MEMORANDUM
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To:
Somerset Development, LLC
From: George M. Janes, AICP
Date: 11 February 2008
RE:

Esopus visual simulations

CENTER, LTD.
Introduction
Somerset Development, LLC engaged the Environmental Simulation Center
(ESC) to revise visual simulations for the development proposed in the Town of
Esopus, New York.
The following organizations contributed to this effort:
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Photography & on-site references: Creative Visuals1
Site planning, grading and landscaping: The Chazen Companies
Architecture: Robert A. M. Stern Architects
3D modeling, photosimulations: Environmental Simulation Center, Ltd.
While the photosimulations are a product of the Environmental Simulation
Center, they could not have been produced without the contributions of everyone
named above. The following memo describes how these photosimulations were
produced.

MICHAEL KWARTLER, FAIA
President
GEORGE JANES, AICP
Executive Director

2008 site design and plan
The 2008 visual simulations were conducted using a new site plan. From a visual
resources perspective, changes from the 2006 plan are minor. While the building
architecture is different, both plans use neo-traditional design principles and had a
similar number of buildings at a similar height, though some locations have
moved. The larger and most visible buildings in the previous plan moved from
the eastern edge of the development facing the Hudson River, to the northeastern
edge, still facing the Hudson River. The grading plan disturbs virtually the same
area and the access road down to the Hudson River shows a very small change.
Viewpoints & Photography
The viewpoints simulated are identical to those used in the 2005 and 2006 visual
analyses. More details regarding the original photography and on-site references,
can be found in Creative Visual’s documentation of the 2005 visual simulations.
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Creative Visuals did not directly participate in this 2008 visual analysis, but much of the
information they produced in 2005 for the same project was reused in this study to maintain
consistency.

2008_documentation-revised.doc
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Representation of the Development in the Simulation
The proposed development is represented as articulated architectural massing
models, which was how the proposed development was represented in 2006.
Every effort has been made to ensure that assumptions have been kept the same so
that differences between the 2006 and 2008 simulations are based solely on
differences in the plan, rather than a change in the assumptions used in developing
the simulations. As a result, it is possible to compare the simulations in an
“apples-to-apples” fashion. As with the 2006 simulations, it is important to note
that a visual simulation that is represented as architectural massing answers the
question “What can I see from this location?” and “What part of the view does
this development displace?” It does not answer, nor is it intended to answer,
“What will the buildings look like?”
Simulation Process
The ESC modeled the new site plan based upon a pattern book provided by
Robert A. M. Stern Architects (RAMSA). Additional information was provided
by RAMSA in response to questions from the ESC and during a detailed review
of the 3D model upon which the simulations are based. In addition to the
buildings, the ESC also modeled the grading plan, roads, retaining walls and
major landscaping elements provided by Chazen. Major landscaping elements
included screening vegetation consisting of 10 to 18-foot tall conifers and
deciduous trees in leaf-off condition. It is my understanding the tree heights in
the simulation will be the heights of the trees at planting and will include trees
that are transplanted from the disturbed areas of the site.
Using the identical digital cameras used in the previous simulations, the 3D model
was rendered in layers and imported into Photoshop, where they were merged
with the existing conditions photograph. Site plans and grading plans were used
to identify the extent of site disturbance.
This last step has an element of artistry, whereas the previous steps are more
mechanical. For example, the color of the massing models, grass and the
screening effect of existing vegetation include judgments that were made by my
office. The ESC made every effort to ensure that the assumptions made were
identical to those made in the previous simulations so that differences in the plan
reflect changes in the plan, not changes in the simulations assumptions.
Impacts of the changes in the plan
As stated previously, the changes in the plan are relatively minor from a visual
resources perspective. The development occupies a materially identical footprint
and uses buildings of a similar height. Like the previous plan, it also has a small
cluster of larger buildings that are more visible than the balance of the
development from the viewpoints analyzed. This cluster has moved to the north
and from Viewpoint 2 is slightly more visible than in the previous simulation.
From Viewpoint 1 this cluster of larger buildings is slightly less visible due to
screening from existing vegetation. As with the previous plan, no buildings will
break the established vegetative ridgeline from either viewpoint. Because of
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changes to the site plan, the proposed development will have less continuous
rooflines than the previously proposed plan, creating small visual breaks in the
urban form, especially from Viewpoint 2.
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Qualitative visual impacts are typically expressed in terms of criteria used to
evaluate impacts. These criteria are form, line, color, scale/dominance, and
texture. The changes in this new plan make no material change in any of these
criteria. Consequently, and considering the foregoing, it is my professional
opinion that the proposed plan does not add to the impact on visual resources
from the viewpoints analyzed.
Contact me at 212-279-1851 should there be any questions.
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Revisions to Esopus visual simulations
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Somerset Development, LLC asked the Environmental Simulation Center (ESC)
to revise the visual simulations produced in February 2008. These revisions
involved coloring the massing models so that they better reflected proposed
building colors.
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New simulations
The colors selected were inspired by the watercolor rendering we received from
Robert A.M. Stern’s office on January 22, 2008 and included a dark yellow or tan,
light blue, light gray and light red or pink. Particular building color was selected
by my staff using their professional judgment. Actual building colors will almost
certainly vary. The colored buildings were then rendered and then merged with
the landscape treatment developed in February for both the trees at time of
planting and the 20-year tree scenario.
We are reprinting and resending all versions of the simulations we have
preformed for you so that you are able to see the differences from one version to
another. You should also know that in the process of developing these new
simulations we noted very minor errors in the treatment of vegetation, which we
have corrected in both these new simulations and the previous simulations. The
simulations in these prints should be the ones used going forward.
Impact
Color is one of the criteria that are typically evaluated as a part of a visual
resource assessment and by coloring the building massing, this simulation
provides additional information as to the project’s impacts on visual resources.
The colored massing models show less contrast than the worse-case light gray
massing that was used uniformly in all previous simulations. Less contrast means
that the proposed development to less visible. To my understanding, this is
consistent with your intent to use camouflage to mitigate the project’s visibility.
Please contact me directly should you have any questions.

documentation.doc
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Visit to the Wilderstein Estate
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Somerset Development, LLC asked my office to review the viewpoint from the
Wilderstein Estate (Viewpoint 1). This viewpoint was analyzed through photo
simulation as a part of your submission to the Town to assess the visual impacts
of your development. You asked my office to determine if the development
would still be visible from the viewpoint analyzed considering the three years of
vegetation growth that had occurred since the original photograph was taken.
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Findings
The trees in the foreground of the photograph are mature. They have not
materially changed since the original photograph was taken and the development
will still be visible from this viewpoint. A photograph that was taken from the
same location as the original viewpoint is attached to this document along with a
copy of the original image. Virtually all the difference between the two images is
due to varying atmospheric conditions and slight differences in camera location.
More importantly, however, it was during this visit that we discovered that this
viewpoint is not publicly accessible. The original photograph for this viewpoint
was taken by Creative Visuals; my office had never visited the Wilderstein Estate
before this visit. This viewpoint is from the roof of the Wilderstein Estate, which
is accessible through a trap door that is reached by a step ladder from the attic of
the building. My staff was told that neither this rooftop access point nor the attic
is open to the public. The publicly accessible areas end at the floor under the
attic, which is two stories below this viewpoint. The rooftop viewpoint is near the
top of the Estate’s distinctive turret, which can be visited by guests of the Estate,
but is not open to the general public.
At most, the portions of the building that are accessible by the general public will
have a view of the proposed development that is screened by vegetation. I am
puzzled as to why the view from an inaccessible roof was selected as viewpoint
for analysis. Had my office been selecting the viewpoints for analysis the
standards set by New York State’s Department of Environmental Conservation
would have been followed. This would mean the viewpoints eligible for analysis
would have been from areas accessible by the general public. We can say with
some certainty that the public’s view of the development from this resource will
be much more limited than that which is shown from Viewpoint 1.
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Original photograph taken in 2005 on a clear, sunny day

ESC photograph taken in 2008 on a misty, cloudy day

esopus_documentation_wilderstein.doc

