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Chapter 16: Alternatives

Even though the applicant’s property comprises gaxcels in Patterson, development is
proposed on one 362.5-acre parcel. As stated abhppeoximately 282 acres of this parcel are
within the Open Space Overlay Zone. The remainidg &cres of this parcel are outside the
overlay zone and subject to standard single-faregydential development under R-4 zoning.

Rough estimates show that approximately 46 acreshef362.5-acre parcel are currently
developed. This number does not solely reflectattmeunt of impervious surface development
on-site, but accounts for lawns between buildingd ather areas that would presumably be
unavailable for subdivision. Nearly all of the 4éres of existing campus development on-site
are within the 282-acre portion of the property hivit the overlay zone. Therefore,
approximately 236 acres of the undeveloped portibthe parcel are subject to open space
subdivision design standards, and 80.5 acres djedctuo standard R-4 zoning regulations.
These calculations are summarized able 16-1 below.

Table 16-2
Summary of Parcel Calculations
Parcel Portion Area (in acres)
Total parcel size (Lot 53) 362.5
Total within 0SOZ" 282
Total developed within 0SOZ (46)
Total undeveloped within OSOZ (236)
Total outside 0SOZ 80.5
Note: ' Open Space Overlay Zone (0SOZ).

The undeveloped portion of the 362.5-acre parcataining the project site within the Open
Space Overlay Zone (236 acres) must comply withp@nal 38, (Subdivision of Land), Part 2 of
the Town Code. Section 138-44 of the Code inclubedollowing stipulations for the number
of subdivided lots permitted in an Open Space @yeflone:

“The maximum number of lots created by the subdivi®f the ot shall be the lesser of:

(1) The total lot area minus ten percent (10%)ififnastructure improvements, divided
by minimum lot area for that zoning district, roedddown to the nearest whole
number; or

(2) The total lot area minus any environmentallypsiive areas, minus ten percent
(10%) for infrastructure improvements, divided byeoand one-half acres, rounded
down to the nearest whole number.”

Chapter 138, Part 2 also requires open space gmwelt to cluster buildings, as practicable,
thereby preserving open space.

For a conservative estimate and to show the gteptssible number of potential subdivided

lots, this chapter does not consider environmegnsahsitive areas in its calculation. Accounting
for environmentally sensitive areas could potelytisdduce the number of total subdivided lots,
and it is assumed that these factors would be dere if this alternative is realized. Complying

with the guidelines under part “(1)” above, thetjmr of the subject parcel in the Open Space
Overlay Zone could be subdivided into the followimgmber of lots shown in the calculation

below:

(Total lot area — 10%) / Min. lot area = (236 —&3.4 = 53.1 53 (rounded down)
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The remaining portion of the subject parcel nothe Open Space Overlay Zone (80.5 acres)
could be subdivided into 20 lots based on R-4 zpnégulations, as shown below:

Total lot area / Min. lot area = 80.5 / 4 = 20.2280 (rounded down)

In total, the WEC property could be subdivided int® lots, occupied by single-family
residences.

Lot size standards for subdivisions pursuant topfral 38 are shown ifiable 16-3.

Table 16-3
Open Space Overlay Standards
Standard Requirement
Minimum lot size 40,000 square feet
Maximum lot size 80,000 square feet
Road frontage 125 linear feet
Maximum impervious coverage 20 percent
Side yard setback 30 feet
Rear yard setback 40 feet

Sources: Code of the Town of Patterson, Chapter 138,
“Subdivision of Land”

LAND USE, ZONING, AND PUBLIC POLICY

This alternative would comply with zoning regulaisoin the Town Code. However, it would
create a 73-lot single-family residential subdimisialong NYS Route 22 that would not be in
character with the commercial and business usegitminate the corridor. The portion of the
project site closest to NYS Route 22 is not witthie open space overlay zone. The 20 new
single-family residences described above would \mnlg spread out over this portion of the
property on 4-acre lots. The clustered developneenthe remainder of the property would
preserve more open space than the standard samgigots, but would be setback from public
areas and not as visible.

Most of the NYS Route 22 corridor near the WEC émed commercial (C-1) or general
business (GB). The property for the proposed ptojes rezoned R-4 (originally R-80, which
has subsequently become R-4) when it was init@édlyeloped in the late 1980s so that it could
receive a special use permit for its unique sitiatThe property was not intended for a single-
family residential subdivision, which would be adftcharacter with the NYS Route 22 corridor.

COMMUNITY SERVICESAND FACILITIES

According to the 2000 US Census, average housei#dof owner-occupied units in the Town
of Patterson was 2.97. Assuming that owner-occupigits generally refers to single-family
residences in Patterson, a town characterizedyahyethis type of development, this number
(conservatively rounded to 3) was used to calcylatential population increase caused by a 73-
lot subdivision. The Alternative Use option couldtgntially add 219 residents to the existing
WEC properties. Although this number is less than300 that would be added by the proposed
project, it would likely include school-age childr@eeding to be assimilated into the public
school system (Carmel Central School District)atidition, these residences would not benefit
from security and emergency response serviceshbatpplicant provides at the WEC, resulting
in a greater burden to municipal police, fire, antergency medical services.
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GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY

This alternative would result in a total of 91,2&fuare feet of new building coverage whereas
the proposed project would result in approximat&B6,000 square feet of new building
coverage. However, in this alternative, a very i§icgnt increase in area of disturbance would
be required as compared with the proposed projdus alternative would result in a total of
7,400,000 square feet of disturbance area wherdeasptoposed project would result in
2,138,529 square feet of disturbance area. Thesnaltive would result in 320,000 cubic yards
of excavated material, as opposed to 196,088 gubits with the proposed project. The excess
fill would be 100,000 cubic yards, as opposed tb3% cubic yards with the proposed project.
Much greater areas of steep slopes would also diarded. The disturbance to slopes greater
than 25 percent would total 62.8 acres as compar&do acres for the proposed project. This
alternative proposes 20 new single-family residerateng NYS Route 22, which is a steep area.
If this alternative is realized, development woulded to conform to local steep slope
regulations, which would reduce the number of ibtd could be subdivided.

WATER SUPPLY AND UTILTIES

As shown above, this alternative would potentiadigd 219 new residents to the WEC
properties. Additional population would increasendad on water supply and utilities. As stated
earlier, new residences are assumed to be foupbedhouses. In accordance with Putnam
County Department of Health guidelines that esttmaater demand at 200 gallons per day
(gpd) per bedroom, each residence would require g@@D Therefore, this alternative would
increase overall water and wastewater demand 088)pd. This figure is greater than in the
proposed project, as discussed in Chapter 6, “Watgply and Utilities.” This alternative
would not make use of the water recycling and wegase initiatives that are proposed with the
proposed project, therefore having a greater dernandater supply and wastewater treatment.

Residences with this alternative would not be cotew to the WEC water and wastewater
system. Municipal water and sanitary sewer servaresnot currently available along NYS
Route 22 in the vicinity of the project site pard&tcause this alternative assumes creation of 73
residential lots, a community water and sanitarwesesystem would need to be created,
pursuant to NYSDEC requirements. A waiver coulddi¢ained to install individual septic
systems, although potential issues with steep s|ogml percolation rates and depth to bedrock
would need to be considered.

As determined in Chapter 6, energy and solid wast@ices would be sufficient to handle
increased demand from the proposed project anddaalsb be sufficient to handle increased
demand from this alternative.

STORMWATER

In this alternative, a large amount of new impeugigurfaces would result from construction of
new houses, driveways, and access roadways. Takeneiv building coverage would equal
91,250 square feet, as compared to approximaté&y08 square feet with the proposed project.
However the total additional impervious surface evage would be approximately 1,850,000
square feet, as compared to 444,478 square fdethetproposed project. The 1,405,522 square
feet of additional impervious surface would resalan increase in stormwater runoff volume
and peak flows. A stormwater management plan wde@ddeveloped to convey stormwater
runoff to drains and detention basins. Impervioudages would be more scattered in this
alternative than with the proposed project.
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SURFACE WATER AND WETLANDS

In this alternative, 20 new single-family residemaeould be developed on 4-acre lots along
NYS Route 22. Mountain Brook traverses this sectibthe WEC properties. Residences would
need to be developed around this watercourse. fidpoped project has been designed to avoid
watercourses to the extent practicable; this ateére could have a greater adverse impact on
surface water bodies.

NATURAL RESOURCES

In this alternative, development would be signifita more widespread on the 362.5-acre
parcel containing the project site than the proggs®ject. This alternative would result in a
total of 7,400,000 square feet of disturbance areereas the proposed project would result in
2,138,529 square feet of disturbance area. Develnpof the overall WEC parcel east of NYS
Route 22 as single-family residential would requimgnificant forest clearing and would cause
substantially more habitat fragmentation than tte@ppsed project. Significant adverse impacts
to the site’s flora and fauna would result. Theatadditional impervious surface coverage
would be approximately 1,850,000 square feet, aspeped to 444,478 square feet with the
proposed project requiring removal of large ardasegetation and wildlife habitat.

TRAFFIC

In this alternative, traffic impacts would be geyathan with the proposed project. During
weekday AM and PM peak hours, vehicle trips in antl of the 73-lot subdivision would be

about 56 and 75, respectively. With the proposejept, AM and PM peak vehicle trips would

be approximately 16 and 47, respectively. A newraarte road would also need to be
constructed to provide access to this subdivisiomfNYS Route 22. As recommended for the
proposed project amended site plan, the interseaidN\YS Route 22 and the main project site
driveway should be monitored in the future for guossible installation of a traffic signal due to
the additional traffic.

AIR QUALITY

The development of 73 single-family residences waubt create any significant air pollution
sources. Therefore, as with the proposed projbid, alternative would not have any adverse
impacts to air quality.

HISTORIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Chapter 12, “Historic and Visual Resources,” codelll that no significant adverse impacts
would result from the proposed project on histoeisources. The archaeology study determined
that there are no sensitive areas that would darbied. However, depending on the placement
of residences in this alternative, the archaeokiggly may need to be expanded. In addition,
this alternative would potentially have an indiraeégative impact on Rocco’s Diner, a
recognized architectural resource adjacent to thiegt site parcel. The overall context of the
area would be drastically altered with this altérea

In this alternative, undeveloped portions of thpligant’'s property east of NYS Route 22 would
be converted into a 73-lot single-family residermigbdivision. This type of development would
not be consistent with the existing character & MYS Route 22 corridor. Single-family
residences spread out over the property, partigutdong NYS Route 22, would diminish the
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appearance of open space that exists today anatheéd be preserved in the proposed project.
This effect would be an adverse visual impact.

SOCIOECONOMICS

The creation of 73 single-family residences woulctéase the tax base for the Town, but would
also increase expenditures for the Town. Accordinthe American Farmland Trust, for every

$1.00 of revenue generated by residential develapniee median increase of expenditures is
$1.16 to support infrastructure and municipal ssrsi Two nearby communities that were

analyzed in the study include the Towns of Amemd Bishkill, which each showed a revenue-
to-expenditure ratio of 1:1.23 for residential landes. Therefore, single-family residential

development is often more costly for a communigntia sufficient revenue source and therefore
this alternative would have an adverse economiaanpAlthough the proposed project would

be tax-exempt, the site would also be self-sufficEnd maintain its own infrastructure and not
rely heavily on municipal services.

CONSTRUCTION

In this alternative, construction would occur clode public roadways and neighboring
properties, particularly NYS Route 22 and propsrédong the site’s northern boundary. As a
result, noise and other disruptions could be gretdethese neighboring properties. This
alternative would also require more mitigation €eat to protect water courses and steep slopes,
especially in the northwestern portion of the WEGperties where Mountain Brook traverses
the site. *
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