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Scenic Hudson staff has reviewed materials submitted by AVR Realty to the City of Kingston
Planning Board as part of the SEQRA process for Hudson Landing. These materials include:
1)
2)

Visual Simulations (depicting the FGEIS Application)
Hudson Landing Development Guidelines

This analysis examines this most recent (FGEIS) alternative of Hudson Landing’s consistency
with the City of Kingston’s adopted and approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program
(LWRP) as well as New York State’s coastal policies, which are administered by New York
State Department of State’s (NYSDOS) Coastal Management Program.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Hudson Landing’s FGEIS Plan is inconsistent with Kingston’s LWRP and
state coastal policies
Based on our review of the Visual Simulations and Development Guidelines, if built as
proposed, Hudson Landing would violate Kingston’s LWRP Policies and Siting and facility
Related Guidelines as well as New York State Coastal Policies.
The Visual Simulations depict a proposed development that is not a traditionally scaled and sited
riverfront community. Rather, it would present itself to viewers in the Scenic Areas of Statewide
Significance (SASS) and adjacent historic and scenic districts as a dominant wall of buildings
supplanting a substantially vegetated shoreline and bluffs. This radically transformed landscape
comprises the foreground view from the western portion of the SASS across widespread areas of
the Hudson River directly in front of the project. It should be noted that much of this area is
within the City of Kingston’s corporate limits. These massive and discordant impacts to visual
receptors include a linear distance of 1.25 miles along the Hudson River. Based on 0.4 mile
distance to midstream, this affected area of foreground view totals approximately 300 acres on
the river, all within Kingston. This area also is within the Estates District SASS.
It is important to note, however, that these visual impacts do not merely affect historic districts
and scenic areas. Hudson Landing’s visual impacts would alter peoples’ perception and diminish
their experience when engaged in heritage tourism, recreation in or travel through the SASS and
National Historic Register districts. The hundreds of thousands of people that would be affected
by these impacts would be residents and tourists:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Riding tour boats such as the Rip Van Winkle or Teal that depart Kingston’s Rondout
district;
Kayaking in programs established by Kingston’s Parks and Recreation Department;
Bathers at Kinston Point Beach;
Visiting to Kingston’s Rondout II lighthouse;
Fishing for Striped bass during the annual spring striper run;
Riding Amtrak;
Driving across the Kingston-Rhinecliff Bridge (a State-designated Scenic byway).

People participating in these activities in National Historic Register districts and scenic areas of
statewide significance expect to experience outstanding scenic beauty and unrivalled historic
character for which the Hudson valley is known. In many instances, people travel hundreds or
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even thousands of miles to Kingston and the Hudson River, thus contributing to the local and
regional economy.
From the opposite shore, Hudson Landing comprises the middle ground view, between the
foreground Hudson River and more distant Catskill Mountains. Although more distant than the
foreground view, the Visual Simulations indicate that when viewed from the opposite shore,
Hudson Landing appears as a substantial wall of conspicuous buildings, replacing the existing
forested shoreline.
When weighed against the addition of 1,750 new units – many of which are conspicuous by
virtue of their scale, massing and associated vegetation removal and landform alteration – the
proposed removal of the existing concrete silos provides minimal improvement.
Hudson Landing is in the Coastal Zone, and the proposed 1,750-unit development poses
significant negative visual impacts on adjacent Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance, as well
as proximate National Historic Register Districts. While Hudson Landing itself is not located in
the SASS, there is no doubt it will impact the SASS. Under precedent set in the “St. Lawrence
Cement (SLC) Decision” (April 19, 2005), NYSDOS denied consistency certification, in part,
because of SLC’s potential effect on the Catskill-Olana SASS:
Consideration must be given to the proposal’s (SLC) effect on scenic areas of statewide
significance (SASS) and other areas which contribute to the overall scenic beauty of the
coastal area. The Catskill-Olana SASS would be affected by the proposal. (page 17)
Likewise, in 2000 DOS objected to the consistency certification submitted by Athens Generating
Plant due, in large part, to the visual impacts of the proposed plant’s plume upon scenic and
historic resources. (ibid, page 18) Their objection led to changes in the design of the project’s
cooling system to reduce visual impacts.
As “previous consistency decisions are often used to inform subsequent decisions” (ibid, page
18), it is appropriate for NYSDOS to hold AVR’s Hudson Landing project to the same standards
as SLC and Athens Generating. Unless substantial reduction in scale and density are made at
Hudson Landing, along with other significant reductions in building height, project redesign and
an aggressive program of landscape treatment, consistency should be denied.
How to Achieve Consistency
Consistency with these policies and guidelines cannot be achieved without a diverse program of
mitigation against severe adverse visual impacts made apparent by the applicant-produced Visual
Simulations. The adverse visual impacts are a function of Hudson Landing’s scale, density,
choice of building types, building siting and its location, which is adjacent to and wholly visible
from state- and federally designated historic and scenic resources.
Reduction in Scale and Density Required
Mitigation – and consistency – with the state and local coastal programs cannot be effective
without a significant reduction in scale, density, mass and building height. In addition, buildings
must be sited in inconspicuous locations, as required by guidelines in Kingston LWRP Policy 25.
While retaining existing trees and vegetation and planting new vegetative buffers are important
to help mitigate adverse visual impacts, the underlying cause of these impacts is the scale,
density and mass of the development, which must be significantly reduced in order to mitigate
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the impacts and achieve consistency with state and local coastal programs. Thus, the only way to
effectively mitigate the adverse visual impacts is to reduce Hudson Landing’s scale, density and
mass.
The Friends of Kingston’s Waterfront (FoKW) had suggested in its DGEIS comments that 600
units would be a more appropriate scale for development at this visually sensitive location in the
Scenic Zone of the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District, adjacent to a SASS and
wholly visible from state- and federally designated historic and scenic districts. At that time, the
applicant had proposed (in the DGEIS) 2,182 units with 251,000 square feet of commercial
space. Based on our review of visual simulations depicting AVR’s FGEIS proposal with 1,750
dwelling units and 78,000 square feet of commercial/retail space, it is clear that a dramatic
reduction in scale by order of magnitude is still required before the project can comply with
consistency requirements of the state Coastal Management Program, as well as Kingston’s own
local program.
This significant reduction in density must be combined with preservation of landforms and
vegetation, planting new native species, and using building siting, architectural design and
building materials that blend buildings into the landscape, as opposed to imposing buildings into
conspicuous, highly visible parts of the site (in violation of guidelines in Kingston LWRP Policy
25). Based on our review of the simulations, the applicant has adopted the latter approach –
making the new buildings become the dominant feature along the shoreline. It is the former
approach – blending buildings as secondary elements into the landscape and vegetation – that is
needed to achieve consistency with state and local coastal programs.
New York’s Coastal Management Program requires that new development not impair scenic
resources of statewide significance. Impairment is defined as the irreversible modification of
geologic forms and the destruction or removal of vegetation. Likewise, the New York Coastal
Management Program requires a new development’s siting or scale not diminish the scenic
quality of an identified resource. Again, our review of the Visual Simulations finds that Hudson
Landing’s siting and scale lie at the root of the significant adverse visual impacts on designated
scenic and historic resources, preventing the project’s consistency with local and state programs.
Even at a reduced scale of 600 units, a new visual analysis (including computer-generated visual
simulations) should be required to determine whether all aspects of project design – scale,
density, mass, siting, architecture and building materials – work together to avoid, minimize or
mitigate visual impacts as required by SEQRA.

Background
Hudson Landing’s location
Hudson Landing lies:
• within the Coastal Zone.
• within the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District’s “Scenic Zone;” and
• adjacent to the Estates District SASS (Astor Cove Subunit).
It also is substantially visible from:
• the Hudson River National Historic Landmark District;
• the Sixteen Mile National Historic Register District;
• Kingston Point Beach; and
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•

The Hudson River.

Approximately 40% of Hudson Landing, including most of the areas proposed for development,
is located in the Scenic Zone of the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District. The Scenic
District extends 2,000 feet west of the Hudson River shoreline.
In addition, Hudson Landing is substantially contiguous with the Astor Cove Subunit of the
Estates District Scenic Area of Statewide Significance (SASS), which includes the Hudson River
directly adjacent to Hudson Landing. The SASS boundary extends to the shoreline along
Hudson Landing, sharing a one-mile-long common boundary along the development’s entire
eastern side.
By virtue of its location, Hudson Landing would be visible from numerous state- and federallydesignated historic and scenic districts (see Context below). As established in the visual
simulations submitted as part of the FGEIS, Hudson Landing would pose significant negative
visual impacts on adjacent SASS, as well as proximate National Historic Register Districts.
While Hudson Landing itself is not located in the SASS, there is no doubt it will impact the
SASS, as it shares a common boundary.

Visual impacts on scenic and historic resources of national, state and local
significance
The severe negative visual impacts that would result from Hudson Landing are a function of the
development’s size, scale (particularly building heights and mass), density, siting and context.
Kingston’s Guidelines in Policies 1 (e) and 25 (third bullet) require that new development be
designed with size, scale, mass, height and density that works to protect visual quality of scenic
resources. Our review of the visual simulations (see Appendix) leads us to conclude that Hudson
Landing’s design has the polar opposite effect. By virtue of building size, scale, mass, height
and density, it would introduce discordant elements onto the shoreline. This shoreline has an
immediate and direct relationship with several state and federally designated historic and scenic
districts. If built as proposed in the FGEIS, Hudson Landing’s visual impacts would severely
impact the public’s perception and experience when recreating and participating in heritage
tourism or traveling through the Hudson River National Historic Landmark District, SixteenMile National Historic Register District, and Estates District SASS.
Context
In terms of acreage, building envelope and number of residential units, Hudson Landing is the
single largest development ever proposed on the Hudson River waterfront north of New York
City. Hudson Landing is proposed at a scale 150% larger than 1,170-unit Lighthouse Landing in
Sleepy Hollow. Lighthouse Landing is in densely-populated Westchester County, in close
proximity to New York City, with easy access to major highways and commuter rail lines and
bus transit.
In order to understand this development’s potential impact, it must be considered in its context:
• Visible from Kingston’s Rondout II Lighthouse, which is listed on the State and National
Registers of Historic Places and located in the Estates District SASS;
• Visible from Kingston Point Beach, a popular local park owned and operated by the City
of Kingston;
• On approximately one mile of shoreline of (and prominently visible from) the Hudson
River, designated in 1998 by President Clinton as an American Heritage River and
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•
•
•
•
•
•

•

viewed annually by thousands of boaters and tourists on tour boats predominantly
originating in Kingston’s Rondout district;
Immediately adjacent to and prominently visible from to the Estates District Scenic Area.
of Statewide Significance (SASS), with which it shares a common boundary;
Prominently visible from the Hudson River National Historic Landmark District directly
across the river;
Prominently visible from the 16 Mile National Register District;
Prominently visible from the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District, which
also extends as a “Scenic Zone” 2,000 feet west onto Hudson Landing;
Prominently visible from the Town of Rhinebeck Multi-Resource Historic District;
Prominently visible from Amtrak rail line and hundreds of thousands of passengers
annually (155,000 passengers used Amtrak’s Rhinecliff Station in FY2005, an increase of
4% over the previous year; over 600,000 passengers use AMTRAK between New York
City and Albany); and
Prominently visible from the Kingston-Rhinecliff Bridge, a State-designated Scenic
Byway.

SASS Impacts (Astor Cove Subunit, Estates District SASS)
The Estates District SASS shares a common boundary with Hudson Landing along the Hudson
riverfront. Thus the development would comprise the SASS’s foreground view. This direct
adverse visual impact exists for 1.25 linear miles and covers approximately 300 acres within the
City of Kingston’s corporate limits. While Hudson Landing itself is not located in the SASS,
there is no doubt it will impact the SASS. Abiding by precedent, it is appropriate for NYSDOS
to hold AVR’s Hudson Landing project to the same standards it did the St. Lawrence Cement
plant and Athens Generating.
Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District Impacts
As mentioned above, the eastern 2,000 feet of the Hudson Landing site (approximately 250
acres) lies with a “Scenic Zone” (identified in Kingston’s LWRP, page II-34) that contributes
significantly to the views from the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District, which
extends across and includes the Hudson River immediately adjacent to the project site and lies
within the City of Kingston’s corporate limits.
Many of the FGEIS Plan simulations indicate that the above referenced Scenic Zone, which is
now characterized by forest cover that has reclaimed the former quarry, will become dominated
by walls of massive buildings and large, out-of-scale roofs. The buildings do not add interest to
the landscape, as Kingston LWRP guidelines require (Policy 25); rather, they become the
dominant element in the view from the Hudson River and aforementioned scenic and historic
districts. The buildings also become the dominant feature in the Mid-Hudson Historic
Shorelands Scenic Zone, which presently serves to provide a forested backdrop to Kingston’s
shoreline when viewed from the Hudson River and associated historic and scenic districts.
Kingston’s LWRP states on page II-34 that the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District
includes a “Scenic Zone” extending 2,000 feet west of the Hudson’s shore and describes the
importance of the zone:
Kingston’s Hudson River waterfront is opposite the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands
Scenic District. This is the first such designation which has been made under Article 49
of the Environmental Conservation Law. As part of this designation, a “scenic zone” in
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Kingston was identified (see Sheet No. 3, Natural Resources Inventory). This zone
encompasses the middle ground of views seen from this (MHHSSD) district. The visual
quality of this area is also significant to the views from the district. The horizon line is
especially striking from the higher elevations on the eastern side of the district in
Dutchess County, as on the State-maintained road system (NY Routes 9 and 9G). It is
from these heights that the district’s setting is comprehensively displayed, and often
experienced by travelers. It should be remembered, however, that development in the
scenic zone is at a significant distance from Dutchess County viewing sites, and will have
little visual impact on the character of western views except for instances of large-scale
development.
The Scenic Zone defines an area within which new development could adversely impact
the quality of the western viewshed of the Scenic District. The Zone boundary lies 2,000
feet west of the high tide line on the west bank of the Hudson River. In the Management
Plan for the Scenic District the Strand and Kingston Point are described as visual
features of the riverscape that contribute significantly to the district’s scenic quality from
wherever they are seen (p.36, The Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District
Management Plan).
N.Y.S. Heritage Task Force for the Hudson River Valley, Inc. “Mid-Hudson Historic
Shorelands Scenic District Management Plan.” (New Paltz, 1983)
Under the explanation of Policy 25B (page III-46), the LWRP further expounds upon the reason
for this scenic zone:
Kingston’s Hudson River waterfront is opposite the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic
District located in Dutchess County and designated under Article 49 of the ECL. Kingston’s
Hudson River waterfront has been identified as a “scenic zone” because of the important
influence of western views on the District’s scenic quality. … The Kingston waterfront
constitutes the middle ground of views to the west from the proposed SASS. The protection,
restoration, and enhancement of these shared views and vistas will benefit the general visual
quality of both the Hudson River and Rondout waterfronts.
While the LWRP indicates that development in the scenic zone is at a significant distance from
Dutchess County viewing sites, it identifies “large-scale development” as likely to have adverse
impacts on such views. Even though the project has been redesigned as a neo-traditional
development with density reduced by 20% (from 2,182 dwelling units to 1,750), Visual
Simulations clearly show that Hudson Landing’s appearance would constitute large-scale
development as described in the LWRP.
To be sure, much of Hudson Landing’s value lies in its context, which offers views to protected
federal and state historic and scenic districts. However, Hudson Landing also is visible from
these sensitive visual areas, some of which are visited annually by hundreds of thousands of
people engaged in travel, heritage tourism and recreation, either on the Hudson River, at
Kingston’s own Rondout II Lighthouse and Kingston Point Beach, or in Amtrak trains. How
ironic and unfortunate if the same public resources that provide Hudson Landing its value are
devalued as a result of the development’s poorly conceived scale, mass, density and siting. This
should not be allowed to occur.
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Views from the abovementioned resources bestowed with historic and scenic designations are
central to their public value, which is integral in supporting the Mid-Hudson region’s heritage
tourism economy, community character and sense of place. Much of this value is generated in
the City of Kingston, with its Rondout district’s bustling museums, festivals, restaurants and tour
boats, such as the Rip Van Winkle and Teal. Further, the visual impacts associates with largescale development on the Hudson River would undermine the potential of efforts to creating a
synergistic node of maritime activity on Rondout Creek. Degradation of these views will
devalue the public’s experience and perception when recreating or engaged in heritage tourism in
the Hudson River National Historic Landmark District, 16 Mile National Register District and
Estates District SASS. Further, degradation of these views would undermine state and federal
investment in the protection of these historic and scenic resources for public benefit.
While the project is proposed on the site of a former quarry, mining operations and processing
have long ceased and nature has reclaimed the landscape, which presents itself to these scenic
and historic resources as a forested shoreline punctuated by rock cliffs. If built as proposed in
the FGEIS, Hudson Landing would transform the shoreline into a small city with expansive
walls of tall buildings protruding above the treeline, resulting in significant loss of forest cover
that could otherwise appropriately screen a more reasonably sited and scaled development.
Summary
In the FGEIS Plan, Hudson Landing’s density has been reduced by 20% (from 2,182 units to
1,750) and its layout now incorporates some elements of Traditional Neighborhood (or New
Urbanist) Design. However, even with these modifications, the visual simulations demonstrate
that the density, scale, scope and mass of development proposed in the FGEIS Plan continue to
grossly violate LWRP and state coastal guidelines.
The only way to mitigate adverse visual impacts and achieve consistency with state and local
coastal programs is to combine a significant reduction in density and scale with appropriate
building siting, reduced building heights, retention of existing vegetation, the planting of
additional native trees and shrubs, and to refrain from altering landforms on the site.

Intent of Kingston’s Local Waterfront Revitalization Program
Hudson Landing’s consistency is assessed against the following policies and guidelines found in
Kingston’s LWRP:
Policy 1

•

Guidelines in Policy 1
e.
the action must lead to development which is compatible with the
character of the area, with consideration given to scale, architectural
style, density, and intensity of use.
f.
the action should have the potential to improve the existing economic base
of the community and, at minimum, must not jeopardize this base.
g.
the action should improve adjacent and upland views, and at minimum,
not affect these views in an insensitive manner.

Policy 25: Protect, restore and enhance natural and man-made resources which are not
identified as being of statewide significance, but which contribute to the scenic quality of the
coastal area.
• Siting and Facility-Related Guidelines in Policy 25
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o Siting structures and other development … back from shorelines or in
other inconspicuous locations to maintain the attractive quality of the
shorelines and to retain views to and from the shore
o Clustering or orienting structures to retain views, save open space, and
provide visual organization to a development.
o Using appropriate scales, forms, and materials to ensure that buildings
and other structures are compatible with and add interest to the
landscape. More specifically, the design of all structures is to be
compatible with that of surrounding structures. Compatibility shall be
determined by a review of proposed (1) use of materials, (2) scale, (3)
mass, (4) height, (5) color, (6) texture, and (7) location of the structure or
structures on the site.
Policy 25B: Protect, preserve and enhance the general visual quality of the Hudson River and
Rondout Creek waterfronts.
Policy 5: Encourage the location of development in areas where public services and facilities
essential to such development are adequate.
Explanation of Policy 5: Through these government actions, development – particularly largescale development in the coastal area – will be encouraged to locate within, contiguous to or in
close proximity to existing areas of concentrated development where infrastructure and public
services are adequate, as well as where topography, geology and other environmental conditions
are suitable for and able to accommodate development.
The above policy is intended to accomplish the following:
1) Strengthen existing residential, industrial and commercial centers.
2) Foster an orderly pattern of growth where outward expansion is occurring.
3) Increase the productivity of existing public services and moderate the need to provide
new public services in outlying areas.
4) Preserve open space in sufficient amounts and where desirable.
5) Foster energy conservation by encouraging proximity between home, work and leisure
activities.
If built as proposed in the FGEIS, Hudson Landing would violate the City of Kingston LWRP
Policies 5 and 25B as well as guidelines in Policies 1 and 25.

Intent of New York State coastal policies
Likewise, Hudson Landing’s consistency is assessed against the following policies and
guidelines found in New York’s Coastal Management Program:
NYS Policy 23
Policy 23 guidance states:
Protection must include concern not just with specific sites but with areas of significance,
and the area around specific sites… While the program is concerned with the
preservation of all such resources within the coastal boundary, it will actively promote
the preservation of historic and cultural resources that have a coastal relationship.
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The nearby state- and federally designated scenic and historic districts all bear a strong
relationship to the Hudson River and its associated coastal zone. Many of these districts include
the river itself, with Hudson Landing as a foreground view. This view would be transformed
from forested shoreline into a wall of buildings. The Mid-Hudson Historic Shoreland’s Scenic
Zone described above actually extends 2,000 westward from the shoreline onto the Hudson
Landing site.
NYS Policy 24
Policy 24 requires that new development will not impair scenic resources of statewide
significance. Impairment includes:
(i)

(ii)

the irreversible modification of geologic form; the destruction or removal of
vegetation; the modification, destruction, or removal of structures, whenever the
geologic forms, vegetation, or structure are significant to the scenic quality of an
identified resource
the addition of structures which because of siting or scale will diminish the scenic
quality of an identified resource

Policy 24’s guidelines require:
1) Siting structures and other development such as highways, power lines, and signs, back
from shorelines or in other inconspicuous locations to maintain the attractive quality of
the shorelines and to retain views to and from the shore
2) Clustering or orienting structures to retain views, save open space, and provide visual
organization to a development
3) Incorporating sound, existing structures (especially historic buildings) into the overall
development scheme
4) Removing deteriorated and/or degrading elements
5) Maintaining or restoring the original land form, except when changes screen unattractive
elements an/or add visual interest
6) Maintaining or adding vegetation to provide interest, encourage the presence of wildlife,
blend structures into the site, and obscure unattractive elements, except when selective
clearing creates views of coastal waters
7) Using appropriate materials, in addition to vegetation to screen unattractive elements
8) Using appropriate scales, forms, and materials to ensure that buildings and other
structures are compatible with and add interest to the landscape
If built as proposed in the FGEIS (and as depicted in the Visual Simulations), Hudson Landing
would undermine New York State’s Coastal Policies 23 and 24, which mandate the protection,
enhancement and restoration of structures, districts, areas or sites that are of significance in the
history, architecture, archaeology or culture of the state, its communities or the nation.
Factors of Inconsistency
Violation of city policies 25 and 25B, guidelines in policies 1, 5 and 25, and state policies 23 and
24 is primarily a function of Hudson Landing’s scale, density, building heights, footprint and
siting. Of these, the project’s scale and density are the chief factors. In addition, the heavyhanded removal of vegetation and landform alteration required to implement the project are
contributing factors in the resulting significant adverse visual impacts and inconsistency with
state visual policies.
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According to the Visual Simulations, the proposed development would not appear as a
traditionally scaled and sited riverfront community that has organically evolved over time.
Rather, it would present itself to viewers in the SASS and historic and scenic districts as a
dominant wall of buildings supplanting substantially vegetated shoreline and bluffs. This
radically transformed landscape forms the foreground view from the western portion of the
SASS across widespread areas of the Hudson River directly in front of the project. These
impacts to visual receptors with Hudson Landing comprising the foreground view include a
linear distance of 1.25 miles along the Hudson River. Based on 0.4 mile distance to midstream,
this affected area of foreground view totals approximately 300 acres on the river, all within
Kingston’s corporate limits. This area is also within the Estates District SASS.
From the opposite shore, Hudson Landing comprises the middle ground view, between the
foreground Hudson River and more distant Catskill Mountains. Though more distant than the
foreground view, the Visual Simulations indicate that when viewed from the opposite shore,
Hudson Landing appears as a substantial wall of conspicuous buildings, replacing the existing
forested shoreline.
When weighed against the addition of 1,750 new units – many of which are conspicuously
visible by virtue of their scale, massing and associated vegetation removal and landform
alteration – the proposed removal of the existing concrete silos provides minimal improvement.
Contrary to these policies, AVR proposes to introduce large-scale development with buildings of
incompatible density, mass and height into a visually sensitive viewshed. Further, the project
would require irreversible modification of landforms and destroy and remove large amounts of
vegetation, all of which are critical in providing buffering and screening of development that
might be built on this site. In combination, these factors would result in development
disproportionately scaled to the surrounding area
Note that the explanation of Policy 25 indicates that “Natural geologic formations, combined
with the effects of former mining activities, have resulted in dramatic cliff and basins along much
of the Hudson River portion of the City’s coastal area.” (page III-46.) The explanation
continues (page III-49), citing the guidelines in Policy 1 indicating that original land forms
should be maintained or restored (except when changes screen unattractive elements and/or add
appropriate interest, planting and screening.) Hudson Landing’s DGEIS Plan has been changed
to include in the FGEIS provisions to level a large hill northeast of (Lost Lake) in order to
provide additional residential buildings. This new area of development includes a substantial
portion of the redesigned project. As a result, this blasting and landform alteration proposed by
AVR would violate Kingston’s own LWRP, but also New York State Coastal Policy 24, which
requires that new development not “impair resources of statewide significance and defines
impairment, in part, as “the irreversible modification of geologic forms.”
Hudson Landing’s large scale development is not proposed in an area within, contiguous to or in
close proximity to existing areas of concentrated development where infrastructure and public
services are adequate. Rather, Hudson Landing is proposed in an isolated location – a former
quarry. The site requires extensive, and expensive, road construction to provide access to the site
and extension of sewer and water infrastructure to serve the site. Further, community services,
such as police, fire, ambulance, school bus and postal service, must be extended on to the site.
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Large-scale development at this remote site will not strengthen existing residential, industrial and
commercial centers, nor foster an orderly pattern of growth where outward expansion is
occurring, as development would be “leapfrogging” over a previously undeveloped area,
requiring costly road and other infrastructure to be extended onto the site. Development at this
site would decrease, rather than increase, the productivity of existing public services as Policy 5
requires and would not moderate the need to provide new public services in outlying areas.
Finally, development at the Hudson Landing site would require increased energy consumption
by establishing a new, large community away from existing employment, shopping and activity
centers. This is diametrically opposed to the intent of Policy 5, which encourages more efficient
use of energy resources by encouraging development in close proximity to home, work and
leisure activities.
How to Achieve Consistency
In order to achieve consistency, a much smaller project should be considered, with a reduced
impervious footprint (buildings, roads, parking lots, and pavement) and lower building heights.
From that starting point, a landscape plan should be developed to protect as many existing trees
as possible, particularly along the shoreline. New large, native trees should be planted where
additional screening is necessary. The buildings should be fitted into the landscape with minimal
land alteration, as required in policy guidelines. This would result in a more naturally looking
riverfront community commensurate with its context in relation to state- and federally designated
historic and scenic districts. Specifically, in concurrence with NYS Coastal Policy 24 guidelines,
the project should be redesigned so that:
•
•

Structures are sited back from shorelines or in inconspicuous locations to maintain the
attractive quality of the shorelines and to retain views to the shore.
Structures are scaled appropriately to ensure that when viewed from the Hudson River
and associated scenic and historic districts, the development is “compatible with and
add(s) interest to the landscape.”

This successful approach to achieving coastal consistency and minimization of visual impacts
must take into account this diverse approach to project redesign:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Density reduction (smaller overall size of the entire development).
Scale reduction (fewer number of buildings, smaller buildings, fewer units).
Height reduction (lower buildings to three and four stories with varied rooflines).
Buildings sited in inconspicuous locations (set back from river, screened by existing large
trees).
Retention of existing vegetation (particularly large trees).
Planting new native vegetation (large specimens).
Refrain from altering landforms (design the project to fit the landscape).

All these strategies must be employed in order to achieve consistency. However, issues related
to density, scale and height are the root cause of the visual impacts made evident by the Visual
Simulation.

Development Guidelines
Based on our review of the Development Guidelines and Visual Simulations, it appears that the
Development Guidelines are a further refinement of AVR’s project design as building-detailed
elevations and architectural treatment are offered. On the other hand, the Visual Simulations
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reflect a “worst case scenario,” with buildings without variation of architectural design or
exterior treatment.
We believe that even if the Visual Simulations were revised to include the enhanced building
elevations and architectural treatment found in the Development Guidelines, the buildings’
excessive scale and mass – as well as the project’s unprecedented density – would still dominate
the foreground and middle ground viewed from the Hudson River and scenic and historic
districts. Thus, visual impacts would not be mitigated and consistency requirements with state
coastal policies would be unattained.
Specific Recommendations
The Development Guidelines offer elevations of several types of buildings proposed in Hudson
Landing. Some structures are well designed and compatible with Kingston’s LWRP policies and
guidelines and state coastal policies. Others grossly violate those policies and contribute to the
aforementioned problems with respect to building size, scale, mass and height.
The following buildings should either be substantially reduced in scale or not included in
Hudson Landing because their size, scale, mass and height undermine these policies and
guidelines:
Multi-family buildings – (Section II-7)
According to the Development Guidelines, these would be permitted throughout much of the
development (HL-2, HL-3, and HL-4 Districts). Their 5½-story (to top of roof) heights and
monolithic massing and bulk are major contributing factors to the visual impacts on important
scenic and historic resources. We understand that the Development Guidelines measure building
heights to the eave. Thus, the tallest buildings are described as four stories. This is misleading;
as 5½-story buildings are 37% taller than four-story buildings (using 10 feet per story as an
estimate of height).
In order to mitigate these impacts, building heights should be reduced by two stories and varied
rooflines should be provided. Further, their use and siting should be restricted – both in quantity
and to more inconspicuous (less visible) parts of the development as Kingston Policy 25
guidelines and state Coastal Policy 24 require.
Mixed-Use buildings – (Section II-6)
These are permitted in the HL-4 District. Two blocks of HL-4 are indicated (Permitted Use Plan,
Section II-2) on either side of the village green perpendicular to the river. Two other blocks are
indicated parallel to the Hudson River and near the shore in the northern part of the site, in the
Town of Ulster. A third HL-4 District consists of two blocks framing a green in the South Cove
neighborhood.
Likewise, these buildings’ heights and masses are inconsistent with guidelines in Kingston’s
Policy 25 and state Coastal Policy 24. Building heights should be reduced by two stories. The
locations parallel to the river are particularly problematic as they present their longest side to the
historic and scenic districts.
Buildings requiring one-story reduction in height
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The following buildings’ down-slope elevations present five stories to views from the Hudson
River and scenic and historic districts, and should be reduced in height:
•
•
•
•

Townhouse buildings rear loaded with garage under (Section II-10).
Duplex buildings rear loaded (Section II-12).
Stacked Townhouse buildings rear loaded with garage under (Section 11-13).
Stacked Townhouse buildings rear loaded with out buildings (Section II-14).

Scenic Hudson is highly cognizant of the need for affordable and/or workforce housing in the
Hudson Valley as well as Ulster County. We recognize that housing prices in the Hudson Valley
have escalated and support the provision of affordable housing at Hudson Landing and other
proposed development projects in riverfront communities.
Our recommendation to reduce heights of the townhouses/duplexes should not come at the
expense of reducing the number of affordable or workforce housing in Hudson Landing.
Affordable, multi-family units should be provided in lower buildings. Another way affordable
housing can be achieved is by including in the development cottage-style homes on small lots.
Affordable housing can be provided in multi-family buildings. However, scenic qualities should
not be diminished by out-of-scale multi-family buildings.
Recommended Buildings
Scenic Hudson highly recommends that Hudson Landing include buildings such as those
indicated in the Development Guidelines as:
•
•
•
•

Townhouse Buildings rear loaded without out building (Section II-11).
Single Family alley loaded (Section 11-15).
Single Family street loaded (Section II-16).
Hillside Homes uphill sloping condition (Section II-17).

These styles are more representative of massing and scale needed to avoid visual impacts and
would be more consistent with state and local coastal policies and guidelines.
CONCLUSION
Hudson Landing’s lack of consistency, as evidenced by the (FGEIS) Visual Simulations and
Development Guidelines, is a direct result of the project’s excessive density, scale, mass and
building height. These issues must first be addressed before secondary contributing factors
(vegetation removal; the need to plant new, substantial native trees and shrubs; and landform
alterations) are considered, lest we “nibble around the edges’ without addressing the root cause
of the project’s inconsistency.
If this project were to be proposed in a highly urbanized or overtly industrial context, density and
scale issues might not be so critical. However, this is not the case. Hudson Landing is proposed
along one of the most visually sensitive and undeveloped reaches of the Hudson River; is
adjacent to and shares a mile-long common boundary with the Estates District SASS; and is
substantially visible from the Sixteen-Mile National Register Historic District, Hudson River
National Historic Landmark District and Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District. In
fact, the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District includes a “Scenic Zone” that extends
2,000 feet westward from the river’s shore up onto the site.
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The new development would comprise the foreground view from the SASS along 1.25 miles
along the Hudson River and an area covering approximately 300 acres. It is important to note
that the most direct adverse visual impacts are from immediately east of the project site on the
Hudson River, which lies within the City of Kingston’s own corporate boundary.
In addition to the foreground view, the development would comprise the middle ground view
from the National Historic Landmark District and National Register District. Although these
visual receptors are farther than those in the foreground views, Kingston’s LWRP (Explanation
of Policy 25B, page III-46) indicates that “large-scale development” would likely create adverse
visual impacts. The Visual Simulations clearly portray this 1,750-unit development as largescale.
If there is any doubt as to the appropriateness of Hudson Landing’s scale, consider this: As
proposed, Hudson Landing is 150% larger than the largest development ever approved on the
Hudson River – 1,170-unit Lighthouse Landing in Sleepy Hollow. Lighthouse Landing is in
densely populated Westchester County, in close proximity to New York City and with easy
access to major highways, commuter rail lines and bus transit.
In light of Hudson Landing’s scale, location in the Mid Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic
Zone, adjacency to the Astor Cove Scenic Area of Statewide Significance and visibility from
state- and federally designated historic and scenic districts, mitigation against severe visual
impacts cannot be effective without a significant reduction in density, mass and building height.
Additionally, successful mitigation would require the preservation of existing landforms and
vegetation, as well as the planting of additional mature trees along the Hudson River and in the
Scenic Zone.
Hudson Landing is in the Coastal Zone and the proposed 1,750-unit development poses
significant negative visual impacts on adjacent Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance, as well
as proximate National Historic Register Districts. While Hudson Landing itself is not located in
the SASS, there is no doubt it will impact the SASS. Under precedent set in the “St. Lawrence
Cement (SLC) Decision” (April 19, 2005), NYSDOS objected to consistency certification
because of SLC’s potential affect on the Catskill-Olana SASS:
Consideration must be given to the proposal’s (SLC) affect on scenic areas of statewide
significance (SASS) and other areas which contribute to the overall scenic beauty of the
coastal area. The Catskill-Olana SASS would be affected by the proposal.” (page 17)
Likewise, in 2000 DOS objected to the consistency certification submitted by Athens Generating
Plant due, in large part, to the visual impacts of the proposed plant’s plume upon scenic and
historic resources. (ibid, page 18). Their objection led to changes in the design of the project’s
cooling system to reduce visual impacts.
As “previous consistency decisions are often used to inform subsequent decisions” (ibid, page
18), it is appropriate for NYSDOS to hold AVR’s Hudson Landing project to the same standards
as SLC and Athens Generating. Unless substantial reduction in scale and density are made at
Hudson Landing – along with other significant reductions in building height, project redesign
and an aggressive program of landscape treatment – consistency should be denied.
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For these reasons, we believe that Hudson Landing, if built as the FGEIS proposes, would violate
Kingston’s adopted and approved LWRP Policies 1 and 25 (policies and guidelines) as well as
New York State Coastal Policies 23 and 24. Thus, consistency should be denied unless the
project is redesigned at significantly lower density, at a reduced scale and with lower building
heights and significant landscape treatment (retention of existing trees, planting new trees and
maintaining existing landforms). These are all requirements in Kingston’s LWRP and the state
Coastal Management Program.
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APPENDIX
Description of Select Visual Simulations of FGEIS Plan
Hudson River Channel Views
Hudson Landing’s visual impacts are most egregious when viewed from close up on the Hudson
River, an American Heritage River and part of the Estates District Scenic Area of Statewide
Significance,
Note that these simulations that follow are made from the main channel that runs close by the
western shore, directly adjacent to the Hudson Landing site. This channel is used extensively by
tour boats, commercial traffic and larger pleasure craft. As a result, the most extensively used
part of the river is closest to the site, and thus affords the most significant negative visual
impacts.
It should be noted that the simulations from the following four vantage points lie within the City
of Kingston’s corporate limits.
VP#R1 River Channel South – Left
(Existing and FGEIS)
From this vantage point in the river channel adjacent to the site, the shoreline appears under
existing conditions as a forested bluff with rock outcroppings resulting from former mining
operations. This is a typical vantage point of large tour boats and many private craft as it is in
the river’s main navigation channel. Thus, these views would be experienced by thousands of
people engaged in recreational activities or heritage tourism.
The FGEIS Plan simulations indicate that three clusters of three- to five-story buildings,
appearing out of scale with additional large roofs and lining much of the level area nearest the
shore. According to the simulations, it is unclear if these buildings have been set back from
locations originally proposed in the Application Plan. If so, the mitigation has not worked: They
appear close to the shore and dominate the scene. This violates guidelines in Kingston LWRP
Policies 1 and 25.
The buildings rise tall, dominating about 30% of the vertical distance between the shoreline and
ridgeline, and are out of scale and conspicuously sited with minimal buffering from the Hudson
River. These buildings are in the Scenic Zone (identified in the LWRP, page II-34) meant to
protect the western viewshed of the Mid-Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District. Rather
than add interest to the landscape, the buildings become the dominant element in the Scenic
Zone.
It should be noted that the simulation depicts a rather narrow field of view. If a person were to
turn their head and look left or right of this scene, it is likely that additional buildings of similar
scale and appearance would extend as a wall of buildings to the north and south.
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VP#R1 River Channel South-Right
(Existing and FGEIS)
This vantage point also provides views of the development from the river channel adjacent to the
site and within Kingston’s City limits. Under existing conditions, the shoreline is forested with
gently rising topography framed by forested bluffs in the background. The interconnected
concrete vestige of the site’s former extractive use rises conspicuously to the top of the ridgeline.
Again, this is a typical vantage point of large tour boats and many private craft as it is in the
main navigation channel of the Hudson River. Thus, these views would be experienced by
thousands of people engaged in recreational activities or heritage tourism.
The FGEIS Plan simulations show the lower stories of tall buildings screened by a buffer of trees
along the river shore. However, dozens of roofs – which appear out of scale at 20 feet tall –
dominate 60% of the linear distance of the scene and break the ridgeline in two areas.
The buildings appear three to five stories in height, with additional large roofs coalescing into a
continuous wall of development that dominates the scene.
As in the previously described simulation, these buildings occupy the Scenic Zone (identified in
the LWRP, page II-34) meant to protect the western viewshed of the Mid -Hudson Historic
Shorelands Scenic District. Again, rather than add interest to the landscape, as guidelines in
Kingston’s LWRP Policy 25 requires, the buildings become the dominant element in the Scenic
Zone. Further, development of this scale and visibility violates Policy 1 guidelines, which
require “(e) development which is compatible with the character of the area, with consideration
given to scale, architectural style, density, and intensity of use” and “(g) the action should
improve adjacent and upland views and at minimum, not affect these views in an insensitive
manner.”
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VP#R1 River Channel Center-Left
(Existing and FGEIS)
This vantage point also provides views of the development from the river channel adjacent to the
site within Kingston’s City limits. Under existing conditions, the shoreline appears as a forested
bluff with rock outcroppings resulting from former mining operations. Again, this is a typical
vantage point of large tour boats and many private craft. Thus, these views would be
experienced by thousands of people engaged in recreational activities or heritage tourism.
The FGEIS Plan simulations show buildings at the left of the view rising from river’s edge
nearly to the top of the ridgeline. At the right, sidewalls of buildings are screened by trees.
The buildings appear as three to five stories in height with additional large roofs. They dominate
the scene, melding into one another and creating a complex and confusing assortment of shapes.
This violates New York State’s Coastal Policy 24, which requires appropriate scale to add
interest to the landscape. These buildings would also impair scenic resources as defined in
Policy 24 as they would “add structures which because of siting or scale …diminish the scenic
quality of an identified resource.”
Again, it is unclear if these buildings have been set back from locations originally proposed in
the Application Plan. If so, the mitigation has not worked as the buildings appear close to the
shore.
As in the previously described simulation, these buildings are in the Scenic Zone (identified in
the LWRP, page II-34) meant to protect the western viewshed of the Mid Hudson Historic
Shorelands Scenic District. Again, rather than add interest to the landscape, the buildings
become the dominant element in the Scenic Zone, thus violating aforementioned guidelines in
Kingston’s LWRP.
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VP#R1 River Channel Center-Right
(Existing and FGEIS)
This vantage point also provides views of the development from the river channel adjacent to the
site within Kingston’s City limits. Under existing conditions, the shoreline is forested with
gently rising topography. A forested hill in the background rises less prominently than in other
scenes. The interconnected concrete silos rise most prominently above the ridgeline. Again, this
is a typical vantage point of large tour boats and many private craft within the Hudson River’s
main navigation channel. Thus, these views would be experienced by thousands of people
engaged in recreational activities or heritage tourism.
The FGEIS Plan simulations show the lower stories of tall buildings screened by a buffer of trees
along the river shore. However, the top floors and dozens of roofs (which appear out of scale at
20 feet tall) dominate the entire linear distance of the scene. These buildings culminate at the
right-hand part of the simulation in a mass of buildings between the shoreline and the ridgeline.
Buildings along 60% of the linear distance of the scene break the ridgeline in two areas.
As in previous simulations, these buildings appear three to five stories in height with additional
large roofs. They coalesce into a continuous wall of development dominating the scene.
Again, these buildings occupy the Scenic Zone (identified in the LWRP, page II-34) meant to
protect the western viewshed of the Mid Hudson Historic Shorelands Scenic District. Rather
than add interest to the landscape, the buildings become the dominant element in the Scenic
Zone.
The loss of the concrete silos improves the scene. However, the introduction of dozens of new
buildings with dominant roofs replacing the forested ridgeline and spanning the entire view
creates additional significant visual impacts that overshadow the existing conditions view that
included the silos.
For these reasons, Hudson Landing, if built as proposed in the FGEIS and depicted in the visual
simulations, would violate Kingston’s LWRP guidelines and New York State’s Coastal Policies.
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From Kingston Point Park and Beach and Kingston (Rondout II) Lighthouse
VP#38 Kingston Point Park and Beach
(Existing and FGEIS)
From this vantage point, the shoreline rapidly recedes from the foreground, where the abandoned
Hutton Brickworks dominates the scene. It should be noted that the Hutton Brickworks site is
proposed for redevelopment as Sailor’s Cove, and thus, the abandoned brickyard buildings will
not remain as an intervening negative visual element.
On the Hudson Landing site, the abandoned concrete silos break the ridgeline in the background.
Kingston Point Park and Beach is a city-owned open space resource dedicated to public
recreation. In addition to swimming, wading, launching boats and nature study, a primary
activity in which people engage is viewing the river and adjacent forested shorelines. Upon
several site visits to Kingston Point Beach I have found on many occasions in all seasons of the
year, people sitting in parked cars viewing the river. Their view is oriented directly north,
upriver and along the shore that is proposed for redevelopment as Hudson Landing. Even in the
dead of winter, people come to this location to sit in cars and view the shoreline and river.
In the simulations, Hudson Landing’s buildings are viewed at an oblique angle from a distance of
0.4 mile. The buildings appear as an extensive wall along the shore slope and extend parallel to
the riverfront. Roofs have replaced the trees along what was once viewed as the ridgeline. While
some structures have been moved back from the shore – resulting in a modest improvement over
the Application Plan – buildings in the FGEIS Plan occupy a conspicuous portion of the site.
Buildings in the South Cove neighborhood do not stretch along the waterfront for as long a
distance as in the Application Plan, but they appear taller, present more mass and thus appear
much more visible in the FGEIS Plan than in the Application Plan.
These significant negative visual impacts are a result of the buildings’ height, massing and lack
of sufficient screening by large trees.
For these reasons, Hudson Landing, if built as proposed in the FGEIS and depicted in the visual
simulations, would violate Kingston’s LWRP guidelines and New York State’s Coastal Policies.
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VP#39 Kingston-Rondout Lighthouse
(Existing, FGEIS and Application)
This view is to the north, roughly parallel to the shoreline. Kingston Point Park and the small oil
terminal intervene between the vantage point and Hudson Landing. The tops of the remnant
silos stand in the distance as a single element, slightly breaking the horizon line.
The Kingston Lighthouse (Kingston/Rondout II) is one of seven historic Hudson River
lighthouses. Rondout II is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (reference #7900
1640) and is owned and managed by the City of Kingston and within its City limits. It is also in
the Estates District Scenic Area of Statewide Significance, which includes both the opposite side
of the river as well as the river itself.
Access to the lighthouse is via boat launch from the Hudson River Maritime Museum in the
Rondout section of Kingston. The lighthouse contains period furnishings and exhibits
documenting the history of lighthouses on the Rondout and the keepers and their families. The
lighthouse is open for scheduled public visiting from May through October. It also is open to
school, summer camp, bus tour and other organized groups on a charter basis. Hudson Landing
is one mile from Kingston Lighthouse.
When viewed from the top of the lighthouse, Hudson Landing’s North Cove appears as a solid
mass of buildings just behind and to the left of oil tanks on Kingston Point. It appears as if the
upper half of building walls and a substantial amount of rooftops congeal into one mass. The
South Cove neighborhood is visible to a lesser degree; however, it is well west of the oil tanks.
Surprisingly, both North Cove and South Cove are more visible in the FGEIS Plan than in the
Application plan. Thus, rather than mitigate and reduce visual impacts as presented n the
Application Plan, the FGEIS actually results in visual impacts when viewed from the Kingston
Point Lighthouse.
For these reasons, Hudson Landing, if built as proposed in the FGEIS and depicted in the visual
simulations, would violate Kingston’s LWRP guidelines and New York State’s Coastal Policies.
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OTHER VEIWS
VP#68 Rhinecliff Waterfront
(Existing and FGEIS)
The view from Rhinecliff’s historic waterfront is to the northwest 1.4 miles from Hudson
Landing. The waterfront includes a public park, picnic area, boat launch and Amtrak Station.
This vantage point is in the Hudson River National Historic Landmark District, Mid-Hudson
Historic Shorelands Scenic District, Estates District Scenic Area of Statewide Significance and
16 Mile National Register District. The Rhinecliff waterfront also is home to the Rhinecliff
AMTRAK station, where over 155,000 passengers boarded or disembarked in FY2006.
The existing condition view appears as a continuous forest along the shoreline with only the
remnant silo as a discordant element in the background and two small buildings, presumably on
Route 32 near the ridgeline.
In the FGEIS Plan, the North Cove neighborhood presents itself as a highly visible mass of
buildings stretching along the riverfront and upward along the sloping shore land west from the
river. A thin band of trees along the river screens just the lowest floor of the multi-story (four- to
six-story) buildings closest to the shore. The South Cove appears as a mass of buildings sited
along the lower elevations of the site. Because the view is to the northwest, the sun reflects off
southern building elevations, increasing their visibility.
The FGEIS Plan’s increased buffer restores the natural appearance of trees between North and
South Cove neighborhoods; however, the buildings in both neighborhoods appear significantly
taller and their massing more prominent in the FGEIS Plan.
Buildings have been removed from the ridgeline above the South Cove in the FGEIS Plan,
reducing the visual impact of this aspect of the development from this vantage point. The FGEIS
Plan’s loss of the marina improves the view. However, these improvements are minor in
comparison to the increased visibility of buildings in both North and South Cove neighborhoods.
For these reasons, Hudson Landing, if built as proposed in the FGEIS and depicted in the visual
simulations, would violate Kingston’s LWRP guidelines and New York State’s Coastal Policies.
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VP#86 Clifton Point
(Existing and FGEIS)
The simulations from Clifton Point are similar to how the site would look from the vantage point
of hundreds of thousands of passengers on Amtrak trains traversing through the Hudson River
National Historic Landmark District, Sixteen Mile National Register District, Mid-Hudson
Historic Shorelands Scenic District and Estates District Scenic Area of Statewide Significance.
In fact, the rail line is in the foreground of the image and the viewer would look across the
Hudson River (which is part of the SASS) to Hudson Landing’s buildings immediately adjacent
on the opposite shore.
Under existing conditions the site appears as a continuous, 1.5-mile-long forest interrupted only
by two small areas of rock outcroppings and a concrete solo.
In the FGEIS Plan, simulations indicate masses of multi-story buildings in the North Cove
neighborhood aligned in rows coursing up the hillside without benefit of screening by vegetation.
The South Cove neighborhood is slightly separated by open space but appears substantial, even
though it is further from the viewer. A line of buildings appears on the ridgeline above the North
Cove.
When compared to the Application Plan, the provision of open space between the neighborhoods
in the FGEIS Plan provides little relief from this distance. The buildings in the North and South
Cove neighborhoods are unmitigated and, in fact, appear more visible. It appears that the
number of buildings has increased; their sides reflect light, making the scene appear more
complex. When compared to the Application Plan, the FGEIS Plan does not reduce or mitigate
visual impacts.
For these reasons, Hudson Landing, if built as proposed in the FGEIS and depicted in the visual
simulations, would violate Kingston’s LWRP guidelines and New York State’s Coastal Policies.
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VP#88 Leacote

(Existing and FGEIS)

From Leacote, the simulations depict a view similar to that of hundreds of thousands of
passengers on the AMTRAK line. As described in the view from Clifton Point, these passengers
experience the Hudson River from their travels through the Hudson River National Historic
Landmark District, Sixteen Mile National Register District, Mid- Hudson Historic Shorelands
Scenic District and Estates District Scenic Area of Statewide Significance (SASS). Passengers
would view the site across the Hudson River, which is part of the SASS, to Hudson Landing’s
buildings on the opposite shore.
Under existing conditions the site appears as a continuous forest, interrupted only by two small
areas of rock outcroppings and a concrete silo, which in the simulation blends into the
background.
Visual impacts from Leacote are similar to those from Clifton Point. Multi-story buildings line
much of the riverfront in the North Cove neighborhood. The buildings appear as a solid,
uninterrupted mass, appearing as a small city.
Although the South Cove neighborhood is obscured by a single tree at the edge of this
simulation, it should be noted that the Amtrak line runs for approximately four miles between
Rhinecliff and the Kingston-Rhinecliff Bridge, affording passengers a direct view of Hudson
Landing.
For these reasons, Hudson Landing, if built as proposed in the FGEIS and depicted in the visual
simulations, would violate Kingston’s LWRP guidelines and New York State’s Coastal Policies.
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