
Draft Resolution of 
the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board

Resolution adopting a Negative Declaration as the Planning Board’s Determination of
Significance pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act [SEQRA]

Date: Monday, July 6, 2026

Applicant: Rhinebeck Villas, LLC

Project: Rhinebeck Villas proposed hotel project.

Property: NYS Route 9G & Middle Road, Town of Rhinebeck, Dutchess County, NY
Tax Parcel No. 135089-6171-00-670686

Matter: State Environmental Quality Review Act [SEQRA] environmental review

Re: Determination of Non-Significance | Negative Declaration

Subject: Resolution adopting Negative Declaration

WHEREAS:

The Property, the Applicant, & the Project

1. The Property that is the subject of this application is owned by Rhinebeck Villas LLC.
The lot is located on the west side of New York State [NYS] Route 9G at the intersection
of NYS Route 9G and Middle Road, in the Town of Rhinebeck, Dutchess County, New
York, and bears the Tax Map Parcel Number 135089-6171-00-670686 (hereafter the
“Property”). The property is approximately 30.56 acres in area.

2. The Applicant is Rhinebeck Villas LLC (the “Applicant”). The Applicant has been
primarily represented before this Board by Sean Kemp, Esq., of the law firm of Marvin,
Kemp & Cole, PLLC, of Rhinebeck, NY, and Skip Francis, PE, of the engineering firm of
Creighton Manning. The Applicant has also engaged other professionals to assist in the
design and application for approvals for the proposed Project.   

3. The name of the Proposed Action as set forth on the Full Environmental Assessment
Form [FEAF] Part 1 is “Rhinebeck Villas LLC.” a 60-room hotel (the “Proposed Action”
or the “Project”). 

4. The development will consist of three 20-guestroom hotel buildings and one
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administrative building containing a manager’s apartment and guest-use dining area.
Associated improvements include on-site parking, circulation driveways, sidewalks, a
package wastewater treatment plan, stormwater management facilities, and an on-site
well water supply approved by the Dutchess County Department of Health [DCDOH].

5. Pursuant to the Town of Rhinebeck Zoning Law, the Property lies within the Gateway
North (GW-N) zoning district and the Scenic Roads Corridor (Route 9G) Local Byway, 

6. The Applicant has applied to the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board for approval of a
Site Plan, a Special Use Permit, and approval of a Town of Rhinebeck Wetland Permit.

7. The Proposed Action is subject to environmental review pursuant to New York’s State
Environmental Quality Review Act [SEQRA] and site plan review and approval pursuant
to the Town of Wright Site Plan Review Law. 

8. The Planning Board has commenced a review of this application pursuant to the
procedures set forth in the Town of Rhinebeck Zoning Law (the “Zoning Law”).

9. The Planning Board also acted as the Lead Agency in the environmental review of this
application pursuant to the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act [SEQRA].

SEQRA Environmental Review

10. The Planning Board determined that this action is subject to environmental review
pursuant to SEQRA. . 

11. The Planning Board declared itself to be the Lead Agency under SEQRA for the
environmental review of this Project. 

12. The Planning Board classified this Project as an Unlisted action pursuant to the SEQRA
Regulations,1 and initiated a coordinated review. The Involved Agencies are: 

G Town of Rhinebeck Building Department;
G Dutchess County Department of Planning & Development;
G Dutchess County Department of Health;
G New York State Historic Preservation Office; 
G New York State Department of Environmental Conservation; and
G New York State Department of Transportation.

Interested Agencies are:

G Town of Rhinebeck Conservation Advisory Board [CAB];
G Town of Rhinebeck Historical and Archeological Preservation Advisory

Committee [HAPAC].

1
 6 New York Code of Rules & Regulations [NYCRR], Part 617.
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13. After classifying the action, the Planning Board circulated for lead agency status. After
no other involved agency objected, the Board declared itself to be lead agency and
conducted a coordinated environmental review.

14. During the course of its environmental review, the Board took a “hard look” at the
potential adverse environmental impacts as required by SEQRA regulations. 

15. During the course of the SEQRA environmental review, the Planning Board reviewed
the Full Environmental Assessment Form [FEAF] Part 1 submitted by the Applicant. 

16. The Planning Board also received and considered any comments received from
involved and interested agencies.

17. Throughout the course of the proposed Project review process, the Planning Board has
also received numerous comments from nearby landowners, an attorney representing
several adjacent landowners, a hydrogeologist hired by several adjacent landowners,
and members of the public both in writing and at meetings.

18. Throughout the course of the Planning Board’s review of the Project, potential adverse
environmental impacts were identified by the Board and the Applicant was provided with
an opportunity to address and mitigate those impacts by incorporating mitigation into the
design of the Project.  

19. On May 18, 2026, the Planning Board completed Part 2 of the Full Environmental
Assessment Form [FEAF].

20. After due deliberations and study, as Lead Agency, the Town of Rhinebeck Planning
Board determined that the proposed Rhinebeck Villas hotel project would not have any
significant adverse environmental impacts, provided that specific conditions are met,
and that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be required for the proposed
Project because this Action will not result in any significant adverse environmental
impacts [see 6 NYCRR § 617.7(a)(2)].

21. On July 6, 2026, the Planning Board completed Part 3 of the FEAF, and attached to that
document an attachment which sets forth fully the reasons in support of the Board’s
determination.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, based on the foregoing, and upon all of the reasons
set forth in Part 3 of the Full Environmental Assessment Form, including attachments and
appendices, as follows:

Section 1. After due deliberations and study, and after taking the required “hard look” at the
potential adverse environmental impacts that may be caused by the Proposed
Action, as Lead Agency, the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board determines that
the proposed Rhinebeck Villas LLC hotel project will not have any significant
adverse environmental impacts, and that an Environmental Impact Statement
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(EIS) will not be required for the Proposed Action because this Action will not
result in any significant adverse environmental impacts [see 6 NYCRR §
617.7(a)(2)].

Section 2. The reasons in support of the Board’s determination are set forth in detail in the
Full Environmental Assessment Form [FEAF] Part 3 and the Negative
Declaration Determination of Non-Significance which is attached to the FEAF
Part 3. Both the FEAF Part 3 and the Negative Declaration Determination of
Non-Significance documents are incorporated into this Resolution by reference. 

Section 3. The Board hereby adopts the Part 3 of the Full Environmental Assessment
Form, and the Negative Declaration Determination of Non-Significance
document attached to it, and declares that a Negative Declaration is its
Determination of Non-Significance for the Proposed Action. 

Section 4. The Board authorizes Melodye Moore, as the Chair of this Board, to sign the
FEAF Part 3 on behalf of this Planning Board as Lead Agency.

Section 5. The Board directs its planning consultant, James Levy, AICP, of the firm of
Planning4Places, to publish a Notice of the Negative Declaration in the New
York State Department of Environmental Conservation [NYSDEC] Environmental
Notice Bulletin [ENB].  

Section 6. The Board directs its Clerk, Gretchen Smith, to provide copies of the FEAF Part
3 and the Negative Declaration Determination of Non-Significance to the
following:

G Rhinebeck Villas, LLC;
G Town of Rhinebeck Town Board;
G Town of Rhinebeck Building Department;
G Town of Rhinebeck Conservation Advisory Board;
G Town of Rhinebeck Historical and Archeological Preservation

Advisory Committee;
G Dutchess County Department of Planning & Development;
G Dutchess County Department of  Health;
G New York State Historic Preservation Office; 
G New York State Department of Environmental Conservation; and
G New York State Department of Transportation.

Motion to approve this resolution by: ___________________

Seconded by: __________________
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Roll Call Vote

Name In favor Against Abstain Absent Recused

Melodye Moore (Chair) 

Craig Oleszewski

Sean Jones

Sharon Sherrod

Edna Lachmund

Delyse Berry

Result: Motion passes/fails by the following margin: ______

Dated: Monday, July 6, 2026

Filing: A copy of this Resolution was filed in the office of the Town of Rhinebeck Town
Clerk on July ____, 2026, by Gretchen Smith, Clerk to the Planning Board.

___________________________________
Gretchen Smith
Clerk to the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board

Attachment: FEAF Part 3 with “Negative Declaration” supplement document.
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Attachment
to 

Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board Resolution adopting a Negative Declaration as the Planning
Board's Determination of Significance pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act

[SEQRA].

Application: Rhinebeck Villas, LLC

Date of Resolution: July 6, 2026

Attachment document:
SEQRA FEAF Part 3 with Negative Declaration supplement attached



Full Environmental Assessment Form 
Part 3 - Evaluation of the Magnitude and Importance of Project Impacts 

and  
Determination of Significance 

Part 3 provides the reasons in support of the determination of significance.  The lead agency must complete Part 3 for every question 
in Part 2 where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where there is a need to explain why a particular 
element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse environmental impact. 

Based on the analysis in Part 3, the lead agency must decide whether to require an environmental impact statement to further assess 
the proposed action or whether available information is sufficient for the lead agency to conclude that the proposed action will not 
have a significant adverse environmental impact.  By completing the certification on the next page, the lead agency can complete its 
determination of significance. 

Reasons Supporting This Determination: 
To complete this section: 

• Identify the impact based on the Part 2 responses and describe its magnitude.  Magnitude considers factors such as severity,
size or extent of an impact.

• Assess the importance of the impact.  Importance relates to the geographic scope, duration, probability of the impact
occurring, number of people affected by the impact and any additional environmental consequences if the impact were to
occur.

• The assessment should take into consideration any design element or project changes.
• Repeat this process for each Part 2 question where the impact has been identified as potentially moderate to large or where

there is a need to explain why a particular element of the proposed action will not, or may, result in a significant adverse
environmental impact.

• Provide the reason(s) why the impact may, or will not, result in a significant adverse environmental impact
• For Conditional Negative Declarations identify the specific condition(s) imposed that will modify the proposed action so that

no significant adverse environmental impacts will result.
• Attach additional sheets, as needed.

Determination of Significance - Type 1 and Unlisted Actions 

SEQR Status:    Type 1   Unlisted 

Identify portions of EAF completed for this Project:   Part 1   Part 2   Part 3 

Agency Use Only  [IfApplicable] 
Project :

Date :

FEAF 2019

https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91818.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OmQyZGY6MjhmMjk5MDk5YzNkZDY4MGQ3ZGIzODdmYmVlMmUzNmY5YmUxNDk1NTdjYmFkZTg0YzBjNTA2YzM3NTE0YWEyODpwOlQ6Rg
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91818.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OmQyZGY6MjhmMjk5MDk5YzNkZDY4MGQ3ZGIzODdmYmVlMmUzNmY5YmUxNDk1NTdjYmFkZTg0YzBjNTA2YzM3NTE0YWEyODpwOlQ6Rg
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91818.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OmQyZGY6MjhmMjk5MDk5YzNkZDY4MGQ3ZGIzODdmYmVlMmUzNmY5YmUxNDk1NTdjYmFkZTg0YzBjNTA2YzM3NTE0YWEyODpwOlQ6Rg
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91824.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OmQ4MGY6N2UwMGMyMjE3Y2U1MGQ4ZWY5ZWE1MWYzNzJmOTg0MjliZjc0OWM4NmE0NzhlNmM5NGM0ZjNhMzg5ZmQzYTlkODpwOlQ6Rg
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91829.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OmUzYTU6MTZhMDVjOTc0ZDZkZjVhY2NkMDI1YTM5ZmFiZDcxNzMyZmFiZjZkZTE1OTVlNzQyYWU0ZTI3NmIzZGU5ZGQ1YjpwOlQ6Rg
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91829.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OmUzYTU6MTZhMDVjOTc0ZDZkZjVhY2NkMDI1YTM5ZmFiZDcxNzMyZmFiZjZkZTE1OTVlNzQyYWU0ZTI3NmIzZGU5ZGQ1YjpwOlQ6Rg
https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/91836.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OjMxMTc6NWZlOThiYmQ4NTI3MzczZjEyY2M4ZTRmMjA2ODE1OTVmMTAxMWEwZDMwMzFjNzkyOGIwYWJiOTE4MTAzNDYzYzpwOlQ6Rg


Upon review of the information recorded on this EAF, as noted, plus this additional support information 

and considering both the magnitude and importance of each identified potential impact, it is the conclusion of the 
 as lead agency that: 

  A. This project will result in no significant adverse impacts on the environment, and, therefore, an environmental impact 
statement need not be prepared.  Accordingly, this negative declaration is issued. 

 B. Although this project could have a significant adverse impact on the environment, that impact will be avoided or 
substantially mitigated because of the following conditions which will be required by the lead agency: 

There will, therefore, be no significant adverse impacts from the project as conditioned, and, therefore, this conditioned negative 
declaration is issued.  A conditioned negative declaration may be used only for UNLISTED actions (see 6 NYCRR 617.7(d)). 

 C. This Project may result in one or more significant adverse impacts on the environment, and an environmental impact 
statement must be prepared to further assess the impact(s) and possible mitigation and to explore alternatives to avoid or reduce those 
impacts.  Accordingly, this positive declaration is issued. 

Name of Action: 

Name of Lead Agency: 

Name of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: 

Title of Responsible Officer: 

Signature of Responsible Officer in Lead Agency: Date: 

Signature of Preparer (if different from Responsible Officer) Date: 

For Further Information: 

Contact Person: 

Address: 

Telephone Number: 

E-mail:

For Type 1 Actions and Conditioned Negative Declarations, a copy of this Notice is sent to: 

Chief Executive Officer of the political subdivision in which the action will be principally located (e.g., Town / City / Village of) 
Other involved agencies (if any) 
Applicant (if any) 
Environmental Notice Bulletin:  http://www.dec.ny.gov/enb/enb.html  

Page 2 of 2

https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/enb/enb.html___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OmE1M2Y6M2NlNTE0MDA0MTljY2E4MDQ2ZTNiNDFmNTMzNjc4ZGQxZDQ0NmM2ZTJkYTk1MTIzZmIwMzExNDdmMTFkYzI3MTpwOlQ6Rg
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https://protect.checkpoint.com/v2/r01/___http://www.dec.ny.gov/regs/4490.html%2318098___.YXAzOnRvd25vZnJoaW5lYmVjazpjOm9mZmljZTM2NV9lbWFpbHNfYXR0YWNobWVudDpmN2U4YmRkMGY2YzU0MjM0YjU0ODg4Y2ZkNmY2ODI4Zjo3OjQ5NmI6YzgxODljM2Y2OTQ5MTE1NjE1M2QxNzQ4OGQ1ZGI1YzY1ZmE3ZmRlYmNhNmZkMzZlMzE1NzFiY2I5NWI3MWY3YTpwOlQ6Rg


Draft Negative Declaration
Full Environmental Assessment Form Part 3

Determination of Non-Significance 

Lead Agency: Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board

Document: Part III Determination of Significance

Applicant: Rhinebeck Villas

Applications: Site Plan, Special Use Permit, Wetlands Permit 

Property Location: Route 9G & Middle Road. TMP 135089-6171-00-670686

Date: Monday, July 6, 2026.

Part 1
Name of the Proposed Action

The name of the Proposed Action is “Rhinebeck Villas LLC.” The “Applicant” is also Rhinebeck
Villas LLC, PO Box 221, Rhinebeck, New York 12572.

Part 2
Location of the Project site

The site of the Proposed Action is the west side of New York State [NYS] Route 9G at the
intersection of NYS Route 9G and Middle Road in the Town of Rhinebeck, Dutchess County,
New York State. The property upon which the Proposed Action is to be located is Tax Map
Parcel No. 135089-6171-00-670686.

Part 3
SEQRA Classification

The Proposed Action has been classified pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review
Act [SEQRA] as an Unlisted action.

Part 4
Description of the Proposed Action

As set forth on the Full Environmental Assessment Form [FEAF] Part 1:

The project proposes construction of a 60-room hotel on a 30.6-acre parcel
located on the west side of NYS Route 9G at its intersection with Middle Road in
the Town of Rhinebeck. The development will consist of three 20-guestroom
hotel buildings and one administrative building containing a manager’s apartment
and guest-use dining area. Associated improvements include on-site parking,
circulation driveways, sidewalks, a package wastewater treatment plan,
stormwater management facilities, and an on-site well water supply approved by

Page 1 of  58260703 V08 Rbk Villas FEAF P3 Neg Dec (Draft final).wpd



the Dutchess County Department of Health. The property lies within the Gateway
North (GW-N) zoning district and the Scenic Roads Corridor (Route 9G) Local
Byway, and the project has been designed to comply with all applicable zoning
requirements. Access will be provided via a new controlled-access driveway from
Route 9G with an emergency access connection to Middle Road.1

The aforedescribed development shall be referred to herein as the “Proposed Action” or the
“Project.”

Part 5
SEQRA Determination of Significance | Standards and Lead Agency Responsibilities

Issuance of a Determination of Significance is the most critical step in the environmental review
process under SEQRA. 

This is the step in which the lead agency must decide whether or not a proposed action which
has been classified as either a “Type I” or “Unlisted” action is likely to have a significant adverse
impact upon the environment. If the lead agency finds one or more significant adverse
environmental impacts, it must prepare a positive declaration identifying the significant adverse
impacts(s) and requiring the preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS). If the lead
agency finds that the action will have no significant adverse impacts on the environment, then
no EIS is necessary, and the lead agency must prepare a negative declaration. 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) "SEQR Handbook"
instructs lead agencies with what it needs to do as part of their analysis and Determination of
Significance in order to comply with SEQRA. It says:

In making a legally sufficient determination regarding significance, the lead
agency must:

1. identify all relevant environmental impacts;

2. thoroughly analyze these potential impacts; and

3. provide a written explanation of its reasoning in concluding
that the proposed action may cause, or will not cause,
significant adverse environmental impacts.2

In order to accomplish this, the lead agency must be satisfied it has enough information to take
a "hard look" at the significant potential environmental impacts. The "hard look" depends on the
facts of the particular case, but ultimately requires a rational basis for the agency's
determination. There is no magic formula for demonstrating compliance with the “hard look”
requirement, other than common sense and application of “reasoned consideration to all

1
Updated FEAF Part 1 dated October 20, 2025, at Page 1.

2
  6 New York Code of Rules & Regulations [NYCRR] Part 617.7.
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pertinent issues revealed in the process.”3

It is a long-standing rule of law in New York State that the threshold for requiring the
preparation of an EIS is low. If an action will generate a single, significant potential adverse
environmental impact, then a Positive Declaration is warranted. The NYSDEC "SEQR
Handbook" states that:

A lead agency must prepare a positive declaration if it finds, based on comparing
the information in the EAF [Environmental Assessment Form] to the criteria in
the SEQR regulations [see 617.7(c)], that one or more adverse environmental
impacts may be significant.4

At the same time, however, the SEQR Handbook also says: 

The principle of reasonableness, as put into practice in SEQR decision-making,
has been upheld by the courts. In addressing the review of impacts, the courts
have limited the consideration of impacts to reasonably related potential impacts.
The court decisions have also stated that not every conceivable impact needs to
be considered; speculative impacts may be ignored. …5

Where a potential impact is too speculative, it should not be addressed. The agency's
responsibility is to deal with impacts that are reasonably foreseeable.

After reviewing the Full Environmental Assessment Form (FEAF) Part 1, which was submitted
as part of the application, the next step in the environmental review process is for the lead
agency to complete the FEAF Part 2. The analysis of potential impacts which culminates in
completion of the FEAF Part 2 identifies moderate-to-large potential impacts presented by the
Proposed Action. The process of reaching a Determination of Significance continues, as the
lead agency issues an FEAF Part 3, which analyzes whether any identified moderate-to-large
impacts are significant. This analysis involves consideration of identified potential moderate-to-
large impacts through the prism of magnitude and importance, as per guidance provided by the
NYSDEC.6 

As the lead agency for the environmental review of the Rhinebeck Villas LLC Project, we have
borne in mind the foregoing requirements and standards and have concluded this
environmental review in a faithful pursuit of SEQRA’s goals. 

3
 See, Michael B. Gerrard, Esq., Daniel A. Ruzow, Esq., and Philip Weinberg, Esq., Environmental Impact Review in

New York, (2015), pages 3-108 - 3-112 [citing Jackson v. New York State Urban Dev. Corp., 67 N.Y.2d 400 (1986)].

4
 NYSDEC, SEQR Handbook, 4th Ed. 2020, Ch. 4, Subsection C "Positive Declarations", P. 86.

5
  NYSDEC, SEQR Handbook, 4th Ed. 2020, Introduction, Subsection F "What is the concept of reasonableness as its

applies to SEQR, P. 5.

6
 Id., at Ch. 4, “Determining Significance,” at p. 76.
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Part 6
The Environmental Review Process Undertaken by the Planning Board

and the Reasons Supporting the Determination of Significance
 
6.1. Overview.

In light of the foregoing SEQRA standards, the substance of our careful review, as detailed
below in this document, establishes that the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board has taken a
“hard look” at all of the identified potential adverse environmental impacts. 

This was a sizable Project and the multi-faceted environmental was complex. The Planning
Board engaged consultants to assist us in reviewing technical information about potential
impacts and to help us judge the credibility of the information upon which the Planning Board is
basing this determination. The Planning Board conducted its review with the assistance of the
following professional consultants:

G James Levy, AICP, a certified professional planner and a member of the firm of
Planning4Places;

G Christian Moore, PE, a New York State licensed professional engineer, and a
member of the firm CPL;

G John Lyons, Esq., and Kimberly Garrison, Esq., environmental land use
attorneys, of the firm of Grant & Lyons, LLP.

The Board also listened extensively to the comments offered by the members of the public, and
the consultants who testified during the review process on their behalf. As Town residents,
Planning Board members also drew on our own knowledge of the neighborhood in which this
Project is proposed. 

The Project was reviewed by the Planning Board, and accepted for review through a procedural
resolution adopted at the December 16, 2019 meeting. At this same meeting, this Project was
determined to be an Unlisted Action, which would require an environmental review using the
Full Environmental Assessment Form [FEAF], and that a coordinated environmental review to
be undertaken. 

The public hearing was opened on February 3, 2020. Continuation of review of the Project was
then rescheduled at the February 25, 2020, and subsequently to the meeting for April 2020 and
June 2020 meeting. However, due to the beginning of the COVID pandemic, ultimately no
public hearing sessions were held that year. It wasn't until December 2, 2024, that the next
public hearing session was held. 

The Project was advertised for SEQRA lead agency by the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board
in a Notice of Intent, dated March 28, 2025. 

The FEAF Part 2 questions were reviewed and discussed at regularly scheduled Planning
Board meetings from November 2025 to May 2026 (specific dates of when each FEAF Part 2
item was completed are listed below). 

Page 4 of  58260703 V08 Rbk Villas FEAF P3 Neg Dec (Draft final).wpd



The SEQRA FEAF Part 2 was completed by the Planning Board at its meeting held on May 18,
2026. 

It is important to note that the NYSDEC requires(ed) the Applicant to obtain a SEQRA Negative
Declaration from the Planning Board, or to have a Draft EIS accepted by the Planning Board, in
order for the Applicant’s application to the NYSDEC for a State Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System [SPDES] permit to be considered complete. The Planning Board typically would receive
at least a preliminary review (as it prefers to do with all outside agencies) to ensure a project is
feasible, however, this is the process that the NYSDEC is requiring. The Applicant and Planning
Board acknowledge that there is a potential for the SEQRA review to be reopened at some
point in the future should the NYSDEC (or any other outside permitting agency) require
changes to the Project that result in a need to reassess an element(s) of the FEAF Part 2. 

Throughout the course of the our review of the Proposed Action, the Planning Board accepted
numerous comments and submissions from nearby landowners and residents, the Applicant,
and members of the public both in writing and through oral testimony at public hearing
sessions. 

Principal concerns raised by the public/neighbors have focused on traffic, visibility from
residences and visual impact on residences, potential water supply impacts to existing wells,
site contamination, and concerns related to the proposed wastewater treatment plant.

Public input and comments have been received, discussed, and considered by the Planning
Board over several years, and based on requests from the Planning Board, Project
modifications have been made and examined openly and with input from all parties involved.
These Project design modifications were not conditions unilaterally imposed by the lead
agency, but instead, they were adjustments incorporated into the application on a voluntary
basis to address and to mitigate concerns identified by the public and this Board. This process
comports with the overriding purposes of SEQRA. 

Throughout its review of this Project, the Planning Board and its consultants have analyzed
proposed and revised studies, designs, and plans from the Applicant including, but not limited
to:

G Site Plan including wetland delineation and other existing conditions sheets;

G Traffic Studies; 

G Landscape Plans; 

G Floor Plans and Elevation Renderings; 

G Wastewater Report;
 
G Water Report - 72-Hour Pump Test;
 
G Historic & Archaeological Phase 1a & 1b report; 

G Lighting Plans; 
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G Tree Survey; 

G Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan [SWPPP]; and 

G SEQRA FEAF Part 1 and associated narratives and exhibits.

Information provided by the Town Board and reviewed by the Planning Board included an
opinion letter from Alpha Geoscience entitled “Assessment of Potential for Ground Water
Supply Impacts.”

Information provided by the public has included, but is not limited to:

G Numerous emails and comments at public hearings from neighbors; 

G Sterling Environmental Engineering, P.C letter; 

G Michael DeWan Appraisal & Associates letter; 

G KW Mid Hudson Ronald Green letter; 

G Render of view of waste treatment plant from residence at 22 Kendon Lane; and

G Dutchess County Department of Health April 14, 2004 Pitcher Properties letter.

Information provided by outside agencies has included, but is not limited to:

G Sewage Flow Confirmation Letter issued by the Dutchess County Department of
Health [DCDOH];

G Dutchess County New Public Water Supply Well Approval Letter;

G NYSDEC Freshwater Wetlands Parcel Jurisdictional Determination Letter - No
Jurisdiction;

G NYSDEC Notice of Incomplete Application; 

G New York State Historic Preservation Office [SHPO] Effects Finding Historic &
Cultural Resources Letter; 

G Confirmation via email from New York State Department of Transportation
[NYSDOT], Region 8, that the Project is under review; and 

G Town of Rhinebeck Fire Department letter of approval from Chief Bryant Knapp.

The Applicant has conducted and completed all the requested studies, or provided definitive
statements on the level of study/assessment that would be provided during this review process.
The Applicant has also updated materials throughout the process as changes were made to the
proposed Project. These studies have been reviewed by the Planning Board and the Planning
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Board's consultants. 

Utilizing the input received and discussions conducted in public meetings, the Planning Board
began the FEAF Part 2 review/assessment per Part 617 of the SEQRA regulations on
November 2, 2025, whereby as lead agency, the Planning Board assessed the magnitude,
duration, and likelihood of occurrence of the potential impacts on all of the areas listed below to
determine significance. The Planning Board's Planning Consultant, Engineering Consultant,
and Attorney were involved in the review process and were part of developing information
contained herein.

The Planning Board went through the process of discussing and analyzing identified potential
adverse environmental impacts, and completing all 18 Items on the FEAF Part 2 during the
course of several regularly scheduled meeting. All FEAF Part 2 discussions were undertaken
and recorded and were available for public access on PANDA7 TV (https://pandatv.org/). 

During the course of its review, the Planning Board discussed the fact that the FEAF Part 2 is
used for a multitude of different project types and sizes, and that NYSDEC provides significant
guidance to lead agencies to assist them in completing the FEAF Part 2.8

In completing the FEAF Part 2 for this Proposed Action, with one exception9, the Planning
Board followed its customary practice in undertaking analysis and discussion of each of the
Form’s Items and the associated sub-items. The Board undertakes this level of analysis to
ensure that adequate information and factual data and inputs are analyzed to support the
decisions it makes in addressing the FEAF Part 2 Items and sub-items. 

For the process of completing the FEAF Part 2, the Planning Board grouped Items into areas of
similar focus for review and discussion. Below is a list of each Item and the meeting date(s)
each was discussed.

FEAF
P2

Item #

FEAF P2 Item Description Date(s) Reviewed

1 Impact on Land Uses 02.02.2026 & 05.18.2026

2 Impact on Geologic Features 02.02.2026

3 Impact on Surface Water 02.02.2026 & 05.18.2026

4 Impact on Groundwater 02.02.2026 & 05.18.2026

5 Impact on Flooding 11.26.2025

7
 Public Access Northern Dutchess Area.

8
 The NYSDEC provides said guidance through its publications: (1) the SEQR Handbook; and (2) the EAF Workbook.

The Planning Board relied significantly in this review on the guidance provide through these publications.

9 The only exception in this case was FEAF Item 12 , entitled "Impact on Critical Environmental Areas," (CEAs) as there
are no CEAs in the Town and the answer to the main question for this item was "No" impact.
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FEAF
P2

Item #

FEAF P2 Item Description Date(s) Reviewed

6 Impact on Air 01.02.2026

7 Impact on Plants and Animals 11.26.2025

8 Impact on Agricultural Resources 11.26.2026

9 Impact on Aesthetic Resources 12.01.2025 & 01.02.2026

10 Impact on Historic & Archaeological Resources 05.18.2026

11 Impact on Open Space and Recreation 11.26.2026

12 Impact on Critical Environmental Areas 11.26.2026

13 Impact on Transportation 01.02.2026

14 Impact on Energy 01.02.2026 & 05.18.2026

15 Impact on Noise, Odor & Light 01.02.2026

16 Impact on Human Health 04.20.2026 & 05.18.2026

17 Consistency with Community Plans 04.20.2026

18 Consistency with Community Character 04.20.2026

6.2. The Full Environmental Assessment Form Part 2 Analysis

FEAF Part 2, Item 1, Impact on Land

“Proposed Action may involve construction on, or physical alteration of, the land surface
of the proposed site.”

FEAF Part 2, Item 1, Analysis:

The answer to this question is Yes, the Proposed Action will result in construction on, or
physical alteration of, the land surface of the proposed site. Therefore, the Planning
Board reviewed the sub-question for this item. 

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action may involve construction on
land where depth to water table is less than three (3) feet. 

The information provided on the FEAF Part 1 notes that the average
depth to the water table on the Project site is 8-10 feet. 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action may involve construction on
slopes of 15% or greater.

Page 8 of  58260703 V08 Rbk Villas FEAF P3 Neg Dec (Draft final).wpd



Approximately 20% of the site is land area with slopes over 15%. Though
a steep slopes analysis was not provided in the submitted information,
the Historic and Archaeological Report Phase 1a & 1b identified steep
slopes (12% and over) in the assessed Area of Potential Effect (APE)
along the western edge of wetland in the middle of the Property which
can be seen in the topography on the existing conditions site plan (the
wetland and intermittent stream). This area will be traversed by the
proposed driveway to access the wastewater treatment and well utilities,
but otherwise appears undisturbed. The area of greatest disturbance is in
the southeastern portion of the site which generally consists of gradual
slopes with steeper areas sloping toward wetlands, which are not being
disturbed by the proposed Project, and a general northeast to southwest
slope for the entire site (generally from Route 9G/Middle Road sloping
toward Hook Road). 

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (Preliminary - February 2025,
Revised -September 2025) includes a construction-phase pollution
control section that notes "Erosion control measures, designed to
minimize soil loss, and sediment control measures, intended to retain
eroded soil and prevent it from reaching water bodies or adjoining
properties, will be developed in accordance with the NYSDEC SPDES
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity,
Permit No. GP-0-25-001 (effective January 29, 2025 through January 27,
2030) and the New  York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion
and Sediment Control, NYSDEC (November 2016). The Erosion &
Sediment Control Details sheet (C-15) includes an erosion control blanket
detail, silt fence detail, soil stockpile stabilization detail, and material
storage area detail, among others. 

In order for the Project to obtain and maintain coverage under the
NYSDEC General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activities, the Owner/Applicant is required to perform weekly written
compliance inspections, which will verify the condition of all implemented
erosion control measures and identify any discrepancies in same with a
directive to the Contractor to install/replace/repair all erosion control
measures in a timely manner on an as-needed basis. Details on SWPPP
responsibilities and the Owner's/Operator's responsibilities are included in
section 1.3 and 1.4. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may involve construction on
land where bedrock is exposed, or generally within 5 feet of existing
ground surface.

Site Plan Sheet C-2 includes soil permeability and test pits. These
indicate rock was found from between 6" and 30" below ground. The
information provided on the FEAF Part 1 notes that the average depth to
bedrock is 1-3 feet.

Preservation of rock outcroppings is important to the Town of Rhinebeck.

Page 9 of  58260703 V08 Rbk Villas FEAF P3 Neg Dec (Draft final).wpd



The FEAF Part 1 also notes that there are no bedrock outcrops on the
Project site. However, from the site visit, the Wetland Delineation Report
and Historic & Archaeological Report Phase 1a & 1b both noted and
documented that rock outcrops and boulders are located throughout the
site, including within the APE in the Historic & Archaeological Report. The
Historic & Archaeological report states the following: 

The property is very rocky with surficial rock outcrops and
boulders were observed throughout most of the site. 

This would indicate rock at and above the existing ground surface exists
on the site. Any rock removal will be done using non-blasting methods.

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action may involve the excavation and
removal of more than 1,000 tons of natural material.

Calculations provided indicate 1,800± cubic yards of rock removal which
is roughly equivalent to 2,150± tons. This would generate approximately
150-175± dump truck loads (twice as many total vehicle trips for entering
and exiting). The State highway should be capable of sustaining this, and
since the Applicant is adding a turning lane, it's safe to assume that the
NYSDOT would require the Applicant to repair any damage.

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action may involve construction that
continues for more than one year or in multiple phases.

The information provided on the FEAF Part 1 notes that the Project is not
proposed to be constructed in phases. Based on information provided by
the Applicant, "[s]ingle phase overall construction activity is anticipated to
occur over the course of two (2) successive seasons with a total duration
of approximately 18 to 24 months.

This sub-item was found by the Planning Board to be a moderate to large
impact. The Applicant was requested to provide more details on
anticipated construction work and a document was provided on
05.28.2026.

Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks if the Proposed Action may result in increased erosion,
whether from physical disturbance or vegetation removal (including from
treatment by herbicides).

A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been prepared for this
Project by Creighton Manning. The Plan states the following: 

These measures have been designed and evaluated in
accordance with the following standards and guidelines, as
well as quality controls:

New York State (NYS) Standards and Specifications for
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Erosion and Sediment Control (November 2016) also
known as the "Blue Book.

New York State Stormwater Management Design Manual
(July 2024).

A summary of the responsibilities and obligations of all
parties involved to ensure compliance with the NYSDEC
SPDES General Permit GP-0-25-001 conditions is outlined
in the subsequent sections.

The SWPPP and construction plans/drawings contain details and written
notes and descriptions regarding owner and contractor responsibilities,
site characteristics, construction sequencing, construction-phase pollution
control, stormwater management planning,
inspection/maintenance/reporting requirements and other information. 
This includes the Owner/Operator being required to perform monthly
summaries of the site inspection activities. 

The proposed construction activities will create increased erosion;
however this is unavoidable, and the proposed temporary and permanent
erosion control measures and permanent stormwater management
practices are detailed to mitigate these impacts to the greatest extent
practical as required by the NYSDEC. 

Sub-item g. Sub-item (g) asks if the Proposed Action is, or may be, located within a
Coastal Erosion hazard area.

The site of the Proposed Action is not located within a Coastal Erosion
hazard area, therefore, there is No Impact under this section. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 1, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, and upon public input and discussion
held, the form-defined sub-items set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 were
classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur for all sub-questions except
sub-item e. (The Proposed Action may involve construction that continues for more than
one year or in multiple phases) where the Board found that the impact may be moderate
to large..

FEAF Part 2, Item 2, Impact on Geological Features

Proposed Action may result in the modification or destruction of, or inhibit access to, any
unique or unusual land forms on the site.
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FEAF Part 2, Item 2, Analysis:

There are no unique or unusual geological land features on the site that fit the criteria
for this question based on the information provided on the FEAF Part 1. However, as
noted in FEAF Part 2, Item 1, above, there are rock outcrops within the APE identified in
the Historic and Archaeological assessment. 

Additionally, the criteria state that a moderate to large impact may occur if the Project is
located in a National Natural Landmark. There are no such designations in the Town of
Rhinebeck. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 2, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided on the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, and upon public input and discussion
held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was
classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 3, Impact on Surface Water

The Proposed Action may affect one or more wetlands or other surface water bodies
(e.g. streams, rivers, ponds or lakes)

FEAF Part 2, Item 3, Analysis: 

The answer to this question is Yes, the Proposed Action will result in additional use of
ground water. Therefore, the Planning Board reviewed the sub-questions for this Item.

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action may create a new water body.

The Proposed Action will not create water bodies; however it will create
new stormwater management areas for the purpose of providing water
quality benefits and post-development peak runoff rate attenuation. The
stormwater management areas have been designed in accordance with
the NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual. They will be maintained by the
Owner/Operator in perpetuity.

The creation of the proposed stormwater management areas are a
necessary element of this Project to control concentrated flows of
stormwater created by the Project. 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action may result in an increase or
decrease of over 10% or more than a 10-acre increase or decrease in the
surface area of any body of water.

The Proposed Action will not modify or increase the surface area of any
existing water bodies. The proposed stormwater management areas are
separate and distinct from what would typically be considered a water
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body. These stormwater management areas have been designed in
accordance with the NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual. They will be
maintained by the Owner/Operator in perpetuity.

The creation of the proposed stormwater management areas are a
necessary element of this Project to control concentrated flows of
stormwater created by the Project. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may involve dredging more than
100 cubic yards of material from a wetland or water body.

The Proposed Action will not involve dredging.

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action may involve construction within
or adjoining a freshwater or tidal wetland, or in the bed or banks of any
other water body.

The Proposed Action has been designed such that intrusion into wetlands
is avoided. There is disturbance proposed in the Town regulated wetland
buffer for construction of the proposed driveway crossing to the
wastewater treatment and well locations, and the emergency access to
the site from Middle Road. A Town of Rhinebeck Wetland Permit has
been applied for by the Applicant.

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action may create turbidity in a
waterbody, either from upland erosion, runoff or by disturbing bottom
sediments.

The SWPPP and construction plans/drawings contain details and written
notes and descriptions regarding temporary and permanent erosion
control measures, vegetative restoration, and slope stabilization. A written
construction sequence is included.

In order for the Project to obtain and maintain coverage under the
NYSDEC General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activities, the Owner/Applicant is required to perform written compliance
inspections, which will verify the condition of all implemented erosion
control measures and identify any discrepancies in same with a directive
to the Contractor to install/replace/repair all erosion control measures in a
timely manner on an as-needed basis.

The site wetlands/stream beds are currently connected with drainage
pipes at the two locations where the driveway and emergency access are
proposed. While these pipes may need to be replaced, the hardening of
the watercourses in these locations already exists 

The proposed construction activities may create construction period
erosion; however the proposed temporary and permanent erosion control
measures and permanent stormwater management and slope
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stabilization elements are proposed to mitigate these impacts to the
greatest extent practical. 

Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks if the Proposed Action may include construction of one
or more intake(s) for withdrawal of water from surface water.

There are no surface water withdrawals proposed with this Project.

Sub-item g. Sub-item (g) asks if the Proposed Action may include construction of one
or more outfall(s) for discharge of wastewater to surface water(s).

Based on information provided by the Town Zoning Administrator from a
discussion with the Applicant's representatives in 2024, the Dutchess
County Department of Health required the Applicant to install a
wastewater treatment facility instead of an on-site septic system.

The proposed wastewater treatment facility must comply with all Federal
and State requirements. The Site Plan prepared by Creighton Manning
shows a discharge pipe to the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) Wetland and Intermittent Stream located in the middle of the
property as the location that the treatment facility outfall will be located. 

Based on the Dutchess County Government Department of Health
Sewage Flow Confirmation Letter dated September 5, 2025, the total
daily proposed system flow will be 7,200 gallons per day. This flow rate
was deemed acceptable by the County subject to any additional
requirements of the NYSDEC. Final approval by the NYSDEC appears to
be held up due to a lack of a SEQRA determination, which this document
entails. Any requirements of the NYSDEC will need to be met and if those
result in any changes to the proposed Project, it may be necessary for
the Applicant to resubmit plans to the County Health Department and
potentially the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board.

The ultimate discharge/outfall location along with all required discharge
parameters and future monitoring will be subject to NYSDEC review and
approval.

Sub-item h. Sub-item (h) asks if the Proposed Action may cause soil erosion or
otherwise create a source of stormwater discharge that may lead to
siltation or other degradation of receiving water bodies.

The SWPPP and construction plans/drawings contain details and written
notes and descriptions regarding temporary and permanent erosion
control measures, vegetative restoration, and slope stabilization. A written
construction sequence is included.

In order for the Project to obtain and maintain coverage under the
NYSDEC General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activities, the Owner/Applicant is required to perform written compliance
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inspections, which will verify the condition of all implemented erosion
control measures and identify any discrepancies in same with a directive
to the Contractor to install/replace/repair all erosion control measures in a
timely manner on an as-needed basis.

The proposed construction activities may create construction period
erosion; however the proposed temporary and permanent erosion control
measures and permanent stormwater management and slope
stabilization elements are proposed to mitigate these impacts to the
greatest extent practical. 

Sub-item i. Sub-item (i) asks if the Proposed Action may affect the water quality of
any water bodies within or downstream of the site of the Proposed Action.

The SWPPP and construction plans/drawings contain details and written
notes and descriptions regarding temporary and permanent erosion
control measures, vegetative restoration, and slope stabilization. A written
construction sequence is included.

In order for the Project to obtain and maintain coverage under the
NYSDEC General Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction
Activities, the Owner/Applicant is required to perform written compliance
inspections, which will verify the condition of all implemented erosion
control measures and identify any discrepancies in same with a directive
to the Contractor to install/replace/repair all erosion control measures in a
timely manner on an as-needed basis.

The proposed construction activities may create construction period
erosion; however the proposed temporary and permanent erosion control
measures and permanent stormwater management and slope
stabilization elements are proposed to mitigate these impacts to the
greatest extent practical. 

The wastewater is being processed and discharged into a wetland and
intermittent stream located in the middle of the property. This discharge
and the associated flow rate was deemed acceptable by the County
subject to any additional requirements of the NYSDEC. Final approval by
the NYSDEC appears to be held up due to a lack of a SEQRA
determination, which this document entails. Any requirements of the
NYSDEC will need to be met and if those result in any changes to the
proposed Project, it may be necessary for the Applicant to resubmit plans
to the County Health Department and potentially the Town of Rhinebeck
Planning Board.

Sub-item j. Sub-item (j) asks if the Proposed Action may involve the application of
pesticides or herbicides in or around any water body.

On the FEAF Part 1, Item D(2)(q) was answered "no"- no pesticides will
be used during construction or operation.  
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Sub-item k. Sub-item (k) asks if the Proposed Action may require the construction of
new, or expansion of existing, wastewater treatment facilities.

The proposal includes the construction/placement of a Bio-Clear biologic
wastewater treatment system. The Applicant stated that this system uses
UV disinfection. Based on the Dutchess County Government Department
of Health Sewage Flow Confirmation letter dated September 5, 2025, the
total daily proposed system flow will be 7,200 gallons per day. This flow
rate was deemed acceptable by the County subject to any additional
requirements of the NYSDEC. Final approval by the NYSDEC appears to
be held up due to a lack of a SEQRA determination, which this document
entails. Any requirements of the NYSDEC will need to be met and if those
result in any changes to the proposed Project, it may be necessary for
the Applicant to resubmit plans to the County Health Department and
potentially the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board.

FEAF Part 2, Item 3, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information in the FEAF Part 1, the submitted
site plan and related documentation, and upon public input and discussion held, the
form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified
within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 4, Impact on Groundwater

The Proposed Action may result in new or additional use of ground water or may have
the potential to introduce contaminants to ground water or an aquifer.

FEAF Part 2, Item 4, Analysis:

The answer to this question is Yes, the Proposed Action will result in additional use of
ground water. Therefore, the Planning Board reviewed the sub-questions for this item.

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action may require new water supply
wells or create additional demand on supplies from existing water supply
wells. 

A report entitled "Well 1 72-hour pumping test" dated January 2024,
revised July 2025, was prepared by WSP, consulting engineers to the
Applicant. The report describes the results of the 72-hour pumping test
and the Project water demand.  

Based on the report, for the purposes of the pumping test, the Project
was classified as a transient, non-community public water supply. The
estimated Project demand was calculated using the NYSDEC March
2014 "New York State Design Standards for Intermediate Sized
Wastewater Treatment Systems" and the water usage was detailed in the
document as follows:
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The arrangements for water supply have been reviewed by the Dutchess
County Department of Health (DCDOH) and a notice of approval was
issued in a letter dated May 30, 2023. The approval is valid for an
installation done in "complete conformity" with the approved plans" for a
period of five years from the date of approval of the letter.

The results of the 72-hour pumping test conducted on Well 1 (the
proposed Project well) at a rate of 10 gallons per minute (gpm), the
maximum daily demand shown in the Table above, showed no
discernable water-level draw down in one of the off-site test locations and
a 9.3 foot drawdown at another off-site test location (which did not affect
the use of the well during the test). It was noted that proposed Well 1,
with the well pump cycling on and off to meet the average system
demand, is likely to drawdown less that was measured during the test
and is not expected to affect the use of the off-site well in the future.

In addition, during this review process, the Applicant noted that each
building will have a water holding tank to provide adequate water for each
building's needs. The details of these tanks were proposed to be
determined during the MEP design phase of the Project.

Approval will be subject to the authority having jurisdiction, that being the
NYSDEC and/or the DCDOH. They are drilling their own well, therefore
there would be no burden on the Town or other parties to create new
supply.

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if water supply demand from the Proposed Action may
exceed the safe and sustainable withdrawal capacity rate of the local
supply or aquifer. 

The results of the 72-hour pumping test conducted on Well 1 at a rate of
10 gallons per minute (gpm), the maximum daily demand shown in the
table above showed no discernable water-level draw down in one of the
off-site test locations and a 9.3 foot drawdown at another off-site test
location (which did not affect the use of the well during the test). It was
noted that proposed Well 1, with the well pump cycling on and off to meet
the average system demand, is likely to drawdown less than was
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measured during the test and is not expected to affect the use of the
off-site well in the future.

Again, this would be subject to the authority having jurisdiction, being the
NYSDEC and/or the DCDOH. 

As noted, the 72-hour pumping test by the Applicant’s engineers was
well-documented. In addition, the Planning Board asked CPL, the Board’s
consulting engineers, to review the written report on the test. CPL
reported to the Planning Board that, upon review of the report on the 72-
hour pumping test, they found no objection to the substance and
conclusions set forth in the report. 

The water supply to the hotel will be a public water supply that has to be
approved as such, pursuant to Part 5 of the New York State Sanitary
Code. The Dutchess County Department of Health (DCDOH) is the
agency that administers that code at the local level in this County. We
asked CPL to review the Dutchess County New Public Water Supply Well
Approval Letter. CPL found no objections. 

Throughout the course of the public hearing sessions, we listened intently
to the fears and concerns of neighbors about the potential adverse
impacts that the hotel water supply wells might have on their own wells.
The Board considered the possibility of requiring further study, per the
concerns stated by the neighbors. However, we are also aware of our
responsibility as a lead agency pursuant to SEQRA to take a “hard look”
at the potential adverse impacts of the Proposed Action. And we
understand that what constitutes a “hard look” necessarily depends on
the facts presented by a particular proposed action. 

We are also aware that, as a lead agency, legally we are required be able
to demonstrate that our decisions have a rational basis which is
supported by evidence in the record before us. 

It has been said that:

There is no magic formula for demonstrating compliance
with the “hard look” requirement, other than common
sense and application of “reasoned consideration to all
pertinent issues revealed in the process.10

Ultimately, while we understood the fear and worry that were being
expressed during public hearing sessions about the water supply
impacts, our job was to make a decision based on the evidence in the
record before us. As lead agency, the question presented to us with
regard to potential impacts to water supply resources is whether there is

10
 Kahn v. Pasnik, 90 N.Y.2d 569, 575 (1997).
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sufficient evidence in the record before this Board to warrant requiring the
Applicant to conduct additional investigation and study.  

As is noted in the NYSDEC’s SEQR Handbook:

The initial instruction to the lead agency in Part 2
(Analysis) of the full EAF reminds the lead agency
that it should answer the questions in a reasonable
manner while considering the scale and context of
the project, and recognizes that the reviewer is not
expected to be an expert in environmental analysis
(emphasis added).11

Hence, since we are not technical experts, we placed great reliance first
upon the guidance issued to lead agencies by the NYSDEC in both the
SEQR Handbook and in the FEAF Workbook. 

We also placed great reliance upon the professional opinions that came
to us as part of this review. We found no red flags raised about water
supply impacts in the materials received from the Applicant’s consulting
engineers, WSP, who drafted the report on the water drawdown test, nor
from the Dutchess County Department of Health, or from CPL, our
consulting engineers, who reviewed at our request the materials received
from WSP and the DCDOH. 

We acknowledge that the off-site participation by neighbors in the
Applicant’s 72-hour pump test would have been more useful had more
than two neighbors agreed to participate in the test. But that was the
choice the neighbors made. Neither the Applicant nor the Board can
compel participation. During the review, when we were considering the
possibility of asking the Applicant to conduct a second 72-hour pump test,
the Board asked the neighbors to assess the interest in participating in a
second test. And while the number of will neighbors was slightly improved
over the first time, the response was not overwhelming. But even so, the
Planning Board eventually concluded that, based on the evidence in the
record, there was an insufficient basis for a second 72-hour pump test. 

Ultimately, after considering all of evidence and testimony very carefully,
it was our judgment as lead agency that the evidence before the Board
firmly supported concluding that the Proposed Action would have no to
small impact in answer to Sub-item (b). 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may allow or result in residential
uses in areas without water and sewer services. 

The answer to this sub-item is that the proposal will not connect to public

11
 NYSDEC, SEQR Handbook, 4th Ed. 2020, Introduction, Subsection F, at p.5.
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water and sewer (it does not exist in this part of the Town of Rhinebeck).
As noted in sub-items above, Item 3, and notes below, engineering
assessments have been conducted by the Applicant and approvals from
the Dutchess County Department of Health for both the water and
wastewater proposals have been obtained. 

The Property is proposed to have a private wastewater treatment facility,
a private water supply well, and associated infrastructure connecting
structures. 

Both systems will be owned and operated by the owner/operator once
constructed and will only be permitted if they meet any additional
requirements of outside agencies. The anticipated water use by the
development showed no impacts on nearby wells that affect the ability of
those residences to use their wells  (i.e. adequate water is available) and
wastewater infrastructure proposed must meet the SPDES permit
requirements in order for the facility to be constructed (The SPDES
permit is outside the jurisdiction of the Town of Rhinebeck Planning
Board and rests with the State of New York). 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action may include or require
wastewater discharged to groundwater.

The proposal includes the construction/placement of a Bio-Clear biologic
wastewater treatment system. Wastewater flows generated by the
proposed Project will be directed to existing surface waters through a
wastewater treatment facility outlet pipe that enters the wetland buffer
and intermittent stream located in the middle of the property. 

Based on the Dutchess County Government Department of Health
Sewage Flow Confirmation letter dated September 5, 2025, the total daily
proposed system flow will be 7,200 gallons per day. This flow rate was
deemed acceptable by the County subject to any additional requirements
of the NYSDEC. Final approval by the NYSDEC appears to be held up
due to a lack of a SEQRA determination, which this document entails.
Any requirements of the NYSDEC will need to be met and if those result
in any changes to the proposed Project, it may be necessary for the
Applicant to resubmit plans to the County Health Department and
potentially the Town of Rhinebeck Planning Board.

Proposed wastewater infrastructure must meet the SPDES permit
requirements in order for the facility to be constructed (The SPDES
permit is outside the jurisdiction of the Town of Rhinebeck Planning
Board and rests with the State of New York).

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action may result in the construction of
water supply wells in locations where groundwater is, or is suspected to
be, contaminated. 
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No groundwater contamination was indicated in the report entitled "Well 1
72-hour pumping test" dated January 2024, revised July 2025, prepared
by WSP, one of the Applicant’s consulting engineers. 

The 72-hour water test conducted by WSP USA Inc. was done "...for
analysis for NYSSC (New York State Sanitary Code) Part 5, Subpart 5-1
parameters for transient, non-community public water-supply wells listed
in Tables 8A, 8B, 8C, 8D, 9C, 9D (including vinyl chloride and MTBE),
turbidity, total coliform, 1,4-dioxane, PFOS and PFOA, lead, copper and
dissolved iron and manganese. MPA, giardia and cryptosporidium
samples were also collected from Well 1 during the test period. The
laboratory reports for the Part 5 and MPA samples are included in
Appendix V."

The report noted that:

The original water sample collected for analysis for Method
505 was mishandled by the laboratory and not analyzed
with the required hold time. Therefore, a new sample for
analyses for Method 505 parameters was collected from
Well 1 on January 3, 2024. A copy of the January 2024
laboratory report is also included in Appendix V.

The report Part 5 Results stated:

The results from the samples collected from Well 1 met all
New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) drinking
standards with the exception a sodium concentration of 61
mg/L (milligrams per liter) that exceeds the NYSDOH
reporting limit of 20 mg/L for people on severely sodium
restricted diets. However, the sodium concentration is
below the NYSDOH recommended limit of 270 mg/L. The
NYSDOH does not currently have an MCL (maximum
contaminant level) established for sodium.

The laboratory analyzed pH value reported was 8.7 S.U. (standard units).
This value is outside of the desired range of 6.4-8.5 S.U. and should be
considered during future water system design for the well.

The results from the MPA sample collected from Well 1 reported a low
risk for potential GWUDI and the giardia and cryptosporidium analyses
were reported as none detected.

This type of well testing is very stringent and requires testing for many
different types of potential contaminants - all of which are documented in
the 72-hour well test Appendix V Laboratory Reports. The lab analyzed
the water sample for Volatile Organic Compounds, Semivolatile Organic
Compounds, Metals, Conventional Chemistry Parameters, and
Miscellaneous Inorganic. All supply wells for this Project will be subject to
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testing for quality and quantity as mandated by the NYSDEC and NYS
Department of Health, and Dutchess County Department of Health. 

During the FEAF Part 2 review process conducted by the Planning Board,
the public/neighbors raised concerns regarding potential contamination
on the property. A letter from the Dutchess County Department of Health
to the NYS DEC in New Paltz dated April 14, 2004 was submitted to the
Planning Board in which it was noted that a field investigation conducted
in 1999 by Enviroscience noted lead levels and mercury levels where the
County Public Health Engineer stated: 

Additional investigation appears to be warranted due to the
elevated led levels found in the soil. We are hereby
referring this investigation to the New York State
Department of Environmental Conservation. 

The letter further stated that:

...this department intends to require more investigation
and possible remediation prior to allowing the construction
of residential housing on the above referenced properties.

Based on the submission of this 2004 letter, additional research and
outreach was requested to be conducted by the Planning Board and was
done by the Boards consultants to attempt to further clarify or detail the
status of 2004 referral as research conducted for discussion of the FEAF
Part 2 up to this point found no reference to contamination on the subject
property in readily available or typical (re)sources. 

No new information was identified regarding the 2004 letter/referral.
However, one point of reference to the note is that the 2004 letter stated
that the subject parcels would not be permitted by the County to construct
residences without further review by the Dutchess County Department of
Health. A home was constructed on TMP# 690590 (one of the properties
listed in the 2004 letter) in 2013 - the date of construction is based on
information in Parcel Access. The developed parcel has a 2007 well
completion report (found in Dutchess County Parcel Access) signed by
the Dutchess County Department of Health for a primary residential well.
There is no indication in this 2007 well report of any contamination
concerns and the well was approved (for Ralph Pitcher & Sons) via this
well completion report.

Utilizing the information available from the Applicant, the
public/neighbors, and additional research done by the Planning Boards
consultants looking to identify any follow-up data or information related to
contamination on the property based on the 2004 letter, the Board noted
that there was no data or other documented concerns by local, county, or
state agencies indicating that there is a contamination concern on the
subject Property. 
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Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks if the Proposed Action may require the bulk storage of
petroleum or chemical products over ground water or an aquifer. 

The information provided on the relevant FEAF Part 1, Item (D)(2)(p)
notes that no bulk storage is proposed. 

Sub-item g. Sub-item (g) asks if the Proposed Action may involve the commercial
application of pesticides within 100 feet of potable drinking water or
irrigation sources. 

As this proposal is residential, the most relevant FEAF Part 1 question -
Item (D)(2)(q) - is not required to be answered on the FEAF Part 1, which
specifically asks about pesticide use (other relevant FEAF Part 1
questions do not provide details on pesticides). However, FEAF Part 1,
Item (D)(2)(q) was answered "no" and the Applicant has confirmed this in
public Planning Board meetings during the FEAF Part 2 review - no
pesticides will be used during construction or operation. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 4, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, and in public input and discussion held,
the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified
within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 5, Impact on Flooding

The Proposed Action may result in development on lands subject to flooding.

FEAF Part 2, Item 5, Analysis:

To answer this question, in addition to reviewing the site plan existing conditions sheets
provided by the Applicant, Dutchess County Parcel Access and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Map Service Center resources were consulted.
Based on those assessments, there are no floodplains located on the subject parcel. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 5, Conclusion:

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided on the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, and the public input and discussion held,
the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified
within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 6, Impacts on Air

The Proposed Action may include a state regulated air emission source.

FEAF Part 2, Item 6, Analysis:
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The FEAF Part 1, Item (D)(2) includes answers related to impacts on air. The
information provided on the FEAF Part 1 notes that the proposed Project will not
include, or use on-site, one or more sources of air emissions, including fuel combustion,
waste incineration, or other processes or operations that would result in the creation of a
state regulated air emissions element. The Applicant's proposal provides for individual
room Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning (HVAC) heating/cooling units. 

Since all biological processes emit methane (including but not limited to sewage
treatment plants, landfills, composting facilities), some level of methane will likely be
produced from the wastewater treatment facility. The anticipated levels are small
amounts typical of wastewater treatment plants which would not meet the thresholds in
this item. 

Sub-items a, b, c, d, and e. These Sub-items were reviewed and based on the
information provided, the Project does not appear to meet
any of the thresholds which would require federal or state
air emission permits or emissions of one or more
greenhouse gases at or above any of the indicated levels. 

This review finds that there is no impact because there are no state regulated air
emissions sources proposed. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 6, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, and the public input and discussion held,
the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified
within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 7, Impact on Plants and Animals

The Proposed Action may result in a loss of flora or fauna.

FEAF Part 2, Item 7, Analysis:

The answer to this question is Yes. Therefore, the Planning Board reviewed the
sub-question for this Item.

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action may cause reduction in
population or loss of individuals of any threatened or endangered
species, as listed by New York State or the Federal government, that use
the site, or are found on, over, or near the site. 

The FEAF Part 2 form refers to the Threatened and Endangered Species
Habitat Suitability Assessment Report (March 1, 2018 by Michael
Nowicki). This report notes that the NYSDEC Environmental Resource
Mapper indicated that the Northern long-eared bat, Indiana bat and the
dwarf wedgemussel are potentially on or in the vicinity of the property. As
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such, an assessment was undertaken of the existing habitat on the
property, potential impacts, and proposed mitigation measures for
impacts and conservation of the above referenced species.

Wedgemussel. 

The report concluded that there is no potential habitat for this species on
the property since the tributary flows from a culvert and water quality is
most likely poor due to road drainage. The tributary is noted as being only
approximately 200 feet in length and enters a wetland. This tributary is
not mapped by the NYSDEC.

Indiana bats.

The findings note that the property is within range of known hibernacula
of the Indiana bat which is both a state and federal protected species.
Data from the NYSDEC suggests that bats have been observed roosting
in trees within the Town of Rhinebeck. The forested and wetland habitat
on the property contains suitable trees for use by the species for roosting
and foraging. The report notes that to avoid impacts on the species, all
tree-clearing must be done between November 1st and March 31st.
Additional conservation measures included in the report include the
following:

G Installing dark-sky compliant down-lighting to minimize
light pollution and not interfere with potential bat foraging
activities. 

G Implementing soil conservation and dust control best
management practices, such as watering dry disturbed soil
areas to keep dust down, and using staked, recessed silt
fence and anti-tracking pads to prevent erosion and
sedimentation in surface waters on the site; 

G Prior to clearing, the limits of proposed clearing will be
clearly demarcated on the site with orange construction
fencing (or similar) to prevent inadvertent over clearing of
the Property, and; 

G Stormwater ponds will not be maintained with any
chemicals that might adversely affect bats or insect
populations on which they may feed.

The report notes that these measures, in addition to developing a
landscaping plan that utilizes species that are associated with the Indiana
bat, including shagbark hickory, will result in minimizing potential adverse
effects. Based on our review of the plans, the elements have been
adequately addressed except for landscaping as no shagbark hickory is
proposed.  However, eight oak trees have been proposed and they are

Page 25 of  58260703 V08 Rbk Villas FEAF P3 Neg Dec (Draft final).wpd



also a bat-friendly species. 

Northern Long-Eared bats.

These bats spend winter hibernating in caves and mines, typically with
large passages or entrances, constant temperatures, and high humidity
with no air currents. In the summer, they roost underneath bark, in
cavities or crevices of both live and dead trees. This Property is within an
area that is known hibernacula of the Northern Long-Eared bat which is a
state and federal threatened species. 

The conservation measures proposed for the Indiana bat above were
noted as being sufficient for the Northern Long-Eared bat.

As is the case with any proposed tree removal for a Project in Northern
Dutchess County and the Town of Rhinebeck, tree clearing is limited to
certain months of the year. The NYSDEC has specific "protective
guidance" that needs to be followed.12 For additional
reference/consideration, the referenced web page includes the following
statement: 

DEC concurs with the conclusion of the USFWS [US Fish
& Wildlife Service] that the northern long-eared bat (NLEB)
population decline is not the result of habitat loss. Because
the State endangered species law and its implementing
regulations require consideration of impacts to occupied
habitat of listed species, DEC requires additional
protections for such occupied habitat. These additional
protections consist mainly of conditions placed on tree
cutting to protect bats that may be roosting in the vicinity of
their hibernacula or documented summer occurrences.
Therefore, projects located in occupied habitat must
comply with the additional protective guidance.

No plants were identified as threatened or endangered on the parcel. The
NYSDEC Environmental Resource Mapper shows the nearest location of
plants listed as endangered, threatened or rare by NYS as being
centered generally around the Snyder Swamp along Mt. Rutsen Road
and not extending to the subject parcel.

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action may result in a reduction or
degradation of any habitat used by any rare, threatened or endangered
species, as listed by New York State or the federal government. 

12
  See, NYSDEC, Protection of Northern Long-eared Bats Outside of Long Island.

https://dec.ny.gov/nature/animals-fish-plants/biodiversity-species-conservation/endangered-species/northern-long-eared-bats-prote
ction 
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The details regarding this sub-item are the same as the information
detailed in sub-item a. above. The presence of potential wildlife is being
assumed and mitigation measures have been proposed. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may cause reduction in
population, or loss of individuals, of any species of special concern or
conservation need, as listed by New York State or the Federal
government, that use the site, or are found on, over, or near the site. 

Again, the details regarding this sub-item are the same as the information
detailed in sub-item a. above. The presence of potential wildlife is being
assumed and mitigation measures have been proposed.  

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action may result in a reduction or
degradation of any habitat used by any species of special concern and
conservation need, as listed by New York State or the Federal
government. 

Again, the details regarding this sub-item are the same as the information
detailed in sub-item a. above. The presence of potential wildlife is being
assumed and mitigation measures have been proposed.  

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action may diminish the capacity of a
registered National Natural Landmark to support the biological community
it was established to protect. 

After a review of the online list of landmark locations, we have
determined that there are no such designations in the Town of
Rhinebeck. 

Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks if the Proposed Action may result in the removal of, or
ground disturbance in, any portion of a designated significant natural
community. 

Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s) and our review of other
materials, including the NYSDEC Environmental Mapper which shows the
nearest "Significant Natural Communities" being the Hudson River
located approximately 1.8 miles (straight distance) west of the Project
site. 

Sub-item g. Sub-item (g) asks if the Proposed Action may substantially interfere with
nesting/breeding, foraging, or over-wintering habitat for the predominant
species that occupy or use the Project site. 

Again, the details regarding this sub-item are the same as the information
detailed in sub-item a. above. The presence of potential wildlife is being
assumed and mitigation measures, including when trees can be removed
consistent with NYSDEC guidance, have been proposed.  
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Sub-item h. Sub-item (h) asks if the Proposed Action requires the conversion of more
than 10 acres of forest, grassland or other regionally or locally important
habitat. 

The question in this Item asks for the habitat type & information source.
Based on the FEAF Part 2 and the SWPPP both listing the total acreage
to be disturbed at approximately 4.9 acres, the action will not disturb
more than 10 acres. The FEAF Part 1, Item E states that 2.93 acres of
meadows, grasslands or brushlands will be added.

Sub-item i. Sub-item (i) asks if the Proposed Action (commercial, industrial or
recreational projects only) involves use of herbicides or pesticides. 

According to the information provided on the FEAF Part 1, Item (D)(2)(q),
the answer to this question is "no". 

FEAF Part 2, Item 7, Conclusion:

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided on the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, and public input and discussion held, the
form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified
within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 8, Impact on Agricultural Resources

The Proposed Action may impact agricultural resources.

FEAF Part 2, Item 8, Analysis:

The site is not currently, and has not
recently, been used for farming activities and an
Agricultural Data Statement has been completed
by the Applicant. An adjacent property on the
opposite side of Route 9G is in New York State
Agricultural District 21. The FEAF Part 2 notes that
the site does not include agricultural lands
consisting of highly productive soils and lists the
three predominant soil types as that is the only
room provided on the FEAF Part 2. However, the
SWPPP provides more detail and lists six total soil
types which are summarized below.  

The FEAF Part 2 notes that the Project site
includes the Nassau-Cardigan NwB, NwC 
and NwD soil types (Class VI),  Raynham
Silt Loam (Class II), Dutchess-Cardigan
DwB (Class II) and Canandaigua silt loam
Ca (Class IV). The classifications above
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and soil descriptions below were identified using the Soil Survey of Dutchess County, New
York.

Only the Raynham Silt Loam Ra is listed as potentially being a prime agricultural soil
(Class II) as it is only classified as such "where drained." This soil makes up 6.2 acres or
17.2% of the site and is indicated in the image to the left by the brown shading in the
middle and far right of the parcel. These areas are generally the wetlands on the parcel
and as such, would not likely be considered well drained (a classification to be
considered prime farmland) because wetland areas would likely not drain water at a
moderate or generally remain dry. Additionally, DwB, which makes up 0.8 acres or 2.1%
of the site, is listed as adequate for cultivated crops or pasture with other areas used for
woodland or residential development. The Ca soil unit is adequate for woodlands or
water tolerant bushes or grasses but is unsuited to cultivated crops and pasture
because of the prolonged seasonal high water table and ponding. Even if the Ra soil
unit was considered prime farmland, it is not being disturbed except for the driveway
crossing to access the wastewater and well utility locations and for all these soil units on
the Project site, the locations are currently heavily wooded and not suited for agriculture
in their current state.

The NwB, NwC, and NwD units are listed as adequate for woodlands or pastureland,
with areas used for residential development. These three soil units are listed as
"...unsuited to cultivated crops because of the shallow depth to bedrock and rock
outcroppings over portions of the unit. Pasture is a better use, but the suitability is only
poor." 

The 2022 Town of Rhinebeck NRI Agricultural Resources map confirms the information
found in the Dutchess County NRI Soils Chapter and has identified the presence of
some prime farmland soils in the Ra soil unit, if drained. Again, as there is no active
farming on the property, farming has not been undertaken on the property, and the site
is heavily wooded, the proposal does not appear to  be taking any active farmland out of
use or impeding on active farming activities.

Sub-items a, b, c, d, e, f, and g. These Sub-items were reviewed and it was
confirmed that none of the thresholds are met by
this Project based on all the information available
for review. Regarding farming off-site (on adjacent
or nearby parcels) which has been discussed in the
past, SEQRA guidance focuses on the loss of
farmland and any loss of access to farmland, such
as may be done through an easement across one
property access another for the purposes of
farming. This Project will not remove farmland from
use nor impact existing agricultural operations or
prohibit such farming actions in the future. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 8, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provides in the FEAF Part 1, the
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submitted site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, and public
input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the
FEAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 9, Impact on Aesthetic Resources

The land use of the Proposed Action are obviously different from, or are in sharp
contrast to, current land use patterns between the proposed Project and a scenic or
aesthetic resource.

FEAF Part 2, Item 9, Analysis: 

The Planning Board assessed this item through the sub-questions. The NYSDEC FEAF
Workbook for answering the FEAF Part 1 for the relevant Part 1 questions (referenced
below and found on the FEAF Part 2 form) states the following which was provided as a
resource for consideration of this item:

This question asks for information on those scenic and aesthetic
resources that are officially designated and publicly accessible. Officially
designated scenic areas include scenic byways, scenic roads, scenic
areas of statewide significance, scenic trails, and scenic rivers. Other
areas may also be designated at the state level for scenic and aesthetic
reasons. Some local municipalities have conducted their own scenic
inventory and have designated those areas in county or local plans.
Others have designated critical environmental areas for aesthetic
reasons. Publicly accessible aesthetic or scenic resources are those that
can be viewed from public lands or on public roads. 

The FEAF Workbook states that this question is focused on consistency in land uses
between the proposed Project and other land uses that may be seen from or part of a
scenic or aesthetic resource. 

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action will be visible from any officially
designated federal, state, or local scenic or aesthetic resource. Based on
the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s) and a review of other materials, the
property is located along an officially designated scenic or aesthetic
resources - that being New York State Route 9G and it is within five miles
of other publicly accessible federal, state, or local scenic or aesthetic
resources (the Hudson River, several National Register Historic
Properties, etc.). The Project site itself is not scenic based on any official
designation, or the definition of the term noted above (see also sub-item
b). The property is and has been private and is not publicly accessible.
The subject property, including all lands between Route 9G and Hook
Road between Old Post Road and Lemon Lane, is not identified as a
Conservation or Scenic Resource in the Natural Resource Inventory.

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the action may result in the obstruction, elimination,
or significant screening of one or more officially designated scenic views.

Page 30 of  58260703 V08 Rbk Villas FEAF P3 Neg Dec (Draft final).wpd



Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s), and upon our review of
other materials, there is no indication that any officially designated scenic
view related to this property or surrounding properties exists and thus no
obstruction, elimination or significant screening would occur from this
proposal. 

Analyzing the potential impacts further, the proposed construction of
structures on the parcel where there currently are none could block views
into the property; however, public views already generally terminate from
various existing conditions including vegetation (leaf on and leaf off) and
topography. Any public views that may exist are into the interior of a
property that is not an officially designated scenic view. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may be visible from publicly
accessible vantage points - seasonally and/or year-round. 

The publicly accessible vantage points would be existing roads (Route
9G and Middle Road) and those interior to the property by anyone using
the proposed hotel. Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s), the
answer to this question appears to be yes, the action will be visible from
publicly accessible vantage points both seasonally and/or year-round. 

In the past the Planning Board has asked Applicants to propose paint
colors that better blend the structures into the existing landscape. The
June 18, 2025 renderings show an administrative building with wood
upper exterior siding and stone veneer on the first floor. The Guest Room
elevation shows green and yellow siding with some select trellis and
vegetation wall sections. 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks about the situation or activity in which viewers are
engaged while viewing the Proposed Action. Specifically, is it 1) routine
travel by residents, including travel to and from work and/or 2)
recreational or tourism based activities. 

Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s), the impact will be a
change in the view for routine travel along Route 9G and Middle Road,
the only publicly accessible vantage points.

The proposed activity will certainly engage viewers via routine travel, and
there is certainly a potential for tourism based viewing if a tourist happens
to be traveling past this development as part of other activities in the
Town or using it for lodging. 

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action may cause a diminishment of
the public enjoyment and appreciation of the designated aesthetic
resource. 

Again, the Project site itself is not a designated aesthetic resource, only
the Route 9G corridor is a designated resource (local scenic road) so the
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discussion and assessment of sub-item a. above was a consideration
used to answer this question/the potential level of impact. 

Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks if there are similar projects visible within specific
distance(s) of the proposed Project. 

There seem to be two ways to assess this sub-item. The first is whether
or not there are similar projects visible from or near this proposed Project
site within the distances listed below. Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1
question(s), and a review of other materials, we find there are no similar
projects visible from this Project site due to topography, woodlands, and
other existing features. 

However, if assessing the question as asking if there are similar projects
(i.e., residential developments) visible (i.e., from public views (roads))
within the distances listed below, inquiring about whether or not there are
similar land use patterns (development of multiple residential homes as
part of a coordinated Project - i.e., a subdivision), the answer is yes. 

Based on an analysis of parcels, aerial imagery, and Geographic
Information System (GIS) mapping of distances from the property (see
map image below), the following locations lodging in close proximity were
identified using the SEQRA defined distances (Straight line distance).
This is not an exhaustive list nor a comparison with the Applicant's
proposal. 

G 0-½  mile - None;

G ½-3 miles - Rhinebeck Motel (Route 9), Whistlewood Farm
B&B (Pells Road), Delamater Inn & Conference Center
(Route 9), Beekman Arms (Route 9), Mirabeau Inn & Spa
(W. Market Street), The Grand Dutchess (Route 9-Red
Hook), The Baker House B&B (W. Market Street) Red
Hook Country Inn (Route 9 - Red Hook); 

G 3-5 miles - The Gables of Rhinebeck Inn (Route 9),
Several lodging options located along Route 9W in
Kingston/Lake Katrine; and

G 5+ miles - Several lodging options outside the Town of
Rhinebeck

The NYSDEC FEAF Workbook notes the following for determining if
there will be an impact:

If the proposed Project is similar to multiple developments or projects in
the area in terms of scale, context, dimensions, density, design, and
location, then it is not likely to have any impacts to scenic or aesthetic
resources. The reviewing agency will need to decide, however, what the
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threshold is for how many other similar projects may be visible. That
depends solely on the context of the community. The reviewing agency
will need to determine a threshold for what would constitute no impact for
this question. When a scenic or aesthetic resource is being evaluated it is
likely that some impact may occur even though there are many similar
projects in the area." 

FEAF Part 2, Item 9, Conclusion:

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, and public
input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the
FEAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 10, Impact on Historic and Archeological Resources

The Proposed Action may occur in or adjacent to a historic or archaeological resource.

FEAF Part 2, Item 10, Analysis:

The answer to this question is that the Property is in close proximity to the Hudson River
National Historic Landmark District and the NYS Scenic Areas of Statewide Significance
(SASS) - Estates District. However, the Property is not immediately adjacent to the
National Historic Landmark District, and based on a review of the SASS map, which is
not particularly clear on exactly where the line is drawn, it appear to generally follow the
National Historic Landmark District line. 

Our review of the NYS Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) website confirmed
that the parcel being developed is not located adjacent to the Hudson River National
Historic District - the residential parcels to the south of the subject parcel along Hook
Road are adjacent as the District terminates at Hook Road in this area. CRIS shows a
few individual buildings listings on adjacent properties on the opposite side of Middle
Road, Route 9W, and one residence along Hook Road between Middle Road and
Kendon Lane bordering the subject property.

In December of 2022, the Planning Board was provided with the following comment
regarding archaeology:

Dec 12, 2022
To whom it may concern:

 
It has come to the attention of the Town Historian, members of the Town
Planning Board and HAPAC that ground disturbance is occurring at the
proposed future site of Rhinebeck Villas. This area is known to be
archaeologically sensitive (documented presence of prehistoric remains in the
area) and should not be further disturbed until professional archaeological survey
can be conducted. Minimally, an archaeological consulting firm should be
engaged to conduct Phase IA Literature Search and Sensitivity Assessment and
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Phase IB Archaeological Field Reconnaissance Field Survey. If indicated by this
preliminary assessment further mitigation and/or protection of archaeological
site(s) may be recommended.

 
Ann K. Wentworth, Ph. D.
Historical and Archaeological Preservation Advisory Committee

The Town of Rhinebeck Historic Archeological Preservation Advisory Committee
(HAPAC) provided a referral response stating that the Committee determined that the
parcel lacks historic value. They also noted that without an archaeology professional on
the HAPAC, they had no comment on the archaeological element of the Phase 1a & 1b
assessment. 

Based on the information provided from the HAPAC and the Phase 1a & 1b conducted
by the Applicant, there is an indication that there may be pre-contact sites on the
property. 

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action may occur wholly or partially
within, or substantially contiguous to, any buildings, archaeological site or
district which is listed on the National or State Register of Historical
Places, or that has been determined by the Commissioner of the NYS
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation to be eligible for
listing on the State Register of Historic Places. 

As noted above, the parcel is not immediately adjacent to the National
Historic Landmark District and based on a review of the SASS map which
is not particularly clear on exactly where the line is drawn, it appear to
generally follow the National Historic Landmark District line. 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action may occur wholly or partially
within, or substantially contiguous to, an area designated as sensitive for
archaeological sites on the NY State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
archaeological site inventory. 

The Applicant noted in the FEAF Part 2 that the Project site is not located
in or adjacent to an area designated as sensitive for Archaeological sites
on the NYS SHPO archaeological site inventory. 

The Hartgen archaeological assessment included 173 shovel tests
throughout the APE. The report noted that intact soils were found
throughout the APE, bedrock was encountered in several test locations,
evidence of modern dumping was found and no significant historic
cultural materials were collected. Pre-contact cultural materials were
collected from four tests, all of which are near a delineated wetland at the
southern end of the Project and which were labeled as the Rhinebeck
Villas Precontact Site. A Flint Quarry precontact site was identified in
June of 1978, however, no rock shelters or quarry faces were observed
within the APE by Hartgen based on the current survey. The report states
that the lack of finding the quarry site, even though previously mapped
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within the APE, indicates that it is located outside of the current APE and
the pre-contact cultural materials found are thus considered isolated fines
and not part of the prior identified Quarry site.

Hartgen did not identify a need for further work within the Rhinebeck
Villas Precontact Site and that with a lack of other significant cultural
materials found elsewhere within the APE, no further work is necessary
for the remainder of the Project. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may occur wholly or partially
within, or substantially contiguous to, an archaeological site not included
on the NY SHPO inventory. 

As noted above, investigations were conducted on the site by Hartgen
within a defined APE which did not identify any items that would require
further investigation. Source: Phase 1 Archaeological Investigation:
Rhinebeck Villas (June 2022, Hartgen Archaeological Associates). Thus
it was determined that no impact will occur based on the Phase 1. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 10, Conclusion:

Upon the Planning Board's review of the FEAF Part 1, submitted site plan and related
documentation, public input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth
under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small
Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 11, Impact on Open Space and Recreation

The Proposed Action may result in the loss of recreational opportunities or a reduction
of an open space resource as designated in any adopted municipal open space plan.

FEAF Part 2, Item 11, Analysis: 

The Property currently is, and always has been, privately owned. The Applicant's
proposal does not create the loss of a recreational resource or impact an informal
community open space resource because no such resource exists on the site. The
Town does not have an adopted open space plan, so there is no impact with that
element of this question. 

Looking at the Town's Comprehensive Plan which discusses open space, there is no
recommendation to use the property as an open space resource. The Natural Resource
Inventory Landscape Context map does not indicate this parcel or the northwest corner
of the Town as being a forest linkage zone or significant biodiversity area and the large
forests map shows this parcel in the 0-20 Forest Condition Index (the lowest rating).

Regarding the impact on or impairment of ecosystem services, the site is being partially
developed but no natural feature is being completely removed or completely cut-off from
the rest of the site or adjacent areas.
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FEAF Part 2, Item 11, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, and public
input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the
FEAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 12, Impact on Critical Environmental Areas

The Proposed Action may be located within or adjacent to a critical environmental area
(CEA).

FEAF Part 2, Item 12, Analysis:  

Critical Environmental Areas (CEAs) are areas in the state which have been designated
by a local or state agency to recognize a specific geographical area with one or more of
the following characteristics:

G A feature that is a benefit or threat to human health; 

G An exceptional or unique natural setting; 

G An exceptional or unique social, historic, archaeological, recreational, or 
educational value; or 

G An inherent ecological, geological, or hydrological sensitivity to change
that may be adversely affected by any physical disturbance.

There are no Critical Environmental
Areas in the Town of Rhinebeck.
With the Project located well inside
the Town boundaries, there is no
potential to be adjacent to a CEA in
another community. The DECinfo
Locator map image to the left shows
the nearest CEA (the purple shade) -
Vandeberg Cove in the Town of
Hyde Park. This area is nearly 6
miles straight line distance from the
Project site. Thus, the Applicant's
proposal is not located within or
adjacent to a critical environmental
area (CEA). 

Page 36 of  58260703 V08 Rbk Villas FEAF P3 Neg Dec (Draft final).wpd



FEAF Part 2, Item 12, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, and public
input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the
EAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 13, Impact on Transportation

The Proposed Action may result in a change to existing transportation systems.

FEAF Part 2, Item 13, Analysis: 

To answer this question, the Planning Board assessed the sub-items. 

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks whether or not projected traffic may exceed [the]
capacity of [the] existing road network. 

The Applicant submitted a traffic evaluation dated February 24. 2025
(Revision #1).The evaluation notes that automatic traffic recorder (ATR)
reported by NYSDOT counted approximately 14,700 vehicles per day
(vpd) near the Project site. The trip generation was calculated using the
ITE Trip Generation Manual 11th Edition and using land use code 310
(Hotel), estimated the following trip generation estimates:

The evaluation notes that the site is expected to generate 28 trips during
the AM peak hour, 35 trips during the PM peak hour and 43 trips during
the Saturday peak hour and these generation numbers are less than the
NYSDEC FEAF Workbook threshold of 100 site-generated trips,
suggesting that level of service (LOS) impact is unlikely. The FEAF
Workbook for FEAF Part 2, Item 13, states that an assumption is made
that a project: 

...generating fewer than 100 peak hour vehicle trips per
hour will not result in any significant increases in traffic. 

The Workbook further states "If the proposed project does not exceed a
numeric threshold in a question, the reviewing agency should consider
the scale and context of the project in determining if an impact may be
small or moderate to large." 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action may result in the construction of
paved parking area for 500 or more vehicles. 
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There are 83 parking spaces proposed. In addition, there is an overflow
grass parking area/designated snow storage pervious grass paver area
on the plans that can accommodate 22 parking spaces. Thus, the total
number of parking spaces will be well below the 500 parking space
threshold for this sub-item. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action will degrade existing transit
access. 

The relevant FEAF Part 1 question asking if the project is within ½ mile of
public/private transportation service(s) or facilities was not completed
because the prior answer was no and this question was thus not required
to be answered. 

Given this sub-item and the interest in accessibility throughout the Town,
we assessed the transit options in the area. The closest transit route to
the Project is the Dutchess County Transit/Bus "C" line (Poughkeepsie to
Tivoli) that runs along Route 9 through the Town of Rhinebeck Monday
through Saturday (dutchesscounty.etaspot.net). The nearest designated
stop locations are on Route 9 at Old Post Road and Wey Road,
approximately 0.8 miles from the Project site entrance on a different
State Route. There are no private transportation services that regularly
serve the area, though one could hail an on-demand rideshare service for
a ride. Given the separation distance between this Project and the bus
line, it does not appear that the proposed Project will have an impact that
degrades existing transit access. On the contrary, it is possible that at
some point a transit service ridership tipping point may be met that could
bring about a need to talk with the transit service about a potential route
change that provides bus service to businesses along Route 9G to this
development and other existing businesses. 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action will degrade existing pedestrian
or bicycle accommodations. 

The relevant FEAF Part 1 question asking if the Project includes plans for
pedestrian or bicycle accommodations for connections to existing
pedestrian or bicycle routes was not completed because the prior answer
was no and this question was thus not required to be answered. 

There are no existing pedestrian or bicycle accommodations along the
Project road frontage (Route 9G and Middle Road) or through the Project
property. Bicycle, pedestrian, and all road users in the immediate area
and throughout the Town of Rhinebeck must share the road with
vehicles. The nearest bicycle facilities are on-road (shared-use) NYS
Bike Route 9 (located along SR Route 9) and NYS Bike Route 199 (along
Route 9G north of SR Route 199), based on the NYSDOT NYS Bike
Routes Viewer. Route 199 is also part of the Empire State Trail (EST)
that runs along Route 199 across the Hudson River and then north on
River Road into the Town of Red Hook. A review of the Dutchess County
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Parks & Trails map shows no trails other than the Empire State Trail and
walking trails in Ferncliff Forest in the northwestern corner of the Town.  

This proposal includes a pedestrian connection from the Project along
Route 9G to the adjacent existing Four Brothers restaurant where it is
anticipated visitors to the hotel will want to visit. This connection creates a
small new segment of sidewalk along Route 9G that does not currently,
and isn't anticipated in the foreseeable future, to connect to other
sidewalk segments as there aren't any for miles in any direction. This
segment does, however, provide a non-vehicular modal option for visitors
to the hotel to access an existing business, thereby potentially reducing
trips and turning movements on to Route 9G.

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action may alter the present pattern of
movement of people or goods. 

The relevant FEAF Part 1 question asking if the Project was not
completed because the prior answer was no and this question was thus
not required to be answered. 

The Proposed Action will not alter the present pattern of movement of
people or goods, though it will create a new destination for visitors to the
Town. The movement of people and goods along Route 9G will not
change because of this development and the number of peak hour trips
are not considered by SEQRA to be significant (they are under 100 peak
hour trips as noted above).

FEAF Part 2, Item 13, Conclusion:

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, and public
input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the
FEAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 14, Impact on Energy

The Proposed Action may cause an increase in the use of any form of energy.

FEAF Part 2, Item 14, Analysis: 

The FEAF Part 2 includes four questions that reference FEAF Part 1, Section D, to
answer the question in this Item. Most of the sub-questions below rely on sub-question
(D)(2)(k) in the FEAF Part I which is applicable to commercial and industrial projects. 

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if a new or upgraded substation will be required. 

The FEAF Part 1 question asks for an estimate of annual electricity
demand during operation of the Proposed Action. The NYSDEC FEAF
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Workbook notes that analysis asks questions such as if the Proposed
Action includes energy efficient design features and technologies.
Furthermore, it states that there is not likely to be any impacts on energy
if the Proposed Action does not require new, upgraded, creation, or
extension of substations, energy transmission supply system, nor does it
use more than 2,500 MWhrs of energy or is a building less than 100,000
s.f. of building area. It also notes that proposed projects that are similar
to those in the surrounding area and that follow the NYS Energy Code
are likely to only have a small impact. 

The proposed construction is for approximately 32,000 s.f. of building
area, well below the 100,000 s.f. building area threshold in the SEQRA
documentation.

Regarding energy usage, online research found an estimate that a single
hotel room uses 1,700 to 5,700 KWhrs per year or 1.7-5.7MWhrs
(1MWhr equals 1,000 KWhrs). Using the high-end estimate:

 5.7MWhrs x  60 hotel rooms = 342 MWhrs

This estimate is a fraction of the 2,500 MWhrs threshold. It is unclear if
these estimates account for the associated energy related to support
on-site utilities as most hotels likely use public sewer and water.
Research found that 2,500 MWhrs is equivalent to over 200 homes, a
small town, large commercial facility, or medium-sized industrial plant. It
is unlikely that the utilities on-site would account for the remaining ~2,150
MWhrs of energy needed to cross the SEQRA threshold. For reference,
the Rockledge condominium project, recently approved by the Rhinebeck
Planning Board, which included 36 residential units, on-site wells and
re-use/upgrading of an existing sewage treatment facility, estimated a
total energy usage at full buildout for all structures/uses at 676.8 MWhrs
per year. The US Energy Information Administration estimates average
home electricity use, which is more than a hotel room, at 10,791 KWh 
per year (https://www.eia.gov/tools/faqs/faq.php?id=97&t=3).

The updated FEAF Part 1 (updated after initial SEQRA discussions)
estimates annual electricity demand at 300-500kva connected load. The
Applicant has stated that:

...this load does not warrant a dedicated electrical
substation that would be needed for a facility in the range
of multi-megawatts. 

The Applicant has stated further: 

This Project's electrical demand can be serviced with a
standard commercial power connection and a
pad-mounted transformer. We understand that Central
Hudson Gas & Electric has existing 3-phase power
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infrastructure along the Route 9G and Middle Road with
abutting proximity to this project. 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks about the creation or extension of an energy
transmission or supply system to more than 50 single or two-family
residences or to serve a commercial or industrial use. 

This proposal is a commercial use. There is no indication in the FEAF
form or other materials regarding potential need for the creation or
extension of an energy transmission or supply system. Obviously, the
location will require the extension of transmission lines to the site for the
proposed use. 

According to the guidance provided in the NYSDEC FEAF Workbook, a
small impact is likely if the proposed Project includes land uses similar to
those in the surrounding area, and that follow the NYS Energy Code. A
moderate to large impact is found in projects that are much larger in
scale than surrounding land uses, or that are in a remote area with limited
energy infrastructure.

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks whether or not more than 2,500 MWhrs (a term used to
describe electrical power consumption and production) are estimated to
be used by the Project. As noted above, this was answered as "Typical
demand for a hotel" which does not provide a numerical estimate or an
indication of the utilities to be installed. Detailed information was not
provided in the FEAF Part 1 nor found in other information so an estimate
of the residential component of this Project was undertaken for
assessment purposes in item a above. Using the research done and
estimates calculated, the Project does not appear to be close to the
SEQRA threshold of 2,500 MWhrs of energy use. 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action will involve heating and cooling
more than 100,000 square feet of building area when complete. 

The Applicant's proposal, based on the details in the FEAF Part 1 and in
the plans note that the total maximum building coverage for the Project is
approximately 32,000 square feet, well below the 100,000 square feet
building area SEQRA threshold. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 14, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, and public
input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the
FEAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.
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FEAF Part 2, Item 15, Impact on Noise, Odor, and Light

The Proposed Action may result in an increase in noise, odors, or outdoor lighting.

FEAF Part 2, Item 15, Analysis: 

The answer to this question is yes since the property is proposed to change from
undeveloped to active use. Therefore, the Planning Board reviewed and assessed the
sub-question for this Item.

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action may produce sound above
noise levels established by local regulation. 

Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s) and our review of other
materials, the Proposed Action will produce noise that will exceed existing
ambient noise levels during construction, operation, or both. The FEAF
Part 1 questions states that during hours of operation, typical noise
associated with construction and equipment activities will take place. The
Part 1 also notes that the action will not remove existing natural barriers
that could act as a noise barrier or screen. Based on the proposal, trees
will be removed and ground disturbed for the development, however,
significant stands of existing trees and land area will remain undisturbed.

Analyzing this item further regarding local regulations, the Town of
Rhinebeck Zoning Law § 125-58 (Noise regulations) was enacted to
"…preserve, protect and promote the public health, safety and welfare,
and the peace and quiet of the inhabitants of the Town…" The Zoning
Law noise provisions are very detailed and encompasses many areas of
potential noise that is regulated. Some specific acts or events intended to
be controlled that could relate to any development project and the final
constructed elements include construction, repair and demolition, air
conditioning, refrigeration, ventilation, machinery, or other similar noise
generators. The noise regulations provide detailed acts that are declared
to be prima facie evidence of a violation of the noise chapter with detailed
associated dBA levels, and time periods when such noise would be
considered a violation. It includes prohibitions on certain activities like
construction and demolition between certain time periods and on
Sundays and holidays (See Rhinebeck Zoning Law § 125-58). The
Applicant, as all Applicants for construction and demolition activities are
required to do in the Town of Rhinebeck, must abide by the Town Code
regulations regarding noise. 

Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question and assuming that the
Zoning Code noise regulations are adhered to during construction and by
visitors of the hotel/motel once open (as is required of any new
development and all residents/visitors to properties in the Town of
Rhinebeck), the answer to the question of whether or not the project will
produce sound above noise levels established by local regulation would
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be that no or small impact may occur. 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action may result in blasting within
1,500 feet of any residence, hospital, school, licensed day care center, or
nursing home. 

Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s) and our review of other
materials,  there are no such facilities within 1,500 feet of the Project site.

Analyzing this item further, the FEAF Part 2 form for this sub-item does
not list FEAF Part 1 Item (D)(2)(a) as a relevant FEAF Part 1 question.
However, Item (D)(2)(a) does contain a question about the potential for
blasting. The question asks if excavation will require blasting and the
answer is "no." Based on the information contained in the FEAF Part 1,
the Project will not utilize blasting. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may result in routine odors for
more than one hour per day. 

Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 question(s), the Proposed Action
does not have the potential to produce odors for more than one hour a
day. 

The FEAF Part 1, Item (D)(2)(h) asks if the Proposed Action will generate
or emit methane (including, but not limited to, sewage treatment plants,
landfills, composting facilities). The answer to this question was no, but in
research conducted it and documented above, it was noted that all
biological processes produce methane gases. The amount would be that
typical of a Wastewater Treatment Plants sized as proposed. 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action may result in light shining onto
adjoining properties. 

A lighting plan has been provided showing the illumination area and
footcandle levels. The lighting plan notes that all exterior lighting is to be
full cut-off, dark-sky compliant down lighting.

Based on the information provided in the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items, the
plan submitted, and other materials reviewed, the lighting plan shows that
light will not shine into adjoining properties, which is to not say that
lighting won't be visible from other properties. The parcel is currently
undeveloped and lighting may be visible, particularly in during leaf-off
times. 

The sub-question further asks if the action will remove existing natural
barriers that could act as a light barrier or screen The Part 1 notes that
the action will not remove existing natural barriers that could act as a
noise barrier or screen. Based on the proposal, trees will be removed and
ground disturbed for the development, however, significant stands of
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existing trees and land area will remain undisturbed.

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the action may result in lighting creating sky-glow
brighter than existing area conditions. 

As noted above, a lighting plan has been provided showing the
illumination area and footcandle levels. The lighting plan notes that all
exterior lighting is to be full cut-off, dark-sky compliant down lighting. The
Town Code requires lights to be dark-sky compliant and cut-off to direct
light downward. 

Based on the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items, the plan submitted, and other
materials reviewed, the lighting plan shows that light will not shine into
adjoining properties, which is to not say that lighting won't be visible from
other properties. The parcel is currently undeveloped and lighting may be
visible, particularly in during leaf-off times.

FEAF Part 2, Item 15, Conclusion:

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, and public input and discussion held, the
form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified
within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 16, Impact on Human Health

The Proposed Action may have an impact on human health from exposure to new or
existing sources of contaminants.

FEAF Part 2, Item 16, Analysis: 

To answer this question, the Planning Board reviewed the item through the sub-items. 

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action is located within 1,500 feet of a
school, hospital, licensed day care center, group home, nursing home or
retirement community. 

The relevant information provided in the FEAF Part 1 notes that there are
no such facilities within 1,500 feet of the Project location. A review of land
uses in the vicinity of the Project confirmed that there a no such facilities.

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the site of the Proposed Action is currently
undergoing remediation. 

The relevant FEAF Part 1 questions note that no hazardous waste has
been generated, treated, and/or disposed of at the site nor does it adjoin
a property that is now or was at one time used to commercially treat,
store and/or dispose of hazardous waste. It also notes that the Project
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site has not been used as a municipal, commercial, or industrial solid
waste management facility or adjoin a property which is now, or was at
one time, used as a solid waste management facility. 

A review of the NYSDEC DECinfo Locator
(https://gisservices.dec.ny.gov/gis/dil/) indicates that north of Middle Road
between Hook Road and Route 9G was the "Long Property", a now
inactive solid waste landfill. There are no details provided about the exact
location of the landfill, no history of the site provided, no indication of any
concerns by the NYSDEC regarding past actions, and no indication of
any environmental cleanup done on the site. There is also no
environmental monitoring taking place at this location. Given the notation
but no indication of any issues or concerns (in addition no concerns
identified through the well testing/sampling), it would seem that there are
no concerns regarding the past history of the site, however, should issues
be identified during construction related to any potential past use,
construction so be halted, and the Town Building Department and any
other relevant outside agencies should be notified before further work is
conducted.

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if there is a completed emergency spill remediation, or
a completed environmental site remediation on, or adjacent to, the site of
the Proposed Action. 

The answer to this question is no, based on a review of the NYSDEC
Spill Incidents Database and the relevant information provided in the
FEAF Part 1 questions, which are the same as those referenced in
sub-item b. above. 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the site is subject to an institutional control limiting
the use of the property (e.g., easement or deed restriction). 

The relevant information provided in the FEAF Part 1 Items, and a review
of the filed map, do not indicate limits on the use of the property such as
an easement or deed restriction. 

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action may affect institutional control
measures that were put in place to ensure that the site remains protective
of the environment and human health. 

The information provided in the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items, and a review
of the files map, do not indicate any limits on the use of the property such
as an easement or deed restriction related to the environment or human
health. 

Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks if the Proposed Action has adequate control measures
in place to ensure that future generation, treatment, and/or disposal of
hazardous wastes will be protective of the environment and human
health. 
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The information provided in the relevant Part 1 Items notes that the
action will not involve the commercial generation, treatment, storage, or
disposal of hazardous waste. 

Analyzing this item further, the results of this action would be the creation
of a hotel and associated support infrastructure and amenities (buildings
for common use by guests). Any actions taken after construction
regarding hazardous waste materials would be the responsibility of
property owner just as they are for any project or property owner. 

Sub-item g. Sub-item (g) asks if the Proposed Action involves the construction or
modification of a solid waste management facility. 

The information provided in the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items, the answer is
no. The Proposed Action does not involve the construction or
modification of a solid waste management facility. 

Sub-item h. Sub-item (h) asks if the Proposed Action may result in the unearthing of
solid or hazardous waste. 

The information provided in the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items notes that
there has never been a solid waste management facility on or adjacent to
this proposed Project. 

However, as noted in sub-item b. above, a review of the NYSDEC
DECinfo Locator (https://gisservices.dec.ny.gov/gis/dil/) indicates that
north of Middle Road between Hook Road and Route 9G was the "Long
Property", a now inactive solid waste landfill. There are no details
provided about the exact location of the landfill, no history of the site
provided, no indication of any concerns by the NYSDEC regarding past
actions, and no indication of any environmental cleanup done on the site.
There is also no environmental monitoring taking place at this location.
Given the notation, but no indication of any issues or concerns (in
addition no concerns identified through the well testing/sampling), it
would seem that there are no concerns regarding the past history of the
site. However, should issues be identified during construction related to
any potential past use, construction shall be halted, and the Town
Building Department and any other relevant outside agencies ought to be
notified before further work is conducted.

 . 
Analyzing this item further, the only other potentially related information
that was identified is detailed in sub-item (c), the NYSDEC Spills
Incidents database. The answer to this question is no. This answer is
based on a review of the NYSDEC Spill Incidents Database and the
information provided in response to the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items,
which are the same as those referenced in sub-item (b) above.

During the course of the Planning Board’s review, and through written
comment and testimony received during public hearing sessions, the
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Board heard assertions about an old dump in the vicinity of the Project
site. These assertions formed the basis for concerns expressed about the
possibility that waste material might be unearthed or disturbed in the
course of the excavations on the site associated with construction and
fears about the potential adverse impacts that such disturbance might
have on the quality of well water supplies on other properties in the
vicinity of the Project site. 

On this issue, neighbors asked the Planning Board to require the
Applicant to conduct further study of soils on its Property for the purposes
of establishing definitively that no waste material had been deposited
below the surface of the Property. Since no definitive evidence emerged
during the course of the review that waste material had been deposited
on the Applicant’s Property in the past, requiring the Applicant to conduct
further soils study would have the effect of asking the Applicant to prove
a negative. 

The Board took neighbors’ concerns on this point very seriously. As in the
case of water supply impacts, the Board took care to listen very carefully
to testimony and offered on this point. 

In New York State, the NYSDEC is the agency which has the jurisdiction
under the law over the disposal of solid waste. Hence, as is described
above, one of the first steps that the Board’s consultants took in
evaluating the assertions made during the public hearing sessions was to
check NYSDEC databases to determine whether there were waste sites,
either on the Applicant’s Property, or nearby. And as has been indicated
above, there are no evidence of an inactive solid waste landfill in the
NYSDEC files either on the Applicant’s Property, or even in the vicinity of
the Property. Below is a copy of the DECinfo Locator Map showing sites
in the area. The red dot on the map was added to show the approximate
location of the Project site. 

[INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK. CONTINUES ON NEXT PAGE]
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In addition, it should be noted that the 72-hour pump test conducted by
the Applicant yielded information about water quality as well as well
supply volume and drawdown. Since the Dutchess County Department of
Health (DCDOH) classified the proposed hotel’s water supply to be a
regulated public water supply, water quality was examined. No
groundwater contamination was indicated in the report entitled “Well 1
72-hour Pumping Test,” dated January 24 2024, and revised July 2025,
and prepared by WSP, consulting engineers to the Applicant. The water
quality testing results from that pump test are discussed in detail in this
Negative Declaration in the discussion of FEAF Part 2, Item 4, Impact on
Groundwater, at Sub-item (e), and that discussion is incorporated herein
by reference. While not direct, the lack of contamination in the
groundwater which was drawn from the site in large volumes during the
pump test, shows that the water from the well on site is clean. While not
direct evidence, this information leads to the reasonable inference that
subsurface waste material on the Project site that could contaminate
groundwater is not present. 

As we noted in the earlier discussion of FEAF Part 2, Item 4, Sub-item
(b), as lead agency we are legally required to be able to demonstrate that
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our decisions have a rational basis which is supported by the record. 

The gravamen of this Sub-item is whether soils excavation on this
Property would unearth waste material. This issue boils down to the
question of sufficiency of evidence. We have done our best to apply the
“hard look” standard in good faith as lead agency, and to apply common
sense and a reasoned consideration of this issue. 

For us, key to our decision-making on this Sub-Item was the fact that
there was no evidence that directly established that the dumping of waste
material had taken place on the Applicant’s Property in the past.
Allegations about the old, inactive dump were scattered and almost
universally involved testimony about nearby properties. In our opinion,
based on our evaluation of all of the public comment and testimony
received, that comment and testimony never coalesced into definitive
proof of waste disposal on the site which is the subject of this
environmental review.

For the reasons set forth above, we conclude that the answer to FEAF
Part 2, Item 16, Sub-item (h) is no to small impact. 

 
Sub-item i. Sub-item (i) asks if the Proposed Action may result in an increase in the

rate of disposal, or processing, or solid waste. 

The information provided in the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items notes that the
Proposed Action does not include the construction or modification of a
solid waste management facility. The Part 1 notes that the action will
require the management or disposal of solid waste (excluding hazardous
waste). Tonnage amounts for construction and operation are not
provided. It is noted that standard construction practices to limit excess
material will be used and that on-site trash, recycling and compost bins
will be used during operation. Construction disposal will be handled by
Waste Management using the Kingston Transfer Station and operations
will use Royal Carting - Rhinebeck Town Transfer station. 

Sub-item j. Sub-item (j) asks if the Proposed Action may result in the excavation or
other disturbance within 2,000 feet of a site used for the disposal of solid
or hazardous waste. 

The relevant FEAF Part 1 questions note that neither the proposed
Project property nor adjoining properties contain a site used for the
disposal of solid or hazardous waste. 

Sub-item k. Sub-item (k) asks if the Proposed Action may result in the migration of
explosive gases from a landfill site to adjacent off site structures. 

The information provided in the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items does not
indicate any such potential. Again, based on information provided and
research conducted, the NYSDEC DECinfo Locator
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(https://gisservices.dec.ny.gov/gis/dil/) indicates that north of Middle Road
between Hook Road and Route 9G was the "Long Property", a now
inactive solid waste landfill. There are no details provided about the exact
location of the landfill, no history of the site provided, no indication of any
concerns by the NYSDEC regarding past actions, and no indication of
any environmental cleanup done on the site. There is also no
environmental monitoring taking place at this location. Given the notation
but no indication of any issues or concerns (in addition no concerns
identified through the well testing/sampling), it would seem that there are
no concerns regarding the past history of the site, however, should issues
be identified during construction related to any potential past use,
construction so be halted, and the Town Building Department and any
other relevant outside agencies should be notified before further work is
conducted.

 . 
Sub-item l. Sub-item (l) asks if the Proposed Action may result in the release of

contaminated leachate from the Project site. 

Again, based on information provided and research conducted, the
NYSDEC DECinfo Locator (https://gisservices.dec.ny.gov/gis/dil/)
indicates that north of Middle Road between Hook Road and Route 9G
was the "Long Property", a now inactive solid waste landfill. There are no
details provided about the exact location of the landfill, no history of the
site provided, no indication of any concerns by the NYSDEC regarding
past actions, and no indication of any environmental cleanup done on the
site. There is also no environmental monitoring taking place at this
location. Given the notation but no indication of any issues or concerns
(in addition no concerns identified through the well testing/sampling), it
would seem that there are no concerns regarding the past history of the
site, however, should issues be identified during construction related to
any potential past use, construction so be halted, and the Town Building
Department and any other relevant outside agencies should be notified
before further work is conducted.

Sub-item m. Sub-item (m) regarding other impacts: Cross-reference to item #3
(Impacts on Surface Water) as elements of that item are focused on the
impact on human health as it relates to the wastewater treatment plant.  

FEAF Part 2, Item 16, Conclusion: 

Upon the Planning Board's review of the information provided in the FEAF Part 1, the
submitted site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, public input
and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF
Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 17, Consistency with Community Plans

The Proposed Action is not consistent with adopted land use plans.
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FEAF Part 2, Item 17, Analysis: 

To answer this question, the Planning Board reviewed the item through the sub-items.

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action's land use components may be
different from, or in sharp contrast to, current surrounding land use
pattern(s). 

The proposal is for the construction of a 60-room hotel clustered in the
south eastern portion of the property, with the utility infrastructure located
in the middle and northern end of the parcel.

A Hotel/Motel is permitted in the Gateway-North (Gw-N) Zoning District
with a Site Plan and Special Use Permit approval - Section 125-72 (Site
Plan), and 125-65 (Special Use Permit). The proposed use is subject to
Specific Standards for Certain Uses per Section 125-68.Z which includes
a formula for calculating the maximum hotel room count.

Analyzing this item further, Item #9, sub-item f above asked if there are
similar projects within specified distances of the proposed Project. Based
on an analysis of parcels, aerial imagery, and GIS mapping, no similar
projects are within ½ mile but there are several within ½ - 3 miles and
many more beyond this distance. 

Zoning and land use along Route 9G is predominantly non-residential
and includes the following makeup:

G Immediately across the road from the proposed Project are two
residential vacant land parcels (Land Use Code 311) with just a
small corner of a third lot, a 1-family residential parcel, along the
road. All three of these parcels are zoned Residential Countryside
(RC5). 

G Parcels abutting the subject parcel are two 1 use small building
(Land Use Code 485) lots and an Other Storage (Land Use Code
449). These lots include an existing restaurant, property classified
as a warehouse, and a tree business. All three are zoned
Gateway North (GW-N).

G Further to the north are two residential vacant land parcels (Land
Use Code 311), a 1 use small building (Land Use Code 485) retail
use, and a gas station (Land Use Code 432). All of these parcels
are zoned Rural Agricultural (RA10). 

G Property fronting on Route 9G south of the Project location is
zoned as follows:

# Business professional (BP) which includes a health spa
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(Land Use Code 544), 2 converted residences (Land Use
Code 483) both converted to restaurants, and an auto
dealership (Land Use Code 431). 

# Office Research Park (ORP) which includes an auto
dealership (Land Use Code 483).

# Crossroads Business (Cr-B) which includes self storage
(Land Use Code 442), 2 Vacant Commercial lots (Land
Use Code 330), and 1 use small building (Land Use Code
484).

# Immediately behind the proposed site is property zoned
Rural Agriculture (RA10) which includes a 2-family
residence (Land Use Code (220) and several Single
Family residences (Land Use Code 210).

The active uses along Route 9G are non-residential, some with moderate
to higher levels of automobile traffic. These include the restaurants,
health spa and Ruge's Subaru which was required to install a left turn
lane in order to construct the automobile repair shop in the ORP Zoning
District. The proposed hotel seems compatible with the general land uses
located along Route 9G, is permitted by Zoning, and has access from a
state road (a principal arterial) which is the preferred option vs a lower
classification road. 

The Town's Comprehensive Plan designated Route 9G as a designated
local scenic road. The Applicant has modified their proposal from the
original design to take into account comments made regarding the
visibility of, and impact on, Route 9G as a scenic road and gateway into
the Town of Rhinebeck.

The Comprehensive Plan Centers and Greenspaces Plan map lists the
designated parcel, and those adjacent to and across Route 9G, as
Priority Greenspace. This lot is part of a larger area extending from the
Town of Red Hook line with the Town of Rhinebeck to Hook Road
excluding the two smaller existing developed parcels along Route 9G and
four smaller residential lots along Hook Road near this proposed site.
That said, the parcel is not included as a priority conservation area. As
noted above, except for the utilities, the development is being clustered
on the southeastern corner of the site which leaves most of the existing
site undisturbed. A total of 4.9 acres of the 30.562 acre site is proposed
to be used for this proposal. 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action will cause the permanent
population of the city, town, or village in which the Project is located to
grow by more than 5%. 

Since this is a hotel/motel use with transient usage, the permanent
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population of the Town will not grow by more than 5%. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action is inconsistent with local land
use plans or zoning regulations. 

As noted above, zoning and land use along Route 9G is predominantly
non-residential and this proposal is for the construction of a 60-room
hotel clustered in the south eastern portion of the property, with the utility
infrastructure located in the middle and northern end of the parcel. 

A Hotel/Motel is permitted in the Gateway-North (Gw-N) Zoning District
with a Site Plan and Special Use Permit approval - Section 125-72 (Site
Plan), and 125-65 (Special Use Permit). The proposed use is subject to
Specific Standards for Certain Uses per Section 125-68.Z which includes
a formula for calculating the maximum hotel room count. 

Regarding the Town's Comprehensive Plan, "The Goals of the Rhinebeck
Plan" and "The Rhinebeck Plan Vision Statements" include several
statements that have directed the work that has been undertaken during
the review and refinement process for this Project:

Goals

G Maintain the rural character of the Town by integrating
development into existing hamlets and the Village in key
locations and enhancing protection of community
character through conservation design practices in the
rural portions of the Town. 

G Encourage economic development and tourism that is in
keeping with the rural character of Rhinebeck and the
centrality of the Village.

Vision Statements

G Protect the rural, scenic, natural and historic character of
the town.

G Ensure that all new development is pedestrian-friendly. 

G Protect the scenic character of the community and its
rural, natural, and historic elements.

G Encourage new businesses in the town that are built to
human scale; provide employment for residents; and offer
goods and services geared to their needs. 

G Encourage tourism in Rhinebeck at a scale that respects
the town's historic and rural character, making visitors feel
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welcome and respecting the primary needs of residents,
year-round.

This proposed development is in a somewhat developed, and very busy,
portion of the Town but it still retains rural character. Route 9G is a scenic
road and a gateway into the Town of Rhinebeck so preservation of the
rural character in this area to the extent practical has been discussed as
a priority. It also serves as a main route for visitors and residents to
access the Village, through a direct connection via Route 9G and Route 9
along NY State routes, where vehicular traffic should generally be
focused when possible. 

The development has been further integrated into the landscape/woods
since the original submission which has resulted in a Project design that
clusters new construction on the southeastern portion of the property
within the woods, leaving some existing treeline between the
development and Route 9G, much of the site remains untouched as a
result of this development (though the Applicant has left open the
potential for future development, however no plans have been discussed
or provided). 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action is inconsistent with any County
plans, or other regional land use plans. 

The Dutchess County Planning Department provided a referral response
to an early version of the Project in a letter dated January 17, 2020. The
Department did not consider the application complete for review due to
missing information that they wanted to see and they did request that the
Project be resubmitted for a formal 30-day review. They noted that it was
"...challenging to adequately review the proposed Project" but still noted
that it was a "Matter of Local Concern." The County was sent information
regarding SEQRA Lead Agency by the Town Planning Board through the
Notice of Intent (NOI) March 28, 2025 and the Town did not receive a
response. The Project was again referred to the County Planning
Department for review upon the revision of the plans and  identification of
the need for County Planning review per the 239-m process since their
initial review was considered incomplete. 

There were no plans identified that indicate the Project is inconsistent
with County or regional land use plans. Dutchess Tourism submitted a
memo dated February 21, 2025 in which they gave support to the
proposed hotel as it would "...bring much-needed quality lodging at a
moderately priced rate to norther Dutchess which is desperately needed." 

Sub-item e. asks if the Proposed Action may cause a change in the
density of development that is not supported by existing infrastructure or
is distant from existing infrastructure. 

The development is taking access from Route 9G, a principal arterial.
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The NYSDOT is reviewing the Project as the State road is in their
jurisdiction. Per the October 20, 2025 memo from Creighton Manning,
NYSDOT approved via email a Stage PERM 33-COM documents. A left
turn lane into the proposed Project has been added to the plans in
anticipation of such being required for the development to move forward.
There are no formal transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities. A new
sidewalk connection between the proposed development and the existing
restaurant is proposed to provide a non-vehicular alternative between the
properties, but this will not currently connect to any other pedestrian
infrastructure.  

The Project will not utilize public water or sewer. 

Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks the Proposed Action is located in an area characterized
by low density development that will require new or expanded public
infrastructure.

The action is located in an area characterized as low density
development, though it is an active area and a major gateway to the
Town. There are no new or expanded public infrastructure needs except
potentially for the new left turn lane which is required solely for access to
the site.

Sub-item g. Sub-item (g) asks if the Proposed Action may induce secondary
development impacts (e.g., residential, or commercial development not
included in the Proposed Action). 

This Project is not proposing public infrastructure, such as public water or
sewer, which could act as a catalyst to induce secondary development.
All infrastructure proposed as part of this Project will only serve the
proposed Project elements. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 17, Conclusion: 

Based upon the information provided in the relevant FEAF Part 1 Items, the submitted
site plan and related documentation, governmental databases, public input and
discussion held, the form-defined question set forth under this caption on the FEAF Part
2 was classified within the category No or Small Impact may occur.

FEAF Part 2, Item 18, Consistency with Community Character

The proposed project is inconsistent with the existing community character

FEAF Part 2, Item 18, Analysis: 

The Planning Board assessed this item through the sub-items. 

Sub-item a. Sub-item (a) asks if the Proposed Action may replace or eliminate
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existing facilities, structures, or areas of historic importance to the
community. 

There are no known existing facilities, structures, or areas of historic
importance to the community that are being impacted by the proposed
development, though a potential archaeological site was identified on the
property but could not be located. 

Sub-item b. Sub-item (b) asks if the Proposed Action may create a demand for
additional community services (e.g., schools, police, fire). 

The answer to this question is yes, it could create more demand for
additional community services related to emergency services. Rhinebeck
is a growing Town, but there have been no concerns raised by the
community services agencies regarding creation of additional demand
from this Project that would strain or negatively impact currently available
resources. 

Sub-item c. Sub-item (c) asks if the Proposed Action may displace affordable or
low-income housing in an area where there is a shortage of such
housing. 

The answer to this question is no as there is no affordable housing
currently on this property that would be displaced and none has been
proposed or considered for this site. Zoning in the Town of Rhinebeck
does not explicitly permit or require affordable or low-income housing in
this zoning district, though in concept it could potentially be developed if
done as a conservation or conventional subdivision under the existing
standards per the Town of Rhinebeck District Schedule of Use
Regulations. 

Assessing this Item further, while there is a documented shortage of
affordable housing in Dutchess County as identified in the Dutchess
County Housing Needs Assessment, it is not specific to an area within
the Town of Rhinebeck and this Project does not create any
displacement as it is a hotel/motel being constructed on undeveloped
land in a commercial-based zoning district. 

Sub-item d. Sub-item (d) asks if the Proposed Action may interfere with the use or
enjoyment of officially recognized or designated public resources. 

As has been discussed previously in item 9, the property is private and
does not include an officially designated public resource. The Applicant's
proposal does not create the loss of a recreational resource or impact an
informal community open space resource because no such resource
exists on the site, nor does it impact active transportation infrastructure
as there is no such dedicated infrastructure in close proximity to the
proposed property (Middle Road is identified in the Comprehensive Plan
as an existing regional Bike/Hike Trail - no changes are proposed to
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Middle Road). The Town does not have an adopted Open Space Plan
and thus there is no recommendation for use of the property as an open
space resource. 

Sub-item e. Sub-item (e) asks if the Proposed Action is inconsistent with the
predominant architectural scale and character. 

This proposal is for hotel/motel which is consistent with the Town's
Zoning regulations as it is permitted in the Gateway-North (Gw-N) Zoning
District with a Site Plan and Special Use Permit approval - Section
125-72 (Site Plan), and 125-65 (Special Use Permit). The proposed use
is subject to Specific Standards for Certain Uses per Section 125-68.Z
which includes a formula for calculating the maximum hotel room count.
The structures will generally be higher and larger than others in the area,
but there are various types of development along the corridor ranging
from conversions of existing homes/structures to commercial
uses/restaurants, to the health club, auto sales and repair shops, and
undeveloped lands. 

Sub-item f. Sub-item (f) asks if the Proposed Action is inconsistent with the character
of the existing natural landscape. 

The site is currently undeveloped, so any development would change the
current existing natural landscape. The new proposed structures are
clustered to the southeastern portion of the Project site where there were
some existing disturbances from the prior use(s) (based on a review of
historic aerials, particularly from 1936 to the 1980's which show different
areas of clearing, access drives and some structures along parts of
Route 9G and Middle Road at different times throughout the last 75+
years. 

FEAF Part 2, Item 18, Conclusion:

Upon the Planning Board's review of the FEAF Part 1, submitted site plan and related
documentation, public input and discussion held, the form-defined question set forth
under this caption on the FEAF Part 2 was classified within the category No or Small
Impact may occur.

Part 7
Conclusion and Determination of Nonsignificance

(Negative Declaration)

There have been many comments received about the potential impact to the immediate area
around the proposed project, to the Town, and to community character. We listened intently to
the comments raised by the public, and we thank all those who attended and participated in
public hearing sessions. That input strengthens and improves the environmental review
process. The Planning Board has been attentive to those comments and concerns, and has
tried to put them to good use in prompting the Applicant to revise designs and plans to address
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those comments during the course of the project review.  

Regarding SEQRA’s purpose, the NYSDEC SEQR Handbook says:

SEQR establishes a process to systematically consider environmental factors
early in the planning stages of actions that are directly undertaken, funded, or
approved by local, regional, and state agencies. By incorporating environmental
review early in the planning stages, projects can be modified as needed to avoid
adverse impacts on the environment.13

It is the Planning Board’s view that the purpose of SEQRA has been fulfilled by Board’s
environmental review of this Project. The potential adverse environmental impacts were
carefully and diligently identified and analyzed. And importantly, the Project has evolved
significantly across a wide spectrum over the multi-year course of the review, with the vast
majority of the changes made to address environmental impact concerns raised by either the
Planning Board or the public.

Based on the information currently available to the Planning Board and the above analysis and
evaluation of all relevant and probable environmental impacts related to the activities and
actions herein proposed, and after reviewing the Full EAF Part 1 and Part 2 together with the
documentation provided by the Applicant and the information provided during the review of the
Project by the Town's planning and engineering consultants and the public, the Planning Board
of the Town of Rhinebeck hereby concludes and determines, that an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) will not be required for the proposed Project because this Action will not result
in any significant adverse environmental impacts [see 6 NYCRR § 617.7(a)(2)].

[End of Negative Declaration]

13
 NYSDEC, SEQR Handbook, 4th Ed., Introduction, Section B “What is the purpose of the Act,” P. 3.
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