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Chapter 6:  Alternatives 

A. INTRODUCTION  
SEQRA requires a description and evaluation of a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
Proposed Action that are feasible, considering the objectives and capabilities of the 
Applicant. This chapter describes and analyzes the potential environmental impacts of the 
alternatives to the Proposed Action required by the Planning Board (and, in the case of the 
No Action Alternative, also by SEQRA regulation) to be assessed and evaluates the potential 
environmental impacts of those alternatives. The alternatives are the following:  

• Alternative A: No Action Alternative 
• Alternative B: Conservation Subdivision Scenario 
• Alternative C: Conventional Subdivision with Resort Development Overlay District (RDO 

District) Scenario 
• Alternative D: Alternative Conceptual Future Build-Out Scenario with Alternative 

Development Limitations on Lots 20 to 22 

B. METHODOLOGY 
Pursuant to the adopted Scoping Document, the description and evaluation of the 
alternatives is required to provide a level of detail sufficient to permit a comparative 
assessment of the alternatives discussed, and to focus on any environmental impacts that 
are different than those of the Proposed Action. Detailed, quantitative analyses of each 
environmental impact category for each alternative are not required; rather, the type and level 
of analysis presented below vary where appropriate to allow for reasonable and sufficient 
characterization of any relevant difference in potential environmental impacts compared to 
the Conceptual Future Buildout Scenario of the Proposed Action. Therefore, if the impacts of 
a specific alternative for a given environmental impact category are expected to be the same 
as the Proposed Action, only a brief assessment is provided. For environmental categories 
where the potential impact of the alternative is anticipated to be materially different from that 
of the Conceptual Future Buildout Scenario of Proposed Action (e.g., visual impacts), a more 
detailed analysis is provided. 
The visual simulations of the alternatives considered in this chapter are included as figures. 
The visual simulations were performed in a manner that makes them directly comparable to 
the simulations showing the Conceptual Future Build-Out Scenario and to the other 
alternatives assessed in this chapter.  
Not all vantage points are simulated for each alternative. Rather, the specific vantage points 
that are simulated were selected by the Planning Board and its visual impacts consultant to 
be the most illustrative and informative of the potential impacts of the alternatives (e.g., from 
Delavergne Hill).  
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C. ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
The No Action Alternative is required by SEQRA to be analyzed in the DEIS. This alternative 
assumes that the Proposed Action is not approved, so that the Site would not be subdivided, 
and the existing lot configuration and uses of the Site would remain. 

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Without subdivision of the land, existing agricultural uses might continue (and might not, as 
there is no guarantee that the current uses would be financially feasible in the future), and 
there would not be future buildout of new residential uses (including the worst-case 
Conceptual Future Buildout Scenario). Consequently, there would not be any potential 
environmental impacts.  
This alternative would neither be financially feasible (i.e., in the Applicant’s opinion as an 
experienced developer, it would not yield a reasonable rate of return on the Applicant’s 
investment) nor consistent with the Applicant’s goals and objectives for the Site—to create 
large residential-agricultural lots suitable for small-scale equine and other agricultural uses 
within a small community of similarly situated lots.  

D. ALTERNATIVE B: CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION SCENARIO 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
This alternative would result in a clustered conservation subdivision of the Site pursuant to 
the standards for conservation subdivisions found at §121-20 of the Town Zoning Code. 
Utilizing the Site’s existing farm roads, topography, other man-made and natural features, 
and the findings of the previously completed Conservation Analysis, this alternative would 
have smaller, clustered residential lots, leaving the remainder of the Site for continued 
agricultural use and/or as open space.  
The conceptual site plan for this alternative is shown in Figure 6-1. Based on current RA 
District and RR District regulations, and the standards for conservation subdivisions provided 
in §121-20 of the Town Zoning Code—including the density calculations and standards for 
density bonuses, minimum lot sizes, and lot arrangement—this alternative would yield a total 
of 122 residential lots within 8 separate clusters. A summary of the layout of this alternative 
(by the 2 existing lots of the Site) is provided below (refer to Figure 6-1 and the notes 
provided on the conceptual site plan): 
Parcel 212034 (155 acres) 

• Cluster 1: Five (5) residential lots along the south side of Powder House Road, ranging 
in size from 3.02 to 3.52 acres. 

• Cluster 2: Eleven (11) residential lots along a private cul-de-sac extending westward from 
Depot Hill Road, ranging in size from 2.0 to 2.11 acres. 

• Cluster 3: Ten (10) residential lots along the north side of Depot Hill Road and east of 
Old Route 22, ranging in size from 2.01 to 5.04 acres. 
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• Conservation/agricultural Lot 1 on the east side of Old Route 22 between Depot Hill Road 
and Powder House Road (97.46-acres; comprising 62.8% of Parcel 212034). 

Parcel 403720 (450 acres) 
• Cluster 4: Eleven (11) residential lots along the south side of Depot Hill Road and east of 

Old Route 22, ranging in size from 1.10 to 1.64 acres. 
• Cluster 5: Twelve (12) residential lots east of Old Route 22 and south of Depot Hill Road 

along the Site’s existing looped farm road, ranging in size from 1.40 to 4.18 acres.  
• Cluster 6: Twenty-Two (22) residential lots to the east of Cluster 5 along a new private 

road extending off the Site’s existing looped farm road, ranging in size from 0.41 to 0.80 
acres. 

• Cluster 7: Twenty-Five (25) residential lots to the east of Cluster 6 along a new private 
road extending off the Site’s existing looped farm road, ranging in size from 0.59 to 0.74 
acres. 

• Cluster 8: Twenty-Six (26) residential lots to the northeast of Cluster 7 along a new private 
road extending off the Site’s existing looped farm road, ranging in size from 0.63 to 0.64 
acres. 

• Keane Stud Lot 1 (agricultural); 6.62 acres (1.5% of Parcel 403720) 
• Keane Stud Lot 2 (agricultural): 27.70 acres (6.2% of Parcel 403720) 
• Conservation/agricultural Lot 2; 281.92 acres (62.5%of Parcel 403720) 
• Conservation/agricultural Lot 3; 17.78 acres (3.9% of Parcel 403720) 
Under this alternative, there would be no private restrictions related to building size or 
footprint imposed by the Applicant by a declaration of restrictions or otherwise. Lot sizes 
would be considerably smaller than those under the Proposed Action, and each cluster would 
follow a suburban neighborhood pattern, with homes placed in proximity to one another and 
along private lanes.   

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Like the No Action Alternative, this alternative would neither be financially feasible (i.e., in the 
Applicant’s opinion as an experienced developer, it would not yield a reasonable rate of return 
on the Applicant’s investment) nor consistent with the Applicant’s goals and objectives for 
the Site. Furthermore, as discussed below, this alternative would have greater potential for 
impacts when compared to the Proposed Action in each impact category considered. 
It is also noted that under the Town Zoning Code, in the RA District, a conservation analysis 
of the affected site is required to be prepared by an applicant for approval of a conventional 
“major subdivision” to identify lands with conservation value, including agricultural soils, and 
to determine appropriate preservation strategies. On August 9, 2023, the Planning Board 
adopted Resolution No. 9 of 2023, in turn adopting the Conservation Findings for the Site. 
Pursuant to the Conservation Findings the Planning Board determined, among other things, 
that a conservation subdivision of the Site would not be required, and that the Applicant’s 
2023 Conservation Analysis adequately identified lands to be protected from development 
(see Appendix 3). Consequently, the Planning Board has already determined that a 
conservation subdivision would not be more protective of the environment than the 
conventional subdivision proposed by the Applicant. The Conservation Analysis and this 
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finding explicitly take into account potential visual and aesthetic impacts. Nonetheless, as 
required by the final Scoping Document, the section below restates, and adds additional 
details to, the analyses conducted as part of the Conservation Analysis, further 
demonstrating how a conservation (cluster) subdivision would be less protective of the 
environment than the Proposed Action, including being less protective of scenic and 
aesthetic resources. 

VISUAL RESOURCES / COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

Figures 6-2a through 6-2c depict leaf-off photosimulations of the view of Alternative B from 
the vicinity of the S-curve on Route 44/Delavergne Hill (i.e., vantage points 3 and 4 studied 
in Chapter 2, “Visual Impacts”), which is over ½-mile west of the Site.  
Under Alternative B, the simulation shows that there would be a marked change in both 
development pattern and visual character when compared to both existing conditions and 
the Proposed Action. As shown in the photosimulation, residential development would be 
consolidated into multiple clustered neighborhoods dispersed across the Site. These clusters 
would introduce distinct concentrations of rooftops, building forms, internal roadways, and 
associated land clearing, all perceptible when viewed from Delavergne Hill. 
Unlike the Proposed Action—under which residential development is limited to the small, 
discrete RDAs established by the Declaration located within significantly larger 
residential-agricultural lots—the multiple development clusters of Alternative B would result 
in multiple visually prominent focal points of development within the Site. From the 
Delavergne Hill viewpoint, these clustered groupings would not appear as scattered and 
edge-of-field residences, but as separate small residential neighborhoods, altering the scale 
and character of the Site and its surroundings. The cumulative effect would be a noticeable 
reduction in uninterrupted open land and an increase in suburban residential-type visual 
form, in contrast to the more rural character of the Site in its existing and proposed forms. 
The agricultural fields that are currently the dominant visual element would be interspersed 
with the clustered development, fragmenting the landscape when viewed from Delavergne 
Hill. By comparison, the Proposed Action would result in a dispersed, low-intensity 
development pattern consistent with the rural and agricultural character of the surrounding 
area. Buildings under the Proposed Action would be fewer in number, separated by 
substantial agricultural land and/or open space, and generally sited closer to field and forest 
edges and along existing farm roads, allowing the dominant rural visual character of the Site 
to remain.  
In the context of the broader panoramic view from Delavergne Hill, Alternative B would also 
alter the visual relationship between the Site and the Silo Ridge Field Club (Silo Ridge), which 
is also visible from this vantage point (shown at far right in the panoramic view). Although 
prominent, Silo Ridge reads as a single, cohesive development, visually separated from the 
central and eastern portions of the valley by the agricultural land and open space of the Site 
and surrounding properties. Under Alternative B, the introduction of multiple, clustered 
residential nodes throughout the Site would extend the visual presence of concentrated 
residential development into areas that currently are visually perceived as predominantly 
rural. From Delavergne Hill, this would reduce the sense of separation between the Silo 
Ridge residential and golf course community and the rural residential/agricultural landscape 
farther east, creating a broader, more continuous view of development across the viewshed. 
The changes introduced by Alternative B would diminish the visual contrast that currently 
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contributes to the large-lot rural identity of the Site, which the Applicant seeks to preserve as 
part of the Proposed Action. 
Consistent with the NYSDEC Program Policy titled Assessing and Mitigating Visual and 
Aesthetic Impacts (DEP‑00‑2, revised December 13, 2019)1 (“DEP-00-2”), this evaluation of 
the potential visual impacts of Alternative B is focused on the degree of change from existing 
landscape character, rather than visibility alone (DEP-00-2, p. 8). DEP-00-2 emphasizes that 
the significance of a visual impact depends on the degree of contrast and whether 
development becomes a dominant feature within the landscape (DEP-00-2, p. 11), and that 
visibility only becomes consequential where it interferes with the public’s enjoyment of scenic 
resources (DEP-00-2, p. 9). As shown in the Route 44/Delavergne Hill photosimulation, the 
clustered residential pattern under Alternative B would introduce multiple visually noticeable 
development nodes that would contrast with and fragment views of a landscape currently 
defined by large expanses of agricultural land and open space. Viewed from this publicly 
accessible scenic roadway—an appropriate receptor for visual assessment under 
DEP-00-2—the repetition and spatial distribution of clustered development under 
Alternative B would alter the perceived scale of development and continuity of agricultural 
land and open space to a greater degree than the Proposed Action. 
It is the Applicant’s opinion that Alternative B would result in greater visual and community 
character impacts than the Proposed Action due to the concentration, repetition, and 
increased visibility of development across the Site. While both the Proposed Action and 
Alternative B would introduce residential development, Alternative B would alter scenic and 
rural character from the prominent Delavergne Hill vantage point to a significantly greater 
degree than the Proposed Action by increasing the density of development and amount of 
disturbance, and also significantly changing the form and pattern of development on the Site 
and compared to its surroundings.  

LAND USE, ZONING, AND COMMUNITY PLANS 

Alternative B would be a conservation subdivision pursuant to §121-20 of the Town Zoning 
Code, utilizing clustering, reduced lot sizes, and conservation parcels in a manner 
contemplated and permitted by the Town Zoning Code. However, the pattern and intensity 
of development under Alternative B would differ meaningfully from the development 
framework reflected in the Town’s adopted community plans when compared to the 
Proposed Action. 
The Town Comprehensive Plan emphasizes preservation of the Town’s working agricultural 
landscape, maintenance of rural settlement patterns outside hamlet areas, and the 
avoidance of suburban or hamlet-style development forms in outlying rural areas. While 
conservation subdivisions are identified in the Town Zoning Code as a tool for open space 
protection, the Town Comprehensive Plan consistently directs higher-intensity and 
smaller-lot residential patterns to established Town centers and hamlets, and encourages 
low-density, agriculturally oriented development in areas outside those centers and hamlets. 
Under Alternative B, residential development would be concentrated into 8 clusters with a 
total of approximately 122 residential lots, many of which would be one acre or smaller in 

 
1 NYSDEC, Assessing Visual and Aesthetic Impacts (DEP-00-2), 

https://extapps.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/visualpolicydep002.pdf 
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size and arranged along internal, private roads in neighborhood-style groupings. This 
clustered form and residential density closely resembles development patterns of hamlet and 
suburban residential areas and not the large-lot rural landscape that predominates in the RA 
and RR Districts within which the Site is located. 
In addition, while Alternative B would have large conservation and agricultural lots, 
agricultural use would be largely separate from residential use and would not benefit from 
the kind of land stewardship that resident owners typically conduct of their own properties 
(see discussion of “Agricultural Resources” below). This would be inconsistent with the 
evolving agricultural practices in Amenia recognized in the Town Comprehensive Plan, 
including small-scale, diversified, and equestrian-based operations that coexist with 
residential uses (see Chapter 3, “Land Use, Zoning, and Community Plans”). 
With respect to SPO District standards and Rural Siting Principles, Alternative B would 
concentrate development into clusters rather than relying on edge-of-field siting and other 
strategic placement guided by existing hedgerows, stone walls, and historic farm road 
alignments. While clustering can reduce disturbance in certain locations, the resulting 
development pattern and higher development density, as compared to the Proposed Action, 
would result in greater potential impacts related to visibility from the Route 44/Delavergne 
Hill public vantage point, as discussed above. This would also be a departure from the Rural 
Siting Principles, which encourage development patterns that integrate rural residential uses 
with the agricultural landscape rather than a pattern of distinct higher density residential 
neighborhoods set apart from the surrounding landscape. 
In addition to differences in land use pattern and consistency with adopted community plans, 
Alternative B would likely be financially infeasible to the Town due to the new public 
infrastructure that would be needed to serve the development. The Site is not served by 
public water or public sewer. Under existing conditions, development in this area of the Town 
is served by individual on-site wells and septic systems approved by the Dutchess County 
Department of Health. In addition to the Town Comprehensive Plan, the Hudson River Valley 
Greenway Compact Program and Dutchess County’s Greenway Connections: Guides for 
Dutchess County Communities (Greenway Guides) encourage higher-intensity residential 
development patterns, including clustered or hamlet-style development, in  locations where 
centralized public infrastructure exists or can realistically be extended, such as Amenia 
Center and Wassaic Hamlet. The high-density clustered development of Alternative B 
outside of the hamlet centers would require extension of public water and sewer utilities, and 
roadway improvements, into a predominantly rural area where such infrastructure has not 
historically existed and is not planned by the Town. The Town Comprehensive Plan also 
specifically seeks to avoid development requiring such infrastructure which can undermine 
rural character and impose long-term fiscal and operational burdens on the Town. While 
private on-Site systems could be engineered to serve the clusters, they would prove 
financially infeasible and due to the residential density, would have the potential to 
significantly increase demand on groundwater resources and require complex wastewater 
management solutions that could result in greater potential impact on the aquifer. By contrast, 
the Proposed Action distributes significantly less development density across many fewer, 
large residential-agricultural lots which would be permitted by applicable law and regulation 
to be served by individual private wells and septic systems.  
In summary, while Alternative B would be a permitted use of the Site under the Town Zoning 
Code, its high-density, clustered residential pattern would result in greater impacts than the 
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Proposed Action with respect to infrastructure and compatibility as well as consistency with 
the Town’s adopted growth strategy and vision as set out in the Town Comprehensive Plan, 
which emphasizes maintaining appropriately scaled development in outlying rural areas. 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Under the Proposed Action, agricultural resources would be preserved through a large‑lot 
residential‑agricultural subdivision that would integrate and encourage continued agricultural 
use across the majority of the Site, with over 90% of the Site reserved as agricultural land 
and/or open space through the Declaration, and residential development strictly confined to 
the RDA on each lot. Under Alternative B, several large lots would be for agricultural use 
and/or open space, while residential development would be concentrated within the 8 
clusters. Residential lot sizes under this alternative would range from less than 1 acre to 
approximately 5 acres.  
While Alternative B would preserve agricultural uses on a substantial amount of land in the 
agricultural/open space lots, the agricultural uses and lots would not be expected to be owned 
by the residential owners, either individually or as common property of an HOA . Agricultural 
uses under Alternative B would therefore be dependent on an ownership (including potential 
leasehold) and management structure distinct from the ownership of the residences on the 
Site and the ownership and management of any residential common property, rather than 
being owned and managed as multiple, captive small-scale agricultural operations of the Site 
residents. 
In addition, Alternative B would result in a denser internal road network serving clustered 
residential development. Although clustered development can reduce disturbance in certain 
areas, the concentration of residences and associated infrastructure of Alternative B would 
result in increased physical fragmentation of agricultural soils within the developed portions 
of the Site as compared to the Proposed Action, in which roads would align with existing farm 
roads and development areas (the RDAs) with field boundaries, better preserving existing 
visual conditions. 
With respect to long‑term agricultural viability, the Proposed Action would be aligned with 
documented agricultural trends in the Town and Dutchess County, including the shift toward 
smaller‑scale, diversified agricultural enterprises and equestrian uses on parcels comparable 
in size to the proposed residential‑agricultural lots. 
Neither Alternative B nor the Proposed Action would result in fragmentation of farmland at 
either the Town-wide or County-wide level. However, when compared to the Proposed 
Action, Alternative B would segregate agricultural uses from residential uses and result in 
greater physical fragmentation of soils within developed areas. Accordingly, while Alternative 
B would preserve agricultural uses, it would do so in a manner that would significantly differ 
from the Proposed Action, which would better facilitate the types of small-scale, diversified 
agricultural enterprises and equestrian uses that are envisioned by the Town Comprehensive 
Plan and which are likely to continue to trend for the foreseeable future. 
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E. ALTERNATIVE C: CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION WITH RESORT 
DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY (RDO DISTRICT) SCENARIO  

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
This alternative assumes a subdivision and buildout of the Site pursuant to the optional RDO 
District regulations. Under this alternative, the portion of the Site that is in the RDO District 
(Parcel 403720) would have a hamlet-like development area containing a mix of clustered 
housing types of varying densities (condominiums/apartments, townhomes, and single-
family homes on small lots), a conventional 8-lot subdivision with restricted building 
envelopes, and a large conservation parcel to the east. The portion of the Site that is not in 
the RDO District (Parcel 212034) would be conventionally subdivided into 9 lots fronting on 
Old Route 22, Depot Hill Road, and Powder House Road.   
The conceptual site plan for this alternative is shown in Figure 6-3. Based on the dimensional 
requirements of the RR and RA Districts (for Parcel 212034) and the RDO District density 
calculations and other provisions found at §121-18 of the Town Zoning Code (for Parcel 
403720), this alternative could yield a total of 63 lots/231 residential units on the Site (9 
single-family lots on Parcel 212034 and 54 lots with a mixture of 222 residential units of 
different types on subdivided Parcel 403720). A summary of the layout and assumed buildout 
of this alternative (by existing Site parcel) is provided below (refer to Figure 6-3 and the notes 
provided on the conceptual site plan): 
Parcel 212034 (155 acres) 

• Nine- (9-) lot conventional subdivision (Lots 9 to 17), ranging in size from 5.0 to 60.17 
acres, with frontage along Old Route 22, Depot Hill Road, and Powder House Road (9 
homes).   

Parcel 403720 (450 acres) 

• Four (4) condominium/apartment buildings, south of/accessible from Depot Hill Road and 
the Site’s existing looped farm road, each containing 32 units (a total of 128 units). 

• Residential Cluster 1: Twenty (20) single-family lots accommodating smaller footprint 
residences with detached garages, north of/accessible from Depot Hill Road (20 units).  

• Residential Cluster 2: Twelve (12) single-family lots accommodating smaller footprint 
residences with detached garages, accessible from the Site’s existing looped farm 
road/additional private roads (12 units). 

• Residential Cluster 3: Twelve (12) single-family lots accommodating smaller footprint 
residences with detached garages, accessible from the Site’s existing looped farm 
road/additional private roads (12 units). 

• Three (3) townhouse clusters, each containing 18 units (a total of 54 units) and accessible 
from the Site’s existing looped farm road/additional private roads. 

• Eight- (8-) lot conventional subdivision (Lots 1 to 8), ranging in size from 17.75 to 39.26 
acres, with frontage along Old Route 22, Depot Hill Road, and the Site’s existing looped 
farm road/additional private roads. These lots would be subject to a conservation 
easement encompassing a total of 167 acres (37% of Parcel 403720). Building envelopes 
for these 8 lots would be limited to 10% of the lot area with a 50-foot-wide driveway 
envelope. 
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• One (1) conservation lot of 176.05 acres at the eastern edge of the Site (39.1% of Parcel 
403720). 

• One (1) Keane Stud conservation lot (27.78 acres) to include the existing Keane Stud 
improvements/uses. 

Under this alternative, there would be no private restrictions imposed by the Applicant on 
building size or footprint, and no restrictions on building locations other than the limitation to 
10% of lot area for Lots 1 to 8 and prohibition on the conservation easement area.  

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Alternative C is the most intensive alternative development scenario evaluated in this DEIS 
and would result in a fundamental change to established land use patterns and the Site’s 
visual and community character. As discussed below, Alternative C would have significantly 
greater potential for impacts than the Proposed Action. Like the No Action Alternative and 
Alternative B, this alternative would be neither financially feasible (i.e., in the Applicant’s 
opinion as an experienced developer, it would not yield a reasonable rate of return on the 
Applicant’s investment) nor consistent with the Applicant’s goals and objectives for the Site. 
Specifically, Alternative C would be a wholly different development program than intended 
and proposed by the Applicant that would fundamentally change the character of the Site 
and surroundings. 

VISUAL RESOURCES / COMMUNITY CHARACTER 

Figures 6-4a through 6-4c depict leaf-off photosimulations of the view of Alternative C from 
the vicinity of the S-curve on Route 44 / Delavergne Hill (i.e. vantage points 3 and 4 studied 
in Chapter 2, “Visual Impacts”), which is over ½-mile west of the Site.  
Under Alternative C, the Site would be developed at a significantly greater density than the 
Proposed Action, with a total of 231 residential units of different types on 63 lots, including 
multi‑family apartment buildings, townhouses, and detached single-family homes. This 
denser development would be supported by more extensive private road networks than the 
Proposed Action and by large, shared parking areas.  
When compared to the existing conditions and the Proposed Action, Alternative C would 
result in substantially greater visual impacts. Unlike the conventional subdivision sought by 
the Proposed Action, in which residential structures would be restricted to small, carefully 
sited RDAs on the 23 residential-agricultural lots, reserving over 90% of the Site in 
agricultural or open space use, Alternative C would allow the clustering of multi‑family and 
townhouse development as a distinct development “district” within a predominantly rural 
landscape would materially alter the existing scenic character and views of the Site in a 
manner that is not consistent with intent or regulations of the SPO District. Even with the 
presence of a conservation easement and a limitation on building to 10% of lot area for Lots 
1 to 8, the presence of apartment buildings and clusters of townhomes would result in 
development across that Site that would no longer be intermittent or secondary to agricultural 
uses or open space, but instead would become the defining feature of the Site landscape. 
This effect is particularly evident in the panoramic photosimulation of Alternative B, where 
structures appear across multiple ridgelines and field areas, substantially reducing the extent 
of uninterrupted agricultural land/open space visible from Delavergne Hill. The introduction 
of multi-story buildings and repeated residential forms would create a visual pattern 
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characteristic of suburban or resort-scale development rather than of an agricultural valley. 
The visual and community character effects of Alternative C are the types that DEP-00-2 
identifies as most likely to result in significant visual impact, in that they would be pronounced 
visual impacts where development transitions from being visually subordinate to becoming a 
defining element of the landscape (DEP-00-2, p. 15).  
Alternative C would also alter the visual relationship between the Site and Silo Ridge Field 
Club. From Delavergne Hill, Alternative C would visually extend and reinforce the presence 
of the more concentrated development already visible at Silo Ridge. The combined effect of 
the views of Silo Ridge and Alternative C would be the perception of a continuous band of 
development stretching across much of the panorama. This change would fundamentally 
alter the community character of the valley as experienced from a public scenic viewpoint, 
by diminishing the rural identity and visual coherence of the landscape. The combination of 
apartment buildings, townhouse clusters, dense residential groupings, and extensive internal 
road infrastructure would comprise a concentrated residential “district” that contrasts sharply 
with the area’s pattern of large agricultural parcels, equestrian facilities, and rural low-density 
residential development. Rather than reinforcing the Town’s rural and agricultural character, 
Alternative C would create a self-contained, high-density residential enclave of scale and 
form that would not be reflective of prevailing development patterns in the surrounding area. 
In the Applicant’s opinion, like Alternative B, Alternative C would have the potential to result 
in greater visual and community character impacts than the Proposed Action. The adverse 
impacts of Alternative C would be even larger than Alternative B due to the transformative 
effect that denser, mixed residential development under the RDO District would have. 
Alternative C would significantly alter the scenic and rural character of the Site, including the 
portion of the Site in the SPO District.  

LAND USE, ZONING, AND COMMUNITY PLANS 

Alternative C assumes development of the Site pursuant to RDO District regulations, which 
are intended to provide flexibility for resort-type, master-planned development in locations 
suitable for such intense uses. Utilization of RDO District regulations is permissive rather 
than mandatory, and the Town Zoning Code does not require landowners to pursue the types 
of development permitted only in the RDO District in lieu of conventional single-family 
residential subdivisions. As previously discussed, the Site is located outside of Amenia 
Center and the Wassaic Hamlet, is not served by public water or sewer, and has historically 
functioned as a working agricultural and equestrian landscape. 
Under Alternative C, development would be concentrated in multiple multi-family apartment 
buildings, townhouse clusters, single-family residential clusters, shared parking areas, and 
expanded internal road networks, resulting in a scale and vertical massing of development 
that differs fundamentally from the low-density rural pattern anticipated in the SPO District 
outside hamlet centers. Unlike the Proposed Action, which would restrict residential 
development to 23 carefully sited RDAs and preserve the agricultural and open space 
landscape and forested ridgelines, Alternative C would have a total of 231 residential units 
on 63 lots, with building forms and density that would be more prominent from a significant 
public vantage point and would materially alter the visual continuity of the Site’s agricultural 
and scenic landscape (see above discussion under “Visual Resources”). 
The development pattern under Alternative C would be less consistent with the Rural Siting 
Principles than the Proposed Action. The level of development would require extensive 
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grading, clearing, and new road infrastructure that would not align with existing farm roads 
or the edges of fields. The clustering of high-density residential forms would create 
concentrated residential “districts” rather than development integrated into the agricultural 
landscape, undermining the rural siting approach the Town Zoning Code promotes. By 
contrast, the Proposed Action is specifically designed to be consistent with the Rural Siting 
Principles by limiting residential development to discrete areas, reserving much larger 
agricultural areas and preserving more of the forested ridgelines, in turn maintaining the 
visual dominance of agricultural land/open space rather than of structures and other 
development (e.g., roadways, stormwater infrastructure).  
Although Alternative C would include designated conservation parcels, the Greenway Guides 
emphasize that countryside protection is not achieved solely through conservation 
set-asides, but through maintaining a development pattern in which agriculture and open 
space remain the dominant elements of the landscape, and where development is scaled 
and sited to reinforce that pattern. The multi-family and townhouse development under 
Alternative C would materially shift the visual and functional identity of the Site from a working 
rural landscape to a high-density residential development, interrupting the countryside 
pattern the Greenway Guides framework strives to protect. 
While the RDO District permits a broader range of residential typologies than the RA and RR 
Districts, the Greenway Guides discourage center-style development patterns in locations 
lacking public infrastructure and not identified as growth centers in adopted municipal plans. 
The Site is not served by public water or public sewer. The density and building types under 
Alternative C would be more typical of locations served by centralized public utilities and 
roadways constructed to standards associated with hamlet or resort-scale development. The 
Town Comprehensive Plan also specifically seeks to avoid development requiring such 
infrastructure which can undermine rural character and impose long-term fiscal and 
operational burdens on the Town. While private on-Site systems could be engineered to 
serve individual buildings or clusters of Alternative C, they would prove financially infeasible 
and due to the residential density, would have the potential to significantly increase demand 
on groundwater resources and require complex wastewater management solutions that 
could result in greater potential impact on the aquifer.  

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Alternative C would result in significantly greater conversion and fragmentation of agricultural 
land than the Proposed Action. The introduction of multi-family residential buildings, 
townhouses, and single-family residential clusters would reduce the continuity, and therefore 
increase the fragmentation, of agricultural land and permanently displace agricultural uses 
across a substantial portion of the Site. Unlike the Proposed Action, which would integrate 
agricultural use with residential use on the 23 large residential-agricultural lots, Alternative C 
would effectively disassociate agriculture from the overall landscape of the Site and 
surroundings by isolating it to smaller conservation parcels, with the remainder of the Site 
devoted to intensive residential development. This pattern would be inconsistent with Town 
and County policies that emphasize maintaining agriculture as an active and economically 
viable land use rather than relegating it to fragmented or peripheral areas. 
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F. ALTERNATIVE D: CONCEPTUAL FUTURE BUILD-OUT SCENARIO 
WITH ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT LIMITATIONS ON LOTS 20 TO 
22 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
This alternative assumes a 29-lot conventional subdivision of the Site, mostly consistent with 
the Proposed Action, with the exception of changes intended to reduce residential 
development on the western portion of the Site that is most visually prominent from 
Delavergne Hill. The conceptual site plan for this alternative is shown in Figure 6-5. Proposed 
Action Lots 20, 21, and 22, which are on the western side of the Site immediately northeast 
of the intersection of Old Route 22 and Depot Hill Road, would be consolidated under this 
alternative into a large, single lot, totaling 61.26 acres, with the RDA remaining on the eastern 
extent of the lot. The two lots and associated RDAs removed from this area would be reduced 
in size and relocated to other areas on the Site to the north and south. In addition, two 
additional residential lots of smaller relative size would be added to the less visibly prominent 
eastern extent of the Site.  
A summary of the changes to the Proposed Action in this alternative is provided below (refer 
to Figure 6-5 and the notes provided on the conceptual site plan): 

• Lot 22 on Figure 6-5 (61.26 acres) at the northeast corner of Old Route 22 and Depot 
Hill Road replaces the 3 lots proposed in this area under the Proposed Action (Lots 20-
22).  

• The 31-acre lot to the north (Lot 18 under the Proposed Action) is split into two lots of 
16.86 and 13.98 acres, respectively (see Lots 19 and 21 on Figure 6-5). 

• A 13.33-acre lot (see Lot 1 on Figure 6-5) is added to the west of Lot K1 (Keane Stud 
area), which in turn reduces the size of Lot K2 when compared to the Proposed Action. 

• Proposed Action Lots 11 (20.04 acres) and 13 (21.38 acres) are split into four smaller 
lots ranging from 10.0 to 11.70 acres (see Lots 12A/12B and 14A/14B on Figure 6-5).  

ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Due to its similarity to the Proposed Action, the following analysis is limited to potential visual 
impacts from the Delavergne Hill vantage point. The photosimulation of Alternative D from 
Delavergne Hill is found in Figure 6-6. Modifications to the three most visually prominent lots 
under the Proposed Action (Lots 20, 21, and 22) are the basis for this alternative, and the 
following discussion examines how the changes described above would affect impacts on 
visual resources when compared to the analysis of the Proposed Action as presented in 
Chapter 2, “Visual Resources.”  

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Alternative D is a modification to the Conceptual Future Buildout Scenario that is closely 
related in terms of the overall scale of the subdivision and the intentions of the Applicant, but 
includes targeted changes intended to reduce visual impacts in the most visually sensitive 
portions of the Site. Under this alternative, proposed Lots 20, 21, and 22 located near the 
intersection of Old Route 22 and Depot Hill Road would be consolidated into a single larger 
lot of approximately 61 acres. The two lots and associated RDAs removed from this area 
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would be reduced in size and relocated to other areas on the Site to the north and south. To 
maintain overall development yield, two additional residential lots of smaller relative size 
would be added to the less visibly prominent eastern extent of the Site. However, all other 
elements of the Proposed Action would remain unchanged, including the large 
residential-agricultural lots; the use of the Declaration to establish restrictions on residential 
development to no more than 10% of each lot and establish architectural and landscape 
design controls, preservation of the forest conservation lots, and  a layout consistent with the 
Town’s SPO District standards and Rural Siting Principles.  
Figure 6-6 includes a leaf-off photosimulation of the view of Alternative D from the vicinity of 
the S-curve on Route 44/Delavergne Hill (i.e. vantage points 3 and 4 in Chapter 2, “Visual 
Impacts”), which is over ½-mile west of the Site.  
As shown, residential development under this Alternative, like the Proposed Action, would 
remain widely dispersed across large residential-agricultural lots, with buildings appearing as 
isolated elements within a predominantly open landscape. Development would not visually 
overpower the surrounding farmland, and long uninterrupted views across the central valley 
would be largely preserved. Similar to the Proposed Action, individual structures would be 
separated by substantial open space and remain visually recessive due to distance, 
topography, and intervening vegetation. From the Delavergne Hill viewpoint, development 
under Alternative D would remain consistent with existing rural settlement patterns in the 
Town and the community character of the Site. 
The additional lots under Alternative D would be located in areas of the Site that are either 
more topographically contained, more heavily vegetated, or otherwise less visible from public 
roadways and distant viewpoints. Consequently, while Alternative D would introduce a small 
amount of additional potential development, that development would not be materially 
perceptible from public vantage points including Delavergne Hill, Old Route 22, and Depot 
Hill Road. This change would increase the extent of uninterrupted open land and strengthen 
the perception of an agricultural and open-space landscape when viewed from these 
locations. 
As with existing conditions and the Proposed Action, development associated with Silo Ridge 
Field Club would remain visible at the periphery of the panoramic view from Delavergne Hill. 
Under Alternative D, the Site would continue to function as a zone of visual separation 
between Silo Ridge and developed areas to the north and south. The simulation 
demonstrates that this separation would be maintained, with extensive open land continuing 
to dominate the central portion of the view. 
Compared to the Proposed Action, Alternative D would mitigate views of the most visually 
prominent portion of the Site, while introducing limited additional development in less 
sensitive areas. Like the Proposed Action, Alternative D would be consistent with SPO 
District standards and the Rural Siting Principles. Overall, Alternative D would not introduce 
materially different visual impacts than, and would be visually similar in character to, the 
Proposed Action.  
 













Alternative C: Photosimulation from Route 44/Delavergne Hill (VP 3)
Figure 6-4aKEANE STUD SUBDIVISION
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Alternative C: Photosimulation from 
Route 44/Delavergne Hill (VP 4)
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KEANE STUD SUBDIVISION
Alternative C: Photosimulation from Route 44/Delavergne Hill (panoramic)

Figure  6-4c
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Alternative D: Photosimulation from 
Route 44/Delavergne Hill (VP 3)

Figure 6-6aKEANE STUD SUBDIVISION
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Alternative D: Photosimulation from 
Route 44/Delavergne Hill (VP 4)

Figure 6-6bKEANE STUD SUBDIVISION
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KEANE STUD SUBDIVISION
Alternative D: Photosimulation from Route 44/Delavergne Hill (panoramic)

Figure  6-6c
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