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Silo Ridge Visuals 



Today 

• Requirement for “Unmitigated Simulations” in the Findings 

• What was the rational basis for the requirement in 2008? 

• Has the project changed so that this rational basis is no longer 
necessary?  

 
• Draft visual analysis / suggested improvements 

 
 



Unmitigated simulations grew out of the FEIS process  

• In 2008 Silo presented a version of the simulations for their FEIS 
plan 
 

• By July 2008 the simulations were found complete, but the text 
describing them was not:  

 
“The text needs to describe the action as it is seen in the photosimulations.  . . . . 
the text for each viewpoint finishes with a version of: ‘The overall character of 
the view is largely unchanged from the existing character.’  The applicant needs 
to produce text that accurately describes what is seen in the photosimulations.” 
 
    --FEIS completeness comment July 14, 2008 



Existing conditions, portion of Viewpoint 1, FEIS 

Instead of changing the text, the simulations were changed 



Proposed conditions, no mitigation, portion of Viewpoint 1, FEIS 



Proposed conditions, portion of Viewpoint 1, mitigated, FEIS 

The FEIS says that the “The winery restaurant is not visible due to landscaping” 



Proposed conditions, earlier PFEIS version of Viewpoint 1 



In response to the exceptional screening, the Planning Board 
decided to “trust but verify” 

• The PB invented the concept of “confirmatory visual 
simulations” to help do this 
 

• Confirmatory sims require the simulation of the project with 
and without the proposed screens 
 

• The idea was that the PB could see both the effectiveness of the 
screens, and how much the screens are being relied upon the 
screen the development 



Existing conditions, portion of Viewpoint 1, FEIS 

Simply, this sequence . . .  



Proposed conditions, portion of Viewpoint 1, mitigated, FEIS 

 . . .  



Existing conditions, portion of Viewpoint 1, FEIS 

is understood differently from this sequence . . .  



Proposed conditions, no mitigation, portion of Viewpoint 1, FEIS 



Proposed conditions, portion of Viewpoint 1, mitigated, FEIS 



Existing conditions, Viewpoint 2, FEIS 



Proposed conditions, no mitigation, Viewpoint 2 FEIS 



Proposed conditions, Viewpoint 2, mitigated FEIS 



The requirement for confirmatory simulations was carefully 
considered in 2008 

• In 2014 I believe these sims would provide the PB: 
 
--  information on how much of the development is being screened 
 
--  information on the need for screens 
 

• As well as helping to communicate the trade-offs of screens in 
scenic areas 
 

• But they remain a non-standard requirement 



From a disclosure perspective there is little downside  

• It would add information, which would help in the 
understanding of the project 

 
• Is a known requirement that the applicant agreed to in 2008 

 
• The technical documentation refers to “Mitigated” 

simulations: language that does not make sense in the 
absence of “unmitigated” simulations, so they may have 
already been done, or at least started  
 

• The effort to do these should be relatively small, since all the 
data have already been created 



Draft Simulations 



Drafts of photosimulations have been received 

• Draft technical comments were prepared and discussed with 
Silo, Norm and Tony on June 16th 
 

• Comments to this point have covered: 
‒ Completeness 
‒ Technical accuracy 
‒ Substantive comments have not been made 

 

• Technical comments were broken into: 
‒ Serious issues 
‒ Workmanship issues and open questions  



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP2-2 

To make the hedge work as an effective screen, the simulation shows this ground moving up, 
suggesting large amounts of fill not shown in the submitted plan 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP2-2 

The SPO Waiver plan of April 2014 shows this area as being cut, not filled.   



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP2-3 

This viewpoint has the same issue, only it is more pronounced . . .  



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP2-3 

A hedge of this size planted outside the road right-of-way is likely not visible in the circled area 
without substantial fill that is not in the plans submitted 



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP1-2 

Clearing for the Phase 2 estate homes does not use proposed clearing 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP1-2 

Clearing for the Phase 2 estate homes does not use proposed clearing 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP2-1 detail 

Phase 2 simulations assumes 15’ of clearing from the sides of the buildings and roads, not 
actual proposed grading 

The materiality of what was simulated and what is being proposed must still be determined 



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP1-1 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP1-1 

Scenic overlook/ driveway/ parking area missing in all sims (should be in the foreground 
here) 



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP5-2 

Grading and site disturbance is a big part of the action . . .  



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP5-2 

There is a large amount of grading planned for the circled area and the ground will change.  
Ground is not treated, ground elevations are not changed.  The proposed terrain should be 
simulated, reflecting planned grading changes and treatment of the surface.  



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 

Demolition Plan C3.04 

Circled trees need to show more clearing to 
reflect the plan 

Some trees to be removed remain in 
sims 



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP7-2 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-2 

All the houses here look a similar shade.  Is this reasonable worst case colors?   



Workmanship issues / Outstanding questions  



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 

 We have concern over the camera match, and have asked for more information on references   



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 

 We have concern over the camera match, and have asked for more information on references   



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 Detail 

 Detail of the hairpin turn existing conditions . . .  



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 Detail 

The hedge should be closer to the road, suggesting that the rendering camera and the camera 
used to take the photograph may not be aligned 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 Detail 

If true, these houses may actually have to shift to the northwest, so that more of them are 
visible . . .  



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 Detail 

And a poor camera match may be one of the reasons the first story of this house is shown 
underground . . .  



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 

Blending tools camouflage buildings in the area circled . . .  



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 Detail 

Here buildings are blended into the background with image processing tools, eliminating sharp 
lines and camouflaging buildings 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP7-1 Detail 

Odd pixilation appears in several images (but not all.) simulations should always be rendered at 
the same resolution as the base image 



Proposed Conditions Booklet View VP1-2 

In my opinion, this issue is not a serious error, but should be addressed if the images are re-
rendered 



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP7-4 

The photographs are appear washed out.   



Existing Conditions Booklet View VP2-1 

Even in leaf-off late winter conditions, we would expect to see more color and contrast  



This is viewpoint 2 from the DEIS, which shows a lot more color and contrast   



This is viewpoint 3 from the current analysis 



This is viewpoint 3 from FEIS, which shows a lot more color and contrast.  We have asked for 
details on how the images have been processed out of the camera 



In sum, the most serious technical issues are  

• Grading for the hedge: can it be done as it is shown? 

• Grading on Estate Homes: Can those houses be seen more than 
what’s shown? 

• Missing elements:  

‒ The scenic overlook/parking/disturbance 

‒ Grading for the golf course (esp. near the hairpin turn) 

• Camera match / location of the buildings 
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344 Smithfield Valley 



A theoretical viewshed map for the project shows that it will have public mostly from 
Separate Road, not Smithfield Valley Road 
 



A theoretical viewshed map for the project shows that it will have public mostly from 
Separate Road, not Smithfield Valley Road 



There are standards for development in the SPO 

1. Will not significantly impair scenic character and will be 
aesthetically compatible with its surroundings 

2. Will minimize the removal of native vegetation 

3. Will locate and cluster buildings and other structures in a 
manner that minimizes their visibility from public places 

4. Will not disturb the continuity of the treeline  

5. Will not result in clearing a building site area greater than 
30,000 square feet  

6. Complies with landscape, architecture and fences requirements 
and Rural Siting Principles 

 

The Planning Board may waive one or more of these standards if waiver will not 
impair the scenic preservation purposes of the SPO District. 







There are standards for development in the SPO that need 
to be met 

1. Will not significantly impair scenic character and will be 
aesthetically compatible with its surroundings 

‒ This is a judgment for this board 



There are standards for development in the SPO that need 
to be met 

2. Will minimize the removal of native vegetation 

‒ I believe most of the trees are non-native larch, but it also 
appears that several large pines (perhaps white pine?) are also 
removed.  Must they go?  They might require a waiver.   



There are standards for development in the SPO that need 
to be met 

3. Will locate and cluster buildings and other structures in a 
manner that minimizes their visibility from public places 

‒ The two main buildings are staggered so that their profile is over 
200 feet wide from points west.  Can they be clustered? 

 

 

 



There are standards for development in the SPO that need 
to be met 

4. Will not disturb the continuity of the treeline  

‒ In my opinion, the project’s clearing does disturb the continuity 
of the treeline, but mostly because of the removal of the non-
native larch 

‒ It could be argued that this removal is the restoration of the 
natural treeline  



There are standards for development in the SPO that need 
to be met 

5. Will not result in clearing a building site area greater than 
30,000 square feet  

‒ While a building site area was identified in the plan, I believe it 
was it was calculated incorrectly.  It needs to be calculated 
correctly 

‒ If a waiver is required, the 
     application needs to ask for  
     one and identify how large  
     of a waiver they need 

 

25,550 SF building 
site area 



There are standards for development in the SPO that need 
to be met 

6. Complies with landscape, architecture and fences requirements 
and Rural Siting Principles 

‒ The application should show how it complies with these 
requirements, and if it does not, identify where it would need a 
waiver from the Planning Board 



To grant waivers I believe the board needs to understand:  

• Which SPO standards need waivers 

• The size of the waivers required 

• The reasoning for the waiver (i.e. why is the waiver necessary?) 




