activities. The 2017 Amended SEQR Findings specifically requires certain noise mitigation
measures, including limiting the hours for rock crushing and/or hammering activities to 8:00 am to 3:00
pm on weekdays. Blasting will be limited to two occurrences per day between the hours of 10:00 am and
3:00 pm on weekdays. Project contractors will also adhere to the Town Noise Ordinance regulations in
Chapter 75 of the Town Code, as well as NYSDEC best management practices and FHWA noise mitigation
techniques, as listed in the Noise Mitigation Plan. The Noise Mitigation Plan ensures that there will be no
new short‐term, long‐term, or cumulative effects. Based on this information and the implementation of a
Blasting Program during the construction phase, the 2021 Proposed Plan will not result in any significant
adverse impacts related to soils, rock crushing, or blasting.

2.8

Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis

During the review of the 2007 Approved Plan, Economics Research Associates (ERA) conducted a market
analysis and demand study for the subject property (Retail Market Analysis for St. Andrew V Village at
Hyde Park, September 12, 2006). ERA examined the current and planned supply of retail space in the
marketplace, current and future demand for retail goods and services, and the potential for additional
retail space within the market in 2010. ERA's analysis determined that the potential for retail development
in the Hyde Park market area exceeds the combined total of retail space in the Proposed Project and other
planned retail projects in the area. ERA confirmed that the 2007 Approved Plan will be positioned to
capture the expenditure potential of visitors to Dutchess County and the FDR National Historic Site,
Vanderbilt Mansion National Historic Site, and the CIA, in particular. An addendum was issued to address
spending potential of consumers within the project and their impact on existing retail uses in the Historic
Town Center. The 2007 Approved Plan was determined to provide a new consumer market for the
merchants of Historic Town Center due to the high‐end retail offerings and given the spending potential
of its residents, visitors, and employees.
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A residential market analysis was conducted by Baker Residential, which determined that there was ample
market demand for the proposed 2007 Approved Plan residential program.
A Fiscal Impact Analysis was completed by the Dutchess County Economic Development Corporation
(DCEDC) for the previously approved project. DCEDC conducted a cost/benefit analysis to evaluate the
local economic impact related to the 2007 Approved Plan for the period 2009‐2018. For purposes of the
analysis, "operational" revenues and expenditures were analyzed year by year from 2009‐2018 according
to Baker/Gagnes build‐out plans. Over the 10 years of the build out, the total commercial and residential
construction has a total projected investment estimated to exceed $300 million.
The 2007 Approved Plan analysis specifically addressed the direct revenues to Dutchess County, Town of
Hyde Park and the Hyde Park CSD over 10 years. The analysis demonstrates that the expected direct
revenues associated with the project outweigh the expected costs, for all taxing authorities. The direct
activity generated in the local economy from St. Andrew's construction, operations off‐Site employee
residents and visitors is projected to be large and positive at the County, municipal and school district
level, in terms of both tax revenues and direct economic impact. Positive, although smaller fiscal net
benefits are shown for the residential component of the project for all taxing jurisdictions. The analysis
estimated a total annual surplus for the Town, County and School Districts of $8,197,789 at full build‐out.
Of this total surplus, $595,295 would be available to the Town, $876,208 to the County, and $6,726,286
to the Hyde Park Central School District. The total administrative cost to the Town for St. Andrew's of
approximately $69,500 per year (in 2007 dollars).
2021 Proposed Plan
The 2021 Proposed Plan reduces the total proposed office space, provides more convenience retail,
removes large‐scale retail and increases hospitality use within the development. Though the total
commercial development is reduced from the previous 2007 Approved Plan, it is an improved concept for
the plan because it is focused on hospitality and culinary and agricultural themes, which resonates with
nearby uses (e.g. CIA and Asahi Shuzo’s Sake Facility) and provides services to support tourism. In addition
to the two hotels (extended stay and all suite) the commercial uses are anticipated to include retail,
restaurants, craft breweries, distilleries, and wineries with associated tasting rooms. In addition, there
would be a spa and event barn. As such, the proposed development provides the connection between the
CIA and the sake facility to create a culinary corridor.
The Bellefield project is expected to bring new households and employees to the Town of Hyde Park. In
addition to the new economic activity and tax revenues, it is expected that the town, county, and special
districts will forego tax revenue and incur new costs. The Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared
by Camoin 310 (provided separately to the Town) finds that estimated net new revenues from the project
over a period of ten years exceed the costs of financial assistance and of new services provided by the
municipal entities. The Town of Hyde Park is estimated to receive a total of $9.39 million of net fiscal
benefits over ten years. As described, the 2021 Proposed Plan will provide net benefits to all taxing
jurisdictions and the additional residential density will ensure that proposed commercial uses are
sustainable.
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Community Facilities and Services

Emergency Services
The 2007 Approved Plan was determined to result in revenues that would cover the estimated cost to
emergency services.
2021 Proposed Plan
As stated above, the 2021 Proposed Plan will provide net benefits to all taxing jurisdictions and the
additional residential density will ensure that proposed commercial uses are sustainable.
Solid Waste
The anticipated Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) generated for the Site was calculated utilizing the NYSDEC
approximation of 4.5 pounds of waste per person/per day. The NYSDEC approximation accounts for the
total MSW generated including waste from businesses and institutions and not just residential waste.
Since the Project Site is a mixed use development, the NYSDEC approximation was utilized for estimating
the anticipated solid waste for the entire project facility. The proposed development for the Project Site
comprises a total of 558 residential units or a total population of approximately 1,371 people. The
resulting total MSW generated for the entire Site is calculated at approximately 1,124 tons per year. The
solid waste pick‐up will require individual contracts with local carriers. Federal and State legislation
mandates that recyclable material be separated. Separation or recyclable materials can reduce the waste
stream by up to 30 percent. MSW areas will be Sited at building service areas or other areas where
pedestrian traffic is minimal. Fencing or other screening, such as landscaping, will be utilized to minimize
visual impacts.
2021 Proposed Plan
Using the NYSDEC methodology noted above, the 2021 Proposed Plan would include 844 dwelling units
or a total population of approximately 2,298 new residents12, which would result in 10,341 lbs per day or
1,860 tons per year total MSW generated for the entire site.
Similar to the 2007 Approved Project, the solid waste pick‐up will require individual contracts with local
carriers. Federal and State legislation mandates that recyclable material be separated. Separation or
recyclable materials can reduce the waste stream by up to 30 percent. MSW areas will be sited at building
service areas or other areas where pedestrian traffic is minimal. Fencing or other screening, such as
landscaping, will be utilized to minimize visual impacts. Though the total solid waste will increase capacity
of landfills is anticipated to be able to handle the increased amount without significant adverse impacts.

12

According to 2019 American Community Survey 5‐year Estimates (Table DP04) for Census Tract 704.01 the average
household size for owner occupied units is 2.57 and for renter occupied units is 2.92. Therefore, 474 owner occupied units
would result in 1,218 new residents and 370 rental occupied units would result in 1,080 for 2,298 new residents.
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Schools
The 2007 Approved Plan was anticipated to generate 143 school‐age children after full buildout. The fiscal
analysis for the project projected tax generation in excess of the per student costs relative to the school
children generation resulting in a positive net impact on the Hyde Park School District.
2021 Proposed Plan
The 2021 Proposed Plan is anticipated to result in are 436 new households (new Dutchess County) as a
result of the project, 246 new students of which 170 would attend public school. As stated above, the
2021 Proposed Plan will provide net benefits to all taxing jurisdictions and the additional residential
density will ensure that proposed commercial uses are sustainable.
Town Recreation
As part of the 2007 Approved Plan, approximately 200 acres of the project site is proposed to remain as
open space (at least three public parks, three public pocket parks, and trails open to the public.). The on‐
Site trail network is to provide approximately 10 miles of on‐site trails and five miles of sidewalks linking
the different areas of the project development. The trails will tie into the townwide trail system.
2021 Proposed Plan
In the 2021 Proposed Plan, approximately 244.73 acres will remain as open space which is approximately
72% of the total PUD acreage.13 The plan includes approximately 117.6 acres to be preserved in a
permanent conservation easement, which is in addition to the trails, pocket and public parks, natural
areas, agricultural area, and area devoted to historic and cultural resources.14

2.10

Cultural and Historic Resources

A Phase 1 and Phase 2 Archeological Investigations were conducted for the 2007 Approved Plan project
by Historical Perspectives, Inc.

13

Open space definition per §108‐2.2: Land left in a natural state for conservation and agricultural purposes or
land landscaped for scenic purposes, devoted to active or passive recreation, or devoted to the preservation of
distinctive architectural, historic, geologic or botanic sites. The term shall not include land that is paved, used for
the storage, parking or circulation of automobiles, or occupied by any structure. Preserved open space may be
included as a portion of one or more large lots, or may be contained in a separate open space lot. The required
open space land may not include private yards within 50 feet of a permitted structure, other than an accessory
structure.
14
The 2007/2017 findings specify 200 acres (58%) in permanent conservation easement; page 3 in the 2007
Approved CDP specifies a minimum of 50% of site is required to be open space. The Chazen Companies did a trace
of the 2007 site plan and found only 115.5 acres of conservation area identified on the approved plan. The
Amended CDP includes 117.6 acres in conservation easement (east parcel and Maritje Kill) in addition to public and
pocket parks, trails, agricultural fields and natural vegetated areas.
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A Stage 1A Archaeological Assessment dated August 2004 and a Phase 1B was completed in 2006. A
Supplemental Phase 1B Archaeological Testing report dated January 2008 was conducted by Historical
Perspectives, Inc. to identify potential archaeological resources within a revised Area of Potential Effect
(APE).
During all phases of archaeological field investigation, testing was not conducted in locations of excessive
slope, where known disturbance had occurred, where bedrock outcrops were present, or where terrain
was dominated by poorly drained waterlogged soils. However, rock outcrops were inspected, and those
that had the potential to serve as rock shelters were subjected to extensive field testing. In addition, both
the areas outside of the identified APE and those that will be left in protected easements ‐ and will remain
undisturbed by development in perpetuity – were also precluded from testing. The APE, as revised, was
divided into 15 distinct areas.
During the initial Phase IB field investigation at the project site, a total of 1512 Shovel Tests (STs) were
excavated along transects at 15‐meter intervals, in judgmental locations where transects were not
feasible, within the 14 designated Areas in the APE, and in ST arrays. Only eleven of the 1512 STs examined
contained precontact artifacts with a total of 13 lithics in all. No in situ precontact features were
associated with these isolated artifacts. Only one potential cluster of precontact material was found, and
this was in what was designated as Area 4, within the north‐central portion of the APE. Phase 2
excavations were recommended by NYSOPRHP for each of these locations (Cynthia Blakemore and Ken
Markunas to Cece Saunders, June 6, 2006). The subsequent 2008 Phase 2 field testing failed to identify
any additional precontact material in the 36 STs and two Excavation Units (EUs) excavated.
Within Area 12, a historical domestic site occupied from the 18th through 20th centuries, was also
identified during the initial Phase IB investigation. A Phase 2 field study was recommended for this site.
The subsequent field investigation (2006) was completed, and a report submitted in February 2007. Area
12 contains a historical site identified as the foundation of the Walton Roosevelt dwelling, designated as
the “Roosevelt Compound,” which meets the criteria for National Register eligibility. This Compound
contains the Walton Roosevelt dwelling foundation, which is considered eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The archaeological investigation also identified a two‐story stone building in
the southwestern portion of the overall site that was reportedly used as a water tower, constructed
between 1880 and 1920. The structure is not currently listed on the National or State Historic Register. A
Restrictive Declaration was recorded on November 19th, 2018 protecting the Roosevelt Compound and its
15‐foot buffer from future disturbance.
During the supplemental Phase 1B (2008), A field crew from Historical Perspectives completed the
supplemental below‐ground testing of the St. Andrews on the Hudson expanded APE in May 2007. Testing
was conducted within Areas 9, I0, 11, and 15, as well as in the location of proposed pedestrian bridge
touchdowns along the Maritje Kill. During the supplemental field investigation, a total of 100 (50 cm x 50
cm) shovel tests (STs) were excavated by the archaeology team. The supplemental Phase 1B field
investigation identified two historical Sites (Precontact site and the Webendorfer Barn).
The Webendorfer Barn (Area 9) was part of a larger farm complex that was present on both sides of Route
9 and might have been constructed as early as I860. The domestic Site associated with this farm is not
within the Project APE; however, the historical foundation is in the same location as the precontact Site
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in Area 9. On January 14, 2009, Historical Perspectives submitted a Phase II report to NYSOPRHP indicated
that no further archeological work was recommended for the Area 9 Webendorfer Barn site or the
precontact site. In December 2017, as part of the approval for Sub‐Phase 1‐A, information was provided
to NYSHOPRHP with regard to the Area 9 sites to indicate that these sites were part of the APE for the
approved concept plan. The initial phase of the WWTP was constructed in this area of Area 9 for which no
archaeological work was recommended or required by NYSOPRHP.
In an April 15, 2019 letter the NYSHOPRHP acknowledged receipt of the restrictive declaration and
concluded consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. See Figure 7
for a NYSOPRHP resource map.
2021 Proposed Plan
The approximately 140‐acre Disturbance Area for the 2021 Proposed Plan is similar to the 2007 Approved
Plan and is contained entirely within the APE. No development is planned within the area protected by
the restrictive declaration and the Jesuit Water Tower remains in place. For these reasons no significant
adverse impacts related to cultural or historic resources are anticipated to occur. Project information has
been submitted to NYSOPHP and related correspondence can be found in Attachment C.
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FULL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
(FEAF) PART 1 FORM

Full Environmental Assessment Form
Part 1 - Project and Setting
Instructions for Completing Part 1
Part 1 is to be completed by the applicant or project sponsor. Responses become part of the application for approval or funding,
are subject to public review, and may be subject to further verification.
Complete Part 1 based on information currently available. If additional research or investigation would be needed to fully respond to
any item, please answer as thoroughly as possible based on current information; indicate whether missing information does not exist,
or is not reasonably available to the sponsor; and, when possible, generally describe work or studies which would be necessary to
update or fully develop that information.
Applicants/sponsors must complete all items in Sections A & B. In Sections C, D & E, most items contain an initial question that
must be answered either “Yes” or “No”. If the answer to the initial question is “Yes”, complete the sub-questions that follow. If the
answer to the initial question is “No”, proceed to the next question. Section F allows the project sponsor to identify and attach any
additional information. Section G requires the name and signature of the project sponsor to verify that the information contained in
Part 1is accurate and complete.
A. Project and Sponsor Information.
Name of Action or Project:
Bellefield - Amended PUD Concept Development Plan

Project Location (describe, and attach a general location map):
3760, 3780 and 3834 US Route 9, Town of Hyde Park, Dutchess County, NY; Tax Lots: 133200-6163-01-131849-0000, 133200-6163-01-0-010622-0000,

133200-6163-01-000897-0000

Brief Description of Proposed Action (include purpose or need):
The Applicant is seeking Town Board approval of a PUD Concept Plan (hereafter, “the 2021 Proposed Plan”) for the Bellefield Property, which is located in
the Greenbelt Zoning District and the Bellefield Planned Development Overlay District (BPDD). The 2021 Proposed Plan consists of: 1,307,742 SF of
residential uses, including 844 dwelling units (comprised of single-family homes, condominiums, duplexes, townhouses, apartments (free-standing and
above retail); 46,250 SF of related amenity space; 774,328 SF non-residential uses (including 192,000 SF retail, 31,000 SF restaurants, 25,000 SF office
use, 437 hotel keys (extended stay and all suite hotels), including 137 keys approved as Sub-Phase 1-A, 32 hotel villas, 15,000 SF spa, 15,000 SF event
barn, and 130,000 SF tax exempt/educational area for culinary and educational uses); approximately 244.73 acres of open space (including approximately
117.6 acres of permanently preserved conservation area and approximately 127.13 ac. of parks, natural and cultural resources area; and approximately
2,751 parking spaces in surface, on-street and two parking garages. The program would be developed within five distinct neighborhoods
connected by an internal road hierarchy and open space network. The 2021 Proposed Plan provides the connection between the CIA and the new sake
facility to create a culinary corridor while at the same time providing a beautifully designed gateway to the Town and net tax benefits to all jurisdictions.

Name of Applicant/Sponsor:

Telephone: 917-692-0550

T-Rex Hyde Park Owner LLC (Tom Mulroy)

E-Mail: tmulroy@trexcapitalgroup.com

Address: 500 Mamaroneck Avenue Suite 301
City/PO: Harrison

State:

Project Contact (if not same as sponsor; give name and title/role):

Telephone: 845-486-1510

Chazen Engineering, Land Surveying, & Landscape Architecture Co., D.P.C.
(Larry Boudreau)

NY

Zip Code:

E-Mail: lboudreau@chazencompanies.com

Address:
21 Fox Street Suite 201

City/PO:
Poughkeepsie

Property Owner (if not same as sponsor):

State:

Zip Code:

NY

12601

Telephone:

Same as Applicant

E-Mail:

Address:
City/PO:

State:
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Zip Code:

10528

B. Government Approvals
B. Government Approvals, Funding, or Sponsorship. (“Funding” includes grants, loans, tax relief, and any other forms of financial
assistance.)
Government Entity
a. City Council, Town Board, ✔
9 Yes 9 No
or Village Board of Trustees
b. City, Town or Village
9 Yes 9 No
✔
Planning Board or Commission
c. City Council, Town or
9 Yes ✔
9 No
Village Zoning Board of Appeals
d. Other local agencies
9 Yes ✔
9 No

If Yes: Identify Agency and Approval(s)
Required

Application Date
(Actual or projected)

Town Board-Amended Planned Unit Development Summer 2021
(PUD) Concept Development Plan (CDP)
Planning Board - Final Development Plan,
Subdivision, Floodplain grading permit (pending)
Stream Buffer Permit (pending)
Floodplain, Stream Buffer

Summer 2021

e. County agencies

9 Yes 9 No
✔

f. Regional agencies

9 Yes ✔
9 No

g. State agencies

✔
9 Yes 9 No

NYSDEC - GP-0-20-0001, Article 15 Stream Dist.
Permit (pending), Water Quality Certificate

h. Federal agencies

9 Yes 9 No
✔

US Army Corps of Engineers - Nationwide Permits Fall/Winter 2021
USFWS - Section 7 Consultation

DC Department of Planning - GML 239; DC Dept. Summer 2021
of Health - Water and Sewer Conn; DC Hwy HWP

Summer 2021

i. Coastal Resources.
i. Is the project site within a Coastal Area, or the waterfront area of a Designated Inland Waterway?
ii. Is the project site located in a community with an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program?
iii. Is the project site within a Coastal Erosion Hazard Area?

9 Yes ✔
9 No
9 Yes ✔
9 No
9 Yes ✔
9 No

C. Planning and Zoning
C.1. Planning and zoning actions.
Will administrative or legislative adoption, or amendment of a plan, local law, ordinance, rule or regulation be the
only approval(s) which must be granted to enable the proposed action to proceed?
• If Yes, complete sections C, F and G.
• If No, proceed to question C.2 and complete all remaining sections and questions in Part 1

9 Yes ✔
9 No

C.2. Adopted land use plans.
✔
a. Do any municipally- adopted (city, town, village or county) comprehensive land use plan(s) include the site
9 Yes 9 No
where the proposed action would be located?
If Yes, does the comprehensive plan include specific recommendations for the site where the proposed action
9 Yes 9 No
✔
would be located?
b. Is the site of the proposed action within any local or regional special planning district (for example: Greenway
9 Yes 9 No
✔
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA); designated State or Federal heritage area; watershed management plan;
or other?)
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
Dutchess County Greenway Compact Program
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________

c. Is the proposed action located wholly or partially within an area listed in an adopted municipal open space plan, 9 Yes ✔
9 No
or an adopted municipal farmland protection plan?
If Yes, identify the plan(s):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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C.3. Zoning
a. Is the site of the proposed action located in a municipality with an adopted zoning law or ordinance.
9 Yes 9 No
✔
If Yes, what is the zoning classification(s) including any applicable overlay district?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Bellefield
Planned Development District (BPDD); St. Andrews at Historic Hyde Park Planned Unit Development (PUD); Greenbelt (GB)(underlying district).
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. Is the use permitted or allowed by a special or conditional use permit?

✔
9 Yes 9 No

c. Is a zoning change requested as part of the proposed action?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes,
i. What is the proposed new zoning for the site? ___________________________________________________________________
C.4. Existing community services.
a. In what school district is the project site located? Hyde
________________________________________________________________
Park Central School District
b. What police or other public protection forces serve the project site?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Hyde
Park Police Department with support from Dutchess County Sheriff's Department and NYS Police
c. Which fire protection and emergency medical services serve the project site?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Roosevelt
Fire District
d. What parks serve the project site?
FDR__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Home National Historic Site; Eleanor Roosevelt National Historic Site; Quiet Cove Riverfront Park

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
D. Project Details
D.1. Proposed and Potential Development
a. What is the general nature of the proposed action (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial, recreational; if mixed, include all
components)?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. a. Total acreage of the site of the proposed action?
b. Total acreage to be physically disturbed?
c. Total acreage (project site and any contiguous properties) owned
or controlled by the applicant or project sponsor?

339.62 acres
_____________
140.00 acres
_____________

339.62 acres
_____________

c. Is the proposed action an expansion of an existing project or use?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
i. If Yes, what is the approximate percentage of the proposed expansion and identify the units (e.g., acres, miles, housing units,
square feet)? % ____________________
Units: ____________________
✔
d. Is the proposed action a subdivision, or does it include a subdivision?
9 Yes 9 No
If Yes,
i. Purpose or type of subdivision? (e.g., residential, industrial, commercial; if mixed, specify types)
To be determined in future submissions.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Is a cluster/conservation layout proposed?
9 Yes 9
✔ No
iii. Number of lots proposed? ________
TBD
TBD
TBD
iv. Minimum and maximum proposed lot sizes? Minimum __________
Maximum __________

e. Will proposed action be constructed in multiple phases?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
15-20 Years
i. If No, anticipated period of construction:
_____
months
ii. If Yes:
• Total number of phases anticipated
_____
• Anticipated commencement date of phase 1 (including demolition)
_____ month _____ year
• Anticipated completion date of final phase
_____ month _____year
• Generally describe connections or relationships among phases, including any contingencies where progress of one phase may
determine timing or duration of future phases: _______________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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f. Does the project include new residential uses?
If Yes, show numbers of units proposed.
Two Family
One Family
Initial Phase
At completion
of all phases

✔
9 Yes 9 No

Three Family

Multiple Family (four or more)

105
___________

80
___________

____________

659
________________________

no phasing
___________

___________

____________

________________________

g. Does the proposed action include new non-residential construction (including expansions)?
If Yes,
i. Total number of structures ___________
TBD
TBD
TBD length
5 stories
ii. Dimensions (in feet) of largest proposed structure: ________height;
________width;
and _______
iii. Approximate extent of building space to be heated or cooled: ______________________
TBD square feet

-105 single-family units (includes 30
Estate homes, 75 Cottage homes)
-129 condominium units
-80 duplex units (Patio homes)
-158 townhouse units
-372 apartment units (includes 120
units above retail; 252 units in
stand-alone building)

9 Yes 9 No
✔

h. Does the proposed action include construction or other activities that will result in the impoundment of any
9 Yes ✔
9 No
liquids, such as creation of a water supply, reservoir, pond, lake, waste lagoon or other storage?
If Yes,
i. Purpose of the impoundment: ________________________________________________________________________________
ii. If a water impoundment, the principal source of the water:
9 Ground water 9 Surface water streams 9 Other specify:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. If other than water, identify the type of impounded/contained liquids and their source.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iv. Approximate size of the proposed impoundment.
Volume: ____________ million gallons; surface area: ____________ acres
v. Dimensions of the proposed dam or impounding structure:
________ height; _______ length
vi. Construction method/materials for the proposed dam or impounding structure (e.g., earth fill, rock, wood, concrete):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
D.2. Project Operations
a. Does the proposed action include any excavation, mining, or dredging, during construction, operations, or both? 9 Yes ✔
9 No
(Not including general site preparation, grading or installation of utilities or foundations where all excavated
materials will remain onsite)
If Yes:
i .What is the purpose of the excavation or dredging? _______________________________________________________________
ii. How much material (including rock, earth, sediments, etc.) is proposed to be removed from the site?
• Volume (specify tons or cubic yards): ____________________________________________
• Over what duration of time? ____________________________________________________
iii. Describe nature and characteristics of materials to be excavated or dredged, and plans to use, manage or dispose of them.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iv. Will there be onsite dewatering or processing of excavated materials?
9 Yes 9 No
If yes, describe. ___________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
v. What is the total area to be dredged or excavated? _____________________________________acres
vi. What is the maximum area to be worked at any one time? _______________________________ acres
vii. What would be the maximum depth of excavation or dredging? __________________________ feet
viii. Will the excavation require blasting?
9 Yes 9 No
ix. Summarize site reclamation goals and plan: _____________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. Would the proposed action cause or result in alteration of, increase or decrease in size of, or encroachment
9 Yes 9 No
✔
into any existing wetland, waterbody, shoreline, beach or adjacent area?
If Yes:
i. Identify the wetland or waterbody which would be affected (by name, water index number, wetland map number or geographic
description): Wetland
______________________________________________________________________________________________
delineation will be updated Spring 2021.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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ii. Describe how the proposed action would affect that waterbody or wetland, e.g. excavation, fill, placement of structures, or
alteration of channels, banks and shorelines. Indicate extent of activities, alterations and additions in square feet or acres:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
TBD
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Will proposed action cause or result in disturbance to bottom sediments?
9 Yes 9 No
Not anticipated, TBD
If Yes, describe: __________________________________________________________________________________________
iv. Will proposed action cause or result in the destruction or removal of aquatic vegetation?
9 Yes 9 No
If Yes:
___________________________________________________________
• acres of aquatic vegetation proposed to be removed: Not
anticipated, TBD
• expected acreage of aquatic vegetation remaining after project completion:________________________________________
• purpose of proposed removal (e.g. beach clearing, invasive species control, boat access): ____________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
• proposed method of plant removal: ________________________________________________________________________
• if chemical/herbicide treatment will be used, specify product(s): _________________________________________________
v. Describe any proposed reclamation/mitigation following disturbance: _________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Nationwide Permit(s) will be sought. Consultation under way with regulatory agencies
c. Will the proposed action use, or create a new demand for water?
9 Yes 9 No
✔
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated water usage/demand per day: __________________________
313,644 gallons/day
ii. Will the proposed action obtain water from an existing public water supply?
9 Yes 9 No
If Yes:
Park Regional Water District
• Name of district or service area: Hyde
_________________________________________________________________________
• Does the existing public water supply have capacity to serve the proposal?
9 Yes 9 No
✔
✔
• Is the project site in the existing district?
9 Yes 9 No
• Is expansion of the district needed?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
✔
• Do existing lines serve the project site?
9 Yes 9 No
iii. Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to supply the project?
9 Yes 9
✔ No
If Yes:
• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
• Source(s) of supply for the district: ________________________________________________________________________
iv. Is a new water supply district or service area proposed to be formed to serve the project site?
9 Yes 9 No
If, Yes:
• Applicant/sponsor for new district: ________________________________________________________________________
• Date application submitted or anticipated: __________________________________________________________________
• Proposed source(s) of supply for new district: _______________________________________________________________
v. If a public water supply will not be used, describe plans to provide water supply for the project: ___________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
vi. If water supply will be from wells (public or private), maximum pumping capacity: _______ gallons/minute.
✔
d. Will the proposed action generate liquid wastes?
9 Yes 9 No
If Yes:
i. Total anticipated liquid waste generation per day: _______________
313,644 gallons/day
ii. Nature of liquid wastes to be generated (e.g., sanitary wastewater, industrial; if combination, describe all components and
approximate volumes or proportions of each): __________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
sanitary wastewater
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Will the proposed action use any existing public wastewater treatment facilities?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes:
•
Name of wastewater treatment plant to be used: _____________________________________________________________
•
Name of district: ______________________________________________________________________________________
•
Does the existing wastewater treatment plant have capacity to serve the project?
9 Yes 9 No
•
Is the project site in the existing district?
9 Yes 9 No
•
Is expansion of the district needed?
9 Yes 9 No
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•
•

Do existing sewer lines serve the project site?
9 Yes 9 No
Will line extension within an existing district be necessary to serve the project?
9 Yes 9 No
If Yes:
• Describe extensions or capacity expansions proposed to serve this project: ____________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
iv. Will a new wastewater (sewage) treatment district be formed to serve the project site?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes:
•
Applicant/sponsor for new district: ____________________________________________________________________
•
Date application submitted or anticipated: _______________________________________________________________
•
What is the receiving water for the wastewater discharge? __________________________________________________
v. If public facilities will not be used, describe plans to provide wastewater treatment for the project, including specifying proposed
receiving water (name and classification if surface discharge, or describe subsurface disposal plans):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
TR
Sewage Works Corp. will handle treatment and disposal of wastewater from the Amended PUD Concept Plan. The TR Sewage Works Corp. will
be responsible for the construction, operation and maintenance of the facilities. Construction of the Phase 1A WWTP is underway.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
vi. Describe any plans or designs to capture, recycle or reuse liquid waste: _______________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
None.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
e. Will the proposed action disturb more than one acre and create stormwater runoff, either from new point
9 Yes 9 No
✔
sources (i.e. ditches, pipes, swales, curbs, gutters or other concentrated flows of stormwater) or non-point
source (i.e. sheet flow) during construction or post construction?
If Yes:
i. How much impervious surface will the project create in relation to total size of project parcel?
TBD acres (impervious surface)
_____ Square feet or _____
339.6 acres (parcel size)
_____ Square feet or _____
ii. Describe types of new point sources. __________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Where will the stormwater runoff be directed (i.e. on-site stormwater management facility/structures, adjacent properties,
groundwater, on-site surface water or off-site surface waters)?
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Stormwater
will discharge to existing stormwater infrastructure along US Route 9.
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
• If to surface waters, identify receiving water bodies or wetlands: ________________________________________________
TBD
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
• Will stormwater runoff flow to adjacent properties?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
✔
iv. Does proposed plan minimize impervious surfaces, use pervious materials or collect and re-use stormwater?
9 Yes 9 No
f. Does the proposed action include, or will it use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel
9 Yes ✔
9 No
combustion, waste incineration, or other processes or operations?
If Yes, identify:
i. Mobile sources during project operations (e.g., heavy equipment, fleet or delivery vehicles)
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Stationary sources during construction (e.g., power generation, structural heating, batch plant, crushers)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Stationary sources during operations (e.g., process emissions, large boilers, electric generation)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
g. Will any air emission sources named in D.2.f (above), require a NY State Air Registration, Air Facility Permit,
or Federal Clean Air Act Title IV or Title V Permit?
If Yes:
i. Is the project site located in an Air quality non-attainment area? (Area routinely or periodically fails to meet
ambient air quality standards for all or some parts of the year)
ii. In addition to emissions as calculated in the application, the project will generate:
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Nitrous Oxide (N2O)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Carbon Dioxide equivalent of Hydroflourocarbons (HFCs)
• ___________Tons/year (short tons) of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
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9 Yes ✔
9 No
9 Yes 9 No

h. Will the proposed action generate or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants,
9 Yes ✔
9 No
landfills, composting facilities)?
If Yes:
i. Estimate methane generation in tons/year (metric): ________________________________________________________________
ii. Describe any methane capture, control or elimination measures included in project design (e.g., combustion to generate heat or
electricity, flaring): ________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
i. Will the proposed action result in the release of air pollutants from open-air operations or processes, such as
9 Yes ✔
9 No
quarry or landfill operations?
If Yes: Describe operations and nature of emissions (e.g., diesel exhaust, rock particulates/dust):
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
j. Will the proposed action result in a substantial increase in traffic above present levels or generate substantial
9 Yes ✔
9 No
new demand for transportation facilities or services?
If Yes:
 Evening
Weekend
i. When is the peak traffic expected (Check all that apply):  Morning
 Randomly between hours of __________ to ________.
ii. For commercial activities only, projected number of semi-trailer truck trips/day: _______________________
iii. Parking spaces:
Existing _____________
Proposed ___________
Net increase/decrease _____________
iv. Does the proposed action include any shared use parking?
9 Yes 9 No
v. If the proposed action includes any modification of existing roads, creation of new roads or change in existing access, describe:
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
vi. Are public/private transportation service(s) or facilities available within ½ mile of the proposed site?
9 Yes 9 No
vii Will the proposed action include access to public transportation or accommodations for use of hybrid, electric
9 Yes 9 No
or other alternative fueled vehicles?
9 Yes 9 No
viii. Will the proposed action include plans for pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing
pedestrian or bicycle routes?
k. Will the proposed action (for commercial or industrial projects only) generate new or additional demand
9 Yes 9 No
✔
for energy?
If Yes:
i. Estimate annual electricity demand during operation of the proposed action: ____________________________________________
TBD
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Anticipated sources/suppliers of electricity for the project (e.g., on-site combustion, on-site renewable, via grid/local utility, or
other):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Central Hudson Gas and Electric
iii. Will the proposed action require a new, or an upgrade to, an existing substation?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
l. Hours of operation. Answer all items which apply.
i. During Construction:
6:00 AM to 5:00 PM*
• Monday - Friday: _________________________
7:00 AM to 5:00 PM*
• Saturday: ________________________________
NA
• Sunday: _________________________________
NA
• Holidays: ________________________________

ii. During Operations:
24 Hours, Commercial TBD
•
Monday - Friday: ____________________________
24 Hours, Commercial TBD
•
Saturday: ___________________________________
24 Hours, Commercial TBD
•
Sunday: ____________________________________
24 Hours, Commercial TBD
•
Holidays: ___________________________________

Rock removal activities will be further limited in accordance with the Noise Mitigation Plan.
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✔
m. Will the proposed action produce noise that will exceed existing ambient noise levels during construction,
9 Yes 9 No
operation, or both?
If yes:
i. Provide details including sources, time of day and duration:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
Temporary
construction noise will be conducted per Noise Mitigation Plan.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔
9 Yes 9 No
ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a noise barrier or screen?
Describe: TBD
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

n.. Will the proposed action have outdoor lighting?
9 Yes 9 No
✔
If yes:
i. Describe source(s), location(s), height of fixture(s), direction/aim, and proximity to nearest occupied structures:
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
TBD
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔
ii. Will proposed action remove existing natural barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen?
9 Yes 9 No
Describe: TBD
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
o. Does the proposed action have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour per day?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes, describe possible sources, potential frequency and duration of odor emissions, and proximity to nearest
occupied structures: ______________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
p. Will the proposed action include any bulk storage of petroleum (combined capacity of over 1,100 gallons)
9 Yes ✔
9 No
or chemical products 185 gallons in above ground storage or any amount in underground storage?
If Yes:
i. Product(s) to be stored ______________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Volume(s) ______ per unit time ___________ (e.g., month, year)
iii. Generally describe proposed storage facilities: ___________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
q. Will the proposed action (commercial, industrial and recreational projects only) use pesticides (i.e., herbicides,
9 Yes ✔
9 No
insecticides) during construction or operation?
If Yes:
i. Describe proposed treatment(s):
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Will the proposed action use Integrated Pest Management Practices?
9 Yes 9 No
r. Will the proposed action (commercial or industrial projects only) involve or require the management or disposal 9 Yes ✔
9 No
of solid waste (excluding hazardous materials)?
If Yes:
i. Describe any solid waste(s) to be generated during construction or operation of the facility:
TBD tons per ________________ (unit of time)
• Construction: ____________________
year (unit of time)
1,860 tons per ________________
• Operation : ____________________
ii. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of materials to avoid disposal as solid waste:
• Construction: TBD
________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
• Operation: __________________________________________________________________________________________
Federal and State legislation mandates that recyclable material be separated.
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Proposed disposal methods/facilities for solid waste generated on-site:
• Construction: ________________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Solid waste will be collected regularly by a licensed waste hauler and transported to the Hyde Park transfer station or to the
• Operation: __________________________________________________________________________________________
Dutchess County Resource Recover Agency Facility.
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
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s. Does the proposed action include construction or modification of a solid waste management facility?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes:
i. Type of management or handling of waste proposed for the site (e.g., recycling or transfer station, composting, landfill, or
other disposal activities): ___________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Anticipated rate of disposal/processing:
• ________ Tons/month, if transfer or other non-combustion/thermal treatment, or
• ________ Tons/hour, if combustion or thermal treatment
iii. If landfill, anticipated site life: ________________________________ years
t. Will proposed action at the site involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous
9 Yes ✔
9 No
waste?
If Yes:
i. Name(s) of all hazardous wastes or constituents to be generated, handled or managed at facility: ___________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Generally describe processes or activities involving hazardous wastes or constituents: ___________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Specify amount to be handled or generated _____ tons/month
iv. Describe any proposals for on-site minimization, recycling or reuse of hazardous constituents: ____________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
v. Will any hazardous wastes be disposed at an existing offsite hazardous waste facility?
9 Yes 9 No
If Yes: provide name and location of facility: _______________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
If No: describe proposed management of any hazardous wastes which will not be sent to a hazardous waste facility:
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
E. Site and Setting of Proposed Action
E.1. Land uses on and surrounding the project site
a. Existing land uses.
i. Check all uses that occur on, adjoining and near the project site.
9 Urban
9 Industrial ✔
9 Commercial ✔
9 Residential (suburban) 9 Rural (non-farm)
9 Forest 9 Agriculture ✔
9 Aquatic
9 Other (specify): ____________________________________
✔
ii. If mix of uses, generally describe:
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Culinary
Institute of America, restaurant, gas station, self storage, residential (single family and multifamily residences), religious, vacant land, water
supply
__________________________________________________________________________________________________________
b. Land uses and covertypes on the project site.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Land use or
Covertype
Roads, buildings, and other paved or impervious
surfaces
Forested
Meadows, grasslands or brushlands (nonagricultural, including abandoned agricultural)
Agricultural
(includes active orchards, field, greenhouse etc.)
Surface water features
(lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, etc.)
Wetlands (freshwater or tidal)
Non-vegetated (bare rock, earth or fill)

Current
Acreage

Acreage After
Project Completion

Change
(Acres +/-)

285.16*

TBD

TBD

18

TBD

TBD

2

TBD

TBD

33.46

TBD

TBD

14

Other
Describe: _______________________________
________________________________________

* Note: Some trees have been removed throughout the forested area.
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c. Is the project site presently used by members of the community for public recreation?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
i. If Yes: explain: __________________________________________________________________________________________
d. Are there any facilities serving children, the elderly, people with disabilities (e.g., schools, hospitals, licensed
9 Yes 9 No
✔
day care centers, or group homes) within 1500 feet of the project site?
If Yes,
i. Identify Facilities:
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
Culinary Institute of America
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
e. Does the project site contain an existing dam?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes:
i. Dimensions of the dam and impoundment:
• Dam height:
_________________________________ feet
• Dam length:
_________________________________ feet
• Surface area:
_________________________________ acres
• Volume impounded: _______________________________ gallons OR acre-feet
ii. Dam=s existing hazard classification: _________________________________________________________________________
iii. Provide date and summarize results of last inspection:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
f. Has the project site ever been used as a municipal, commercial or industrial solid waste management facility,
9 Yes ✔
9 No
or does the project site adjoin property which is now, or was at one time, used as a solid waste management facility?
If Yes:
i. Has the facility been formally closed?
9 Yes 9 No
• If yes, cite sources/documentation: _______________________________________________________________________
ii. Describe the location of the project site relative to the boundaries of the solid waste management facility:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Describe any development constraints due to the prior solid waste activities: __________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
g. Have hazardous wastes been generated, treated and/or disposed of at the site, or does the project site adjoin
9 Yes ✔
9 No
property which is now or was at one time used to commercially treat, store and/or dispose of hazardous waste?
If Yes:
i. Describe waste(s) handled and waste management activities, including approximate time when activities occurred:
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
h. Potential contamination history. Has there been a reported spill at the proposed project site, or have any
9 Yes ✔
9 No
remedial actions been conducted at or adjacent to the proposed site?
If Yes:
i. Is any portion of the site listed on the NYSDEC Spills Incidents database or Environmental Site
9 Yes ✔
9 No
Remediation database? Check all that apply:
9 Yes – Spills Incidents database
Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________
9 Yes – Environmental Site Remediation database
Provide DEC ID number(s): ________________________________
9 Neither database
✔
ii. If site has been subject of RCRA corrective activities, describe control measures:_______________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
✔
iii. Is the project within 2000 feet of any site in the NYSDEC Environmental Site Remediation database?
9 Yes 9 No
If yes, provide DEC ID number(s): 546031
______________________________________________________________________________

NA

iv. If yes to (i), (ii) or (iii) above, describe current status of site(s):
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
Remediation
Site 546031 represents the Hudson River PCB Sediments located within the Hudson River from Hudson Falls to the NYC Battery. The
remediation
site is classified as Class 02. The proposed project will not affect or be affected by this remediation site.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________
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v. Is the project site subject to an institutional control limiting property uses?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
• If yes, DEC site ID number: ____________________________________________________________________________
• Describe the type of institutional control (e.g., deed restriction or easement): ____________________________________
• Describe any use limitations: ___________________________________________________________________________
• Describe any engineering controls: _______________________________________________________________________
• Will the project affect the institutional or engineering controls in place?
9 Yes 9 No
• Explain: ____________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________
E.2. Natural Resources On or Near Project Site
a. What is the average depth to bedrock on the project site?

________________
10 to >6 feet
9 Yes 9 No
✔

b. Are there bedrock outcroppings on the project site?
2
If Yes, what proportion of the site is comprised of bedrock outcroppings? __________________%
c. Predominant soil type(s) present on project site:

72
__________%
10%
__________%
15%
__________%

Nassau-Cardigan complex
___________________________
Knickerbocker fine sandy loam
___________________________
Hoosic gravelly loam
____________________________

0 to >6 feet
d. What is the average depth to the water table on the project site? Average: _________

e. Drainage status of project site soils: ✔
9 Well Drained:
9 Moderately Well Drained:
9 Poorly Drained
✔

97
_____%
of site
0
_____%
of site
3
of site
_____%

f. Approximate proportion of proposed action site with slopes: ✔
9 0-10%:
9 10-15%:
✔
✔
9 15% or greater:

40
_____%
of site
16
_____%
of site
44
_____%
of site

g. Are there any unique geologic features on the project site?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes, describe: _____________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
h. Surface water features.
✔
i. Does any portion of the project site contain wetlands or other waterbodies (including streams, rivers,
9 Yes 9 No
ponds or lakes)?
ii. Do any wetlands or other waterbodies adjoin the project site?
9 Yes 9 No
✔
If Yes to either i or ii, continue. If No, skip to E.2.i.
✔
iii. Are any of the wetlands or waterbodies within or adjoining the project site regulated by any federal,
9 Yes 9 No
state or local agency?
iv. For each identified regulated wetland and waterbody on the project site, provide the following information:
B
862-406.1, 862-404
Name ____________________________________________
Classification _______________________
• Streams:
Lakes or Ponds: Name ____________________________________________ Classification _______________________
Federal Waters, Federal Waters, Federal Waters,...
13.12
• Wetlands:
Name ____________________________________________
Approximate Size ___________________
20.34
• Wetland No. (if regulated by DEC) _____________________________
✔ No
v. Are any of the above water bodies listed in the most recent compilation of NYS water quality-impaired
9 Yes 9
waterbodies?
If yes, name of impaired water body/bodies and basis for listing as impaired: _____________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________

•

i. Is the project site in a designated Floodway?

9 Yes 9 No
✔

j. Is the project site in the 100 year Floodplain?

9 Yes 9 No
✔

k. Is the project site in the 500 year Floodplain?

9 Yes 9 No
✔

l. Is the project site located over, or immediately adjoining, a primary, principal or sole source aquifer?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes:
i. Name of aquifer: _________________________________________________________________________________________
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m. Identify the predominant wildlife species that occupy or use the project site:
______________________________
_______________________________
Common Dutchess County Species
______________________________
_______________________________

______________________________
______________________________
______________________________

n. Does the project site contain a designated significant natural community?
9 Yes 9 No
✔
If Yes:
i. Describe the habitat/community (composition, function, and basis for designation): _____________________________________
Freshwater
Tidal Marsh, Vernal Pool, Hemlock-Northern Hardwood Forest
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Source(s) of description or evaluation: ________________________________________________________________________
iii. Extent of community/habitat:
16.15, 2.634, 377.44 acres
______________________
• Currently:
• Following completion of project as proposed: _____________________ acres
• Gain or loss (indicate + or -):
______________________ acres
o. Does project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by the federal government or NYS as
9 Yes 9 No
✔
endangered or threatened, or does it contain any areas identified as habitat for an endangered or threatened species?
If Yes:
i. Species and listing (endangered or threatened):______________________________________________________________________________
Atlantic
Sturgeon, Shortnose Sturgeon, Blanding's Turtle
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Indiana
Bat, Bog Turtle - USFWS
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

p. Does the project site contain any species of plant or animal that is listed by NYS as rare, or as a species of
special concern?

9 Yes ✔
9 No

If Yes:
i. Species and listing:____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

q. Is the project site or adjoining area currently used for hunting, trapping, fishing or shell fishing?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If yes, give a brief description of how the proposed action may affect that use: ___________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
E.3. Designated Public Resources On or Near Project Site
a. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in a designated agricultural district certified pursuant to
9 Yes ✔
9 No
Agriculture and Markets Law, Article 25-AA, Section 303 and 304?
If Yes, provide county plus district name/number: _________________________________________________________________
b. Are agricultural lands consisting of highly productive soils present?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
i. If Yes: acreage(s) on project site? ___________________________________________________________________________
ii. Source(s) of soil rating(s): _________________________________________________________________________________
c. Does the project site contain all or part of, or is it substantially contiguous to, a registered National
9 Yes ✔
9 No
Natural Landmark?
If Yes:
i. Nature of the natural landmark:
9 Biological Community
9 Geological Feature
ii. Provide brief description of landmark, including values behind designation and approximate size/extent: ___________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
d. Is the project site located in or does it adjoin a state listed Critical Environmental Area?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes:
i. CEA name: _____________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for designation: _____________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Designating agency and date: ______________________________________________________________________________
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✔
e. Does the project site contain, or is it substantially contiguous to, a building, archaeological site, or district
9 Yes 9 No
which is listed on the National or State Register of Historic Places, or that has been determined by the Commissioner of the NYS
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation to be eligible for listing on the State Register of Historic Places?
If Yes:
i. Nature of historic/archaeological resource: 9 Archaeological Site
9 Historic Building or District
Andrew's Novitiate , Roosevelt Compound
ii. Name: St.
_________________________________________________________________________________________________
iii. Brief description of attributes on which listing is based:
Architecture of late 19th and 20th century revival period.
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________

f. Is the project site, or any portion of it, located in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) archaeological site inventory?

9 Yes 9 No
✔

g. Have additional archaeological or historic site(s) or resources been identified on the project site?
9 Yes ✔
9 No
If Yes:
i. Describe possible resource(s): _______________________________________________________________________________
ii. Basis for identification: ___________________________________________________________________________________
h. Is the project site within fives miles of any officially designated and publicly accessible federal, state, or local
9 Yes 9 No
scenic or aesthetic resource?
If Yes:
National/State Historic Register sites/parks; trails; county and local parks
i. Identify resource: _________________________________________________________________________________________
ii. Nature of, or basis for, designation (e.g., established highway overlook, state or local park, state historic trail or scenic byway,
etc.): National
___________________________________________________________________________________________________
and State Parks/Historic Sites; historic trails, County park, preserve, Scenic Area of Statewide Significance
iii. Distance between project and resource: _____________________
see Figure 8 miles.
i. Is the project site located within a designated river corridor under the Wild, Scenic and Recreational Rivers
9 Yes ✔
9 No
Program 6 NYCRR 666?
If Yes:
i. Identify the name of the river and its designation: ________________________________________________________________
ii. Is the activity consistent with development restrictions contained in 6NYCRR Part 666?
9 Yes 9 No

F. Additional Information
Attach any additional information which may be needed to clarify your project.
If you have identified any adverse impacts which could be associated with your proposal, please describe those impacts plus any
measures which you propose to avoid or minimize them.

G. Verification
I certify that the information provided is true to the best of my knowledge.
6/14/2021
T-Rex Hyde Park Owner LLC (Tom Mulroy)
Applicant/Sponsor Name ___________________________________
Date_______________________________________

Senior Planner
Signature________________________________________________
Title_______________________________________
Caren LoBrutto (Agent for Applicant), Chazen Co.
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EAF Mapper Summary Report

Wednesday, February 24, 2021 4:17 PM

Disclaimer: The EAF Mapper is a screening tool intended to assist
project sponsors and reviewing agencies in preparing an environmental
assessment form (EAF). Not all questions asked in the EAF are
answered by the EAF Mapper. Additional information on any EAF
question can be obtained by consulting the EAF Workbooks. Although
the EAF Mapper provides the most up-to-date digital data available to
DEC, you may also need to contact local or other data sources in order
to obtain data not provided by the Mapper. Digital data is not a
substitute for agency determinations.

B.i.i [Coastal or Waterfront Area]

No

B.i.ii [Local Waterfront Revitalization Area]

No

C.2.b. [Special Planning District]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h [DEC Spills or Remediation Site Potential Contamination History]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site Listed]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h.i [DEC Spills or Remediation Site Environmental Site Remediation Database]

Digital mapping data are not available or are incomplete. Refer to EAF
Workbook.

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation
Site]

Yes

E.1.h.iii [Within 2,000' of DEC Remediation
Site - DEC ID]

546031

E.2.g [Unique Geologic Features]

No

E.2.h.i [Surface Water Features]

Yes

E.2.h.ii [Surface Water Features]

Yes

E.2.h.iii [Surface Water Features]

Yes - Digital mapping information on local and federal wetlands and
waterbodies is known to be incomplete. Refer to EAF Workbook.

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Stream
Name]

862-406.1, 862-404

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Stream
Classification]

B

E.2.h.iv [Surface Water Features - Wetlands Federal Waters
Name]
E.2.h.v [Impaired Water Bodies]

No

E.2.i. [Floodway]

Yes

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report

1

E.2.j. [100 Year Floodplain]

Yes

E.2.k. [500 Year Floodplain]

Yes

E.2.l. [Aquifers]

No

E.2.n. [Natural Communities]

Yes

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Name]

Freshwater Tidal Marsh, Vernal Pool, Hemlock-Northern Hardwood Forest

E.2.n.i [Natural Communities - Acres]

16.15, 2.634, 377.44

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species]

Yes

E.2.o. [Endangered or Threatened Species - Atlantic Sturgeon, Shortnose Sturgeon, Blanding's Turtle
Name]
E.2.p. [Rare Plants or Animals]

No

E.3.a. [Agricultural District]

No

E.3.c. [National Natural Landmark]

No

E.3.d [Critical Environmental Area]

No

E.3.e. [National or State Register of Historic
Places or State Eligible Sites]

Yes - Digital mapping data for archaeological site boundaries are not
available. Refer to EAF Workbook.

E.3.e.ii [National or State Register of Historic St. Andrew's Novitiate
Places or State Eligible Sites - Name]
E.3.f. [Archeological Sites]

Yes

E.3.i. [Designated River Corridor]

No

Full Environmental Assessment Form - EAF Mapper Summary Report
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2021 Proposed Plan
Amended PUD Concept Development Plan
SEQR Comparison Technical Report
Part 1 Full Environmental Assessment Form
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ATTACHMENT A
Height Provisions Applicable in the Bellefield PUD

Warren Replansky, Esq.
May 21, 2021
Page 5
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1. Building height in feet shall be calculated by measuring the vertical distance from the average
elevation of the proposed finished grade around the perimeter of the building to:
a. For a building with one shaped roof, to the midpoint between the highest point of the roof
peak and its associated eave.
b. For a building with multiple shaped roofs, to the midpoint between the highest point of the
main roof and its associated eave.
c. For a building with a parapet roof, to the roof plate.
2. The following elements shall not be included in measuring building height:
a. Architectural features used to break massing or accentuate key façade elements, parapets or
cornices as part of building design or screening of rooftop elements or equipment, and
decorative features above the roofline, including belltowers, silos, weathervanes, _____, or
similar features; provided that all architectural elements of any building shall be subject to
architectural review by the Planning Board as part of final development approval.
b. Stair and elevator bulkheads providing access to the roof, provided that the exterior of such
bulkheads shall be finished in a manner appropriate to its visibility as determined by the
Planning Board during final development approval.
c. Equipment related to utilities and telecommunications customarily mounted on the roof,
provided that same shall be appropriately placed to minimize visual impacts and shall be
screened as deemed appropriate by the Planning Board.
3. Building height in Stories shall include all habitable or occupiable stories from the first floor elevation
to the roof, including as a story the space between one floor and the next higher floor, or, in the case
of the top floor, between the floor and the roof. An area below the first habitable floor of a building
shall not count as a story.
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ATTACHMENT B
Natural Resource Information

NYSDEC

ACOE 1

ACOE 1
ACOE 1
NYSDEC

ACOE 1

ACOE 6

ACOE 4

ACOE 4
ACOE 3
ACOE 2
ACOE 6

ACOE 6

ACOE 5
ACOE 6

ACOE 6

May 2, 2017
Kaitlin Breda
The Chazen Companies
375 Bay Road
Queensbury , NY 12804
Re: Bellefield (Chazen Job #81235.02)
County: Dutchess Town/City: Hyde Park
Dear Ms. Breda:
In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage
Program database with respect to the above project.
Enclosed is a report of rare or state-listed animals and plants, and significant natural
communities that our database indicates occur in the vicinity of the project site.
For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted; the enclosed
report only includes records from our database. We cannot provide a definitive statement as
to the presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural
communities. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at the project site,
further information from on-site surveys or other sources may be required to fully assess
impacts on biological resources.
Our database is continually growing as records are added and updated. If this proposed
project is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact us
again so that we may update this response with the most current information.
The presence of the plants and animals identified in the enclosed report may result in
this project requiring additional review or permit conditions. For further guidance, and for
information regarding other permits that may be required under state law for regulated areas
or activities (e.g., regulated wetlands), please contact the NYS DEC Region 3 Office, Division
of Environmental Permits, at dep.r3@dec.ny.gov, (845) 256-3054.
Sincerely,

464

Nicholas Conrad
Information Resources Coordinator
New York Natural Heritage Program

New York Natural Heritage Program

Report on State-listed Animals

The following state-listed animals have been documented
in the vicinity of the project site.
The following list includes animals that are listed by NYS as Endangered, Threatened, or Special Concern;
and/or that are federally listed or are candidates for federal listing.
For information about any permit considerations for the project, please contact the Permits staff at the
NYSDEC Region 3 Office at dep.r3@dec.ny.gov, (845) 256-3054. For information about potential
impacts of the project on these species, and how to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any impacts, contact the
Region 3 Wildlife staff at Wildlife.R3@dec.ny.gov, (845) 256-3098.
The following species have been documented in the Hudson River, 1/4 mile from the project site.
COMMON NAME

SCIENTIFIC NAME

NY STATE LISTING

FEDERAL LISTING

Shortnose Sturgeon

Acipenser brevirostrum

Endangered

Endangered

1091

Atlantic Sturgeon

Acipenser oxyrinchus

No Open Season

Endangered

11464

The following species have been documented within 0.81 miles of the project site. Individual animals
may travel 0.81 miles from documented locations.
COMMON NAME

SCIENTIFIC NAME

NY STATE LISTING

Blanding's Turtle

Emydoidea blandingii

Threatened

FEDERAL LISTING
8556

This report only includes records from the NY Natural Heritage database. For most sites, comprehensive field
surveys have not been conducted, and we cannot provide a definitive statement as to the presence or absence of
all rare or state-listed species. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at the project site, further
information from on-site surveys or other sources may be required to fully assess impacts on biological resources.
If any rare plants or animals are documented during site visits, we request that information on the observations be provided to the New
York Natural Heritage Program so that we may update our database.
Information about many of the listed animals in New York, including habitat, biology, identification, conservation, and management, are
available online in Natural Heritage’s Conservation Guides at www.guides.nynhp.org, and from NYSDEC at
www.dec.ny.gov/animals/7494.html.
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Report on Rare Animals, Rare Plants, and
Significant Natural Communities

New York Natural Heritage Program

The following significant natural communities have been documented
in the vicinity of the project site.
We recommend that potential onsite and offsite impacts of the proposed project on these communities be
addressed as part of any environmental assessment or review conducted as part of the planning, permitting and
approval process, such as reviews conducted under SEQR. Final requirements of the project to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate potential impacts are determined by the lead permitting agency or the government body
approving the project.

The following significant natural communities are considered significant from a statewide perspective by the NY
Natural Heritage Program. They are either occurrences of a community type that is rare in the state, or a high quality
example of a more common community type. By meeting specific, documented criteria, the NY Natural Heritage
Program considers these community occurrences to have high ecological and conservation value.
COMMON NAME

HERITAGE CONSERVATION STATUS

High Quality Occurrence of Uncommon Community Type

Vernal Pool

Woods north of project site (north of Saint Andrews Road): This moderate sized complex of nine vernal pools is
hydrologically linked with the potential to provide excellent habitat for obligate breeding amphibians.There is potential to
find additional vernal pools within this complex, increasing the value of the area. The major portion of these vernal pools
have excellent species condition, good flora species diversity, and a good surrounding forested buffer.

12621

High Quality Occurrence

Hemlock-Northern Hardwood Forest

Woods north of project site (north of Saint Andrews Road): This small forest has most species expected in a hemlocknorthern hardwood forest and appears to have excellent species dispersion. The natural processes of this forest are in
excellent shape, with very few exotic plant species present and no visible woolly adelgid.

12627

High Quality Occurrence of Rare Community Type

Freshwater Tidal Marsh

Crum Elbow Marsh, .4 mile west of project site: The marsh is small with excellent species and physiognomic diversity.

9644

This report only includes records from the NY Natural Heritage database. For most sites, comprehensive field
surveys have not been conducted, and we cannot provide a definitive statement as to the presence or absence of
all rare or state-listed species. Depending on the nature of the project and the conditions at the project site,
further information from on-site surveys or other sources may be required to fully assess impacts on biological
resources.
Information about many of the natural community types in New York, including identification, dominant and characteristic vegetation,
distribution, conservation, and management, is available online in Natural Heritage’s Conservation Guides at www.guides.nynhp.org.
For descriptions of all community types, go to www.dec.ny.gov/animals/97703.html for Ecological Communities of New York State.
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
New York Ecological Services Field Office
3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045-9385
Phone: (607) 753-9334 Fax: (607) 753-9699
http://www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm

In Reply Refer To:
Consultation Code: 05E1NY00-2020-SLI-1455
Event Code: 05E1NY00-2020-E-04457
Project Name: Future development

January 29, 2020

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project
To Whom It May Concern:
The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). This list can also
be used to determine whether listed species may be present for projects without federal agency
involvement. New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and
distribution of species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list.
Please feel free to contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the
potential impacts to federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated
and proposed critical habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations
implementing section 7 of the ESA, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90
days. This verification can be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service
recommends that verification be completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC site at regular intervals
during project planning and implementation for updates to species lists and information. An
updated list may be requested through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process
used to receive the enclosed list. If listed, proposed, or candidate species were identified as
potentially occurring in the project area, coordination with our office is encouraged. Information
on the steps involved with assessing potential impacts from projects can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/northeast/nyfo/es/section7.htm
Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/
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eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects should follow the Services wind energy
guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing impacts to migratory birds and
bats.
Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; http://
www.towerkill.com; and http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/
comtow.html.
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the ESA. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
Attachment(s):
▪ Official Species List

01/29/2020
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".
This species list is provided by:
New York Ecological Services Field Office
3817 Luker Road
Cortland, NY 13045-9385
(607) 753-9334

1
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Project Summary
Consultation Code: 05E1NY00-2020-SLI-1455
Event Code:

05E1NY00-2020-E-04457

Project Name:

Future development

Project Type:

DEVELOPMENT

Project Description: The site would be developed in phases depending on development need
Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/place/41.75183213458325N73.92755403078476W

Counties: Dutchess, NY

2
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 2 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.
Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.
IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries1, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.
See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.
1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME

STATUS

Indiana Bat Myotis sodalis

Endangered

There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location is outside the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/5949

Reptiles
NAME

STATUS

Bog Turtle Clemmys muhlenbergii

Threatened

Population: Wherever found, except GA, NC, SC, TN, VA
No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/6962
Species survey guidelines:
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/survey/population/182/office/52410.pdf
Habitat assessment guidelines:
https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/guideline/assessment/population/182/office/52410.pdf

Critical habitats
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S
JURISDICTION.
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ATTACHMENT C
NYSOPRHP Correspondence

ANDREW M. CUOMO
Governor

ERIK KULLESEID
Commissioner

April 19, 2021
Mr. Brian Orzel
Project Manager, Civil Engineer
NY District US Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
26 Federal Plaza, Room 16-406
New York, NY 10278-0090
Re:

USACE
Bellefield Concept Development Plan
Hyde Park, Dutchess County
21PR02028

Dear Mr. Orzel:
Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be
considered as part of the environmental review of the project pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act and/or the State Environmental Quality Review Act (New York
Environmental Conservation Law Article 8).
The project area is adjacent to the St. Andrew’s Novitiate which is listed in the State Register of
Historic Places and eligible for listing in the National Register. We have reviewed the proposed
development concept for the property across the street from the historic property. In order for
our office to continue to review this project, the SHPO is requesting the following information:
1. For us to better understand the height, scale and massing of the proposed development,
please provide renderings of the new construction. Please note that, new construction
design should be compatible with the height, scale and massing of the adjacent historic
property .
2. Please also provide any information available regarding vegetative screening at the
proposed development site. A vegetative buffer at this site could be used in an effort to
reduce visibility from the adjacent historic property.
3. Note that, our Archaeology Unit has a separate request for additional information that must
also be addressed.
If you have any questions, I am best reached by email.
Sincerely,

Derek Rohde
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator
e-mail: derek.rohde@parks.ny.gov
Division for Historic Preservation

via e-mail only

P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • parks.ny.gov

ANDREW M. CUOMO
Governor

ERIK KULLESEID
Commissioner

April 28, 2021
Mr. Brian Orzel
Project Manager, Civil Engineer
NY District US Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
26 Federal Plaza, Room 16-406
New York, NY 10278-0090
Re:

USACE
Bellefield Concept Development Plan
Town of Hyde Park, Dutchess County
21PR02028

Dear Mr. Orzel:
Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). We have reviewed the submitted materials in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate
only to Historic/Cultural resources.
SHPO has reviewed the submitted graphic which superimposes the current APE on the areas
previously subjected to archaeological investigation. There appear to be a number of areas
within the currently proposed limits of disturbance that were not encompassed by the earlier
testing. Please provide either information documenting that these areas may be excluded from
testing based on standard criteria (excessive slope, substantial prior disturbance, etc.) or submit
a report presenting the results of archaeological testing in these areas.
If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Philip A. Perazio, Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit
Phone: 518-268-2175
e-mail: philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov
via e-mail only
cc:

Caren LoBrutto, Chazen Companies; Cynthia Witman, Town of Hyde Park

Division for Historic Preservation

P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • parks.ny.gov

ANDREW M. CUOMO
Governor

ERIK KULLESEID
Commissioner

May 21, 2021
Mr. Brian Orzel
Project Manager, Civil Engineer
NY District US Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
26 Federal Plaza, Room 16-406
New York, NY 10278-0090
Re:

USACE
Bellefield Concept Development Plan
Town of Hyde Park, Dutchess County, NY
21PR02028

Dear Mr. Orzel:
Thank you for continuing to consult with the New York State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate
only to Historic/Cultural resources.
Since the project area is adjacent to State listed and National Register eligible St. Andrews
Novitiate / Culinary Institute of America, our office has reviewed the proposed development.
From our review, the Technical Preservation Unit has no concerns with above ground /
architectural resources. Please note that our Archaeology Unit, has outstanding archaeological
concerns and separately requested information that must be addressed before an effect finding
can be rendered.
If you have any questions, I am best reached by email.
Sincerely,

Derek Rohde
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator
e-mail: derek.rohde@parks.ny.gov

Division for Historic Preservation

via e-mail only

P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • parks.ny.gov

ANDREW M. CUOMO
Governor

ERIK KULLESEID
Commissioner

June 03, 2021
Mr. Brian Orzel
Project Manager, Civil Engineer
NY District US Army Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Branch
26 Federal Plaza, Room 16-406
New York, NY 10278-0090
Re:

USACE
Bellefield Concept Development Plan
Town of Hyde Park, Dutchess County, NY
21PR02028

Dear Mr. Orzel:
Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO). We have reviewed the submitted materials in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate
only to Historic/Cultural resources.
SHPO has reviewed the additional information submitted regarding this office – specifically, the
comparisons between the previous and current APEs and areas already tested. Based on this,
we recommend that a supplemental Phase IB investigation be conducted to test those areas
within the current APE that were not previously tested, excluding those areas where testing is
not required according to our guidelines (e.g. slopes >/= 12%, areas where substantial prior
ground disturbance can be documented).
If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Philip A. Perazio, Historic Preservation Program Analyst - Archaeology Unit
Phone: 518-268-2175
e-mail: philip.perazio@parks.ny.gov
via e-mail only
cc:

Caren LoBrutto, Chazen Companies; Cynthia Witman, Town of Hyde Park

Division for Historic Preservation

P.O. Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 • (518) 237-8643 • parks.ny.gov

