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MEMORANDUM 

 

 

Date:  May 12, 2014 

 

To:  Norm Fontaine, Chair 

Town of Amenia Planning Board 

 

From:  George M. Janes, AICP 

  George M. Janes & Associates 

 

CC:   Dave Everett, Esq. 

  Mary Ann Johnson, AICP 

 

RE: Revised recommendations on Silo’s Visual Analysis Scope 

 

 

Summary 

An earlier draft of this memo analyzed the difference between the FEIS plan and 

the new MDP. That was an error, since some of the changes in the current MDP 

were changes the Planning Board required as mitigation.
1
 This memo has been 

revised to compare the new MDP with the approved MDP from October 2009.  

 

While the differences between the new MDP and the MDP approved in 2009 are 

not very large, there is the potential for increased visual impacts in phase 2. If the 

applicant only analyzes phase 1, as is planned, this could create a problem for the 

Town as it relates to SEQR, as the new plan has the potential to introduce new 

visual impacts that were never disclosed in the environmental review. The Town 

should require the applicant to perform visual simulations that disclose the visual 

impacts of the entire project. Phase 2 also plans additional clearing on steep 

slopes, and so you may wish to have your engineer comment on this issue as well.  

 

Reasoning 

Since the MDP and Findings Statement were being changed, I had believed that 

new simulations for the entire project would be completed and used as evidence 

to amend the Findings Statement. I also believed that once these new simulations 

were finalized, and the Findings amended, the requirement for Confirmatory 

Visual Simulations would be eliminated. I think this is the best way forward as 

the requirement for Confirmatory Visual Simulations was a non-standard 

compromise that should be eliminated if possible.  

                                                 
1
 As detailed in the Findings Statement: “Specifically, all six (6) single family homes in Block L shall be 

relocated to this southwestern area (Units H-1, H-2, H-3, H-4, H-5 and H-6). This eliminates Block L in its 
entirety, including the proposed connector road that was proposed to be constructed adjacent to Stream J. In 
addition, Unit H-7 (a Block K unit originally proposed to be located in the vicinity of the bridge crossing Stream 
J), Units H-24 and H-25 (two Block J units originally proposed to be constructed in an area near the 17th hole tee 
box), Unit H-29 (a Block I unit originally proposed to be located north of Stream M/P), and Unit H-30 (a Block 
H unit originally proposed to be located south of Stream M/P) will be located to this southwestern area.” This 
moves 11 houses into this southwestern area of the site.  
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I understand, however, that the applicant would like to keep the requirement of 

the 2009 Findings Statement and conduct Confirmatory Visual Simulations by 

phase, bypassing revising visual simulations for the entire project. While I do not 

think this is the best way forward, it is possible to move forward this way if it 

could be demonstrated that the plan for the entire project has equal or lesser 

impacts than those previously disclosed.  

 

In an effort to answer this question, my office created the following image which 

overlays several data sets. The first is the current phasing plan from the MDP 

booklet amended March 3, 2014; (buildings are shown in gray.) The second is the 

approved 2009 MDP plan, which is shown on top of the current plan; (buildings 

in orange.) Finally, the Town’s current Scenic Protection Overlay (SPO) is shown 

on top of both.  

 

 
 

Phase 3 (the purple area) is unchanged. Phase 1 has changed, but occupies a 

largely similar footprint as the prior plan. It could be reasonably argued that visual 

impacts of the phase 1 changes will be equal to, or lesser than, the previous 

impacts disclosed. 

 

Differences are seen in both portions of phase 2. While not very different, the 

portion circled in blue shifts development slightly to the west (or toward the top), 

which is more into the Town’s SPO. In 2009, the Town had a different SPO, 

which did not cover this area, yet the older plan shows more buildings outside the 

2009 MDP 

Building 

SPO 



3 

   
 

 

GEORGE M. JANES & ASSOCIATES 
PLANNING with TECHNOLOGY 

current SPO. While the nature of the development in this area has changed, which 

may mitigate impacts, more development in the Town’s SPO has the potential to 

have greater impacts and those impacts, if any, should be disclosed.  

 

There are also differences in the southern portion of phase 2 that, while covering 

largely the same area, add several more houses, which can be seen in the 

following detail which shows the above image with 10-foot contours. 

 

 
 

There are 17 houses in the area of the southern portion of phase 2 seen in the 2009 

MDP. There are now 26 houses proposed in this area, which is a 53% increase in 

units. Number of units, however, is only a consideration. For instance, if you add 

houses that are hidden from views by other buildings, or they're clustered in such 

a way to minimize footprint and profile, such design and siting could completely 

mitigate added density. But I don’t think it could be argued that the added density 

is hidden or clustered in such a way to have equal or lesser impacts.  

 

The 10-foot contours show how the elevation changes in the area. The lowest 

elevations are to the east (or bottom) of the phase 2 area and the contours mark 

every 10 feet of elevation increase from there. It shows the lowest house is 

located about 80 feet lower than the highest house, as the houses climb up the hill, 

suggesting that they will not be able to screen each other from points east (e.g., 

Depot Hill).  
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The houses are also not clustered, as the developed footprint and clearance 

proposed in this area increases. The following graphic shows my office’s estimate 

of cleared area
2
 in both the approved 2009 MDP and the current plan: 

 

 

 
 

The cleared area increases from about 18 acres to about 25.5 acres, or about a 

42% increase. While this is a smaller increase than the total number of units in 

this area, it may be enough to increase the visual impacts of the project. 

 

Conclusion 

Changes to the plan in the southern portion of phase 2, which increases the 

number of houses and the area of disturbance, along with changes to the plan and 

                                                 
2
 As the applicant has explained, it is not possible to do an apples-to-apples comparison of 

disturbed area in the two different plans because of different assumptions that were made. As a 

result, using simple rules and the same assumptions, my office drew a possible area of disturbance 

on the different plans so they could be compared, apples-to-apples. Actual disturbance will vary. 

2009 MDP showing south 

portion of phase 2 with 

hypothetical clearing 

equaling about 18 acres  

Proposed MDP showing 

south portion of phase 2 with 

hypothetical clearing 

equaling about 25.5 acres  
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the Town’s SPO in the middle portion of phase 2, mean there is a potential for 

increased visual impacts, which were never disclosed and need to be evaluated. I 

believe the applicant should revise the visual simulations so that the impacts of 

the project can be disclosed, and used as evidence in the revisions of the Findings 

Statement. Ignoring the potential increase in visual impacts constitutes a SEQR 

risk to the Town and to the project. Simulating and evaluating the entire project 

also offers the opportunity for your Board to remove the requirement for 

Confirmatory Visual Simulations during site plan review, which should be a 

welcome change for all involved.  

 

To be clear, I do not know if these changes will constitute an increased visual 

impact, but it is an important issue that should be examined with a hard look.   

 

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.   


