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Silo Ridge Resort Community 
Appendix H of FEIS 

 
 
 
 

I. Updated Fiscal Impact Analysis Using Agreed Upon Methodology per The Hudson Group 
 
 

 

Table 1. Total Residential Market Value (April 2008 MDP) 

Unit Type 
Number of 

Units 
 Average Unit 

Price* 
Total Market 

Value 

Single-Family Estates 41 $ 2,597,500 $ 106,497,500 

Villas 19 $ 2,597,500 $ 49,352,500 

Flats 136 $ 861,918 $ 117,220,848 

Townhomes 142 $ 1,001,450 $ 142,205,900 

  338  $  415,276,748 

* Average market price per unit type from October 2007 DEIS. 
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Table 2A. Total Non-Residential Market Value1 

Land Use 
Construction 

Cost/Market Value 

Golf Course  $     10,000,000 

Winery $       1,000,000 

Clubhouse/Pro Shop/Cart Storage 
Subtotal $       8,000,000 

Retail on Green $       3,725,400 

Parking Garages $     15,750,000 

Hotel - Not including units $     34,160,000 

Hotel - Condo Units $   176,023,200 

Hotel – Overnight units -- 

Spa $       9,200,000 

Banquet Conference $       4,000,000 

Total $   261,858,600 

Note: In this table, the 300 hotel units are treated as condo units. 

 
 

Scenario A. Total Project Market Value (Residential + Non-Residential) = ~$677,135,350 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 As requested by the Planning Board, the estimate of non-residential market/assessed values was done two ways: assuming that all of the 300 
hotel units were offered for sale as condominium units (Table 2A) and assuming that 225 of the 300 units were available for overnight rental (Table 
2B). In the rest of this document, all tables indicated as “A” and “B” reflect these scenarios. 
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Table 2B. Total Non-Residential Market Value 

Land Use 
Construction Cost/Market 

Value 

Golf Course  $     10,000,000 

Winery $       1,000,000 

Clubhouse/ProShop/Cart Storage 
Subtotal $       8,000,000 

Retail on Green $       3,725,400 

Parking Garages $     15,750,000 

Hotel - Not including units $     34,160,000 

Hotel - Condo Units $     44,005,800 

Hotel - Overnight units $     45,630,000 

Spa $       9,200,000 

Banquet Conference $       4,000,000 

Total $   175,471,200 

Note: In this table 225 of the hotel units are treated as overnight 
rental accommodations. 

 
 

Scenario B. Total Project Market Value (Residential + Non-Residential) = ~$590,748,000 
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Table 3. Residential Assessed Value 

Total Residential Market Value Town Level of 
Assessment 

Full Assessed 
Value (Est.) 

Condo 
Valuation Factor 

Taxable 
Assessed Value 

Single Family $ 106,497,500 1 $ 106,497,500 N/A $ 106,497,500 

Villas $ 49,352,500 1 $ 49,352,500 0.5 $ 24,676,250 

Flats $ 117,220,848 1 $ 117,220,848 0.5 $ 58,610,424 

Townhomes $ 142,205,900 1 $ 142,205,900 0.5 $ 71,102,950 

TOTAL $ 415,276,748  $ 415,276,748  $ 260,887,124  
 

Table 4A. Non-Residential Assessed Value (with 300 condo hotel units) 

Total Non-Residential  
Market Value/Construction Costs 

Town Level 
of 

Assessment 
Full Assessed 

Value 

Condo 
Valuation 

Factor 
Actual Assessed 

Value 

Golf Course  $ 10,000,000 1 $ 10,000,000 N/A $ 10,000,000 

Winery $ 1,000,000 1 $  1,000,000 N/A $ 1,000,000 

Clubhouse/ProShop/Cart 
Storage Subtotal $ 8,000,000 1 $  8,000,000 N/A $ 8,000,000 

Retail on Green $ 3,725,400 1 $  3,725,400 N/A $ 3,725,400 

Parking Garages $ 15,750,000 1 $ 15,750,000 N/A $ 15,750,000 

Hotel - Not including units $ 34,160,000 1 $ 34,160,000 N/A $ 34,160,000 

Hotel - Condo Units $ 176,023,200 1 $ 176,023,200 0.5 $ 88,011,600 

Hotel - overnight units -- 1 -- N/A -- 

Spa $  9,200,000 1 $  9,200,000 N/A $ 9,200,000 

Banquet Conference $ 4,000,000 1 $ 4,000,000 N/A $  4,000,000 

TOTAL     $ 173,847,000 

 
Scenario A. Total Project Assessed Value (Residential + Non-Residential) = ~$434,734,000
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Table 4B. Non-Residential Assessed Value (with 75 condo hotel units and 225 overnight units) 

Total Non-Residential Market 
Value/Construction Costs 

Town Level 
of 

Assessment
Full Assessed 

Value 

Condo 
Valuation 

Factor 
Actual Assessed 

Value 

Golf Course  $ 10,000,000 1 $ 10,000,000 N/A $ 10,000,000 

Winery $ 1,000,000 1 $ 1,000,000 N/A $ 1,000,000 

Clubhouse/ProShop/ Cart 
Storage Subtotal $ 8,000,000 1 $ 8,000,000 N/A $ 8,000,000 

Retail on Green $ 3,725,400 1 $ 3,725,400 N/A $ 3,725,400 

Parking Garages $ 15,750,000 1 $ 15,750,000 N/A $ 15,750,000 

Hotel - Not including units $ 34,160,000 1 $ 34,160,000  $ 34,160,000 

Hotel - Condo Units $ 44,005,800 1 $ 44,005,800 0.5 $ 22,002,900 

Hotel - Overnight Units $ 45,630,000 1 $ 45,630,000 N/A $ 45,630,000 

Spa $ 9,200,000 1 $  9,200,000 N/A $ 9,200,000 

Banquet Conference $ 4,000,000 1 $ 4,000,000 N/A $ 4,000,000 

TOTAL     $ 153,468,300 

 
Scenario B. Total Project Assessed Value (Residential + Non-Residential) = ~$414,335,000 
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Table 5A. Estimated Revenues Generated by the Project 

Taxing District 
2007 Property Tax 

Rate per $1,000 
Assessed Value 

Current Taxes Projected Taxes Increase in Tax 
Revenue 

Dutchess County  $2.29  $27,830 $995,541 $967,711 

Town of Amenia  $1.75  $21,171 $760,785 $739,614 

Amenia Fire District   $0.39  $4,889 $169,546 $164,657 

Webutuck Central School District  $10.08  $131,212 $4,382,119 $4,250,906 

TOTAL   $185,102 $6,307,990 $6,122,888 

2007 assessed value = $12,146,500. Projected total assessed value upon full build-out (in 2007 dollars) = (approx) 
$434,734,000. 

 
 
 
 

Table 5B. Estimated Revenues Generated by the Project 

Taxing District 
2007 Property Tax 

Rate per $1,000 
Assessed Value 

Current Taxes Projected Taxes Increase in Tax 
Revenue 

Dutchess County  $2.29  $27,830 $948,827 $920,997 

Town of Amenia  $1.75  $21,171 $725,086 $703,915 

Amenia Fire District  $0.39  $4,889 $161,591 $156,702 

Webutuck Central School District  $10.08  $131,212 $4,176,497 $4,045,284 

TOTAL   $185,102 $6,012,001 $5,826,898 

2007 assessed value = $12,146,500. Projected total assessed value upon full build-out (in 2007 dollars) = (approx) 
$414,335,000. 
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Table 6. Estimated Municipal Fiscal Impact of Silo Ridge Project 

Town Budget Item 
Existing 

Appropriations

Potential 
Increase Due to 

Project* (%) 

Potential 
Increase Due to 

Project ($) 

General Fund $1,552,900 15% $232,935 

Highway Fund $1,043,590 5% $52,180 

Amenia Fire Fund $159,700 80% $127,760 

TOTAL $2,756,190 -- $412,875 

* Per conversation with Amenia Town Supervisor Wayne Euvrard in accordance 
with methodology recommended by The Hudson Group. See attached memo to 
Ted Fink, AICP dated June 6, 2008. 

 
 
 

Table 7. Estimated School Fiscal Impact of Silo Ridge 
Project 

Estimated Number of 
Project-Generated 

Students 

Total Est. 
Variable Cost 
per Student* 

Total Project 
Cost to WCSD 

96 $ 16,624  $ 1,595,904  

* Variable costs are estimated at 77% of the WCSD budget per 
The Hudson Group; see Letter HG in Appendix C. 
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Table 8A. Municipal Cost / Revenue Comparison  

Project Generated Municipal 
Cost 

Project 
Generated Tax 

Revenue 

Project 
Generated 
Surplus or 

Deficit 

$412,875 $930,331 $517,456 

Based on an assessed value = $434,734,000 
Municipal revenues include taxes paid to Town and Fire District.  

 
 
 

Table 8B. Municipal Cost / Revenue Comparison  

Project Generated Municipal 
Cost 

Project 
Generated Tax 

Revenue 

Project 
Generated 
Surplus or 

Deficit 

$412,875 $886,677 $473,802 

Based on an assessed value = $414,335,000 
Municipal revenues include taxes paid to Town and Fire District. 

 
 
The Municipal cost/revenue comparison reveals that under either scenario of how the hotel is assessed, 
the project will result in a surplus of tax revenue to the Town and Fire District of more than $470,000 
annually. 
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Table 9A. School District Cost / Revenue Comparison                       

(without accounting for State Aid) 

Max. Public 
School 

Students 

Variable 
Cost per 
Student 

Project 
Generated 

Cost 

Project 
Generated Tax 

Revenue 

Project 
Generated 
Surplus or 

Deficit 

96 $16,624  $1,595,904  $4,382,119 $2,786,215 

Based on an assessed value = $434,734,000 

 
 
 
 

Table 9B. School District Cost / Revenue Comparison                 
(without accounting for State Aid) 

Max. Public 
School 

Students 

Variable 
Cost per 
Student 

Project 
Generated 

Cost 

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue 

Project 
Generated 
Surplus or 

Deficit 

96  $16,624   $1,595,904 $4,176,497 $2,580,593 

Based on an assessed value = $414,335,000 

 
 
The School District cost/revenue comparison reveals that under either scenario of how the hotel is 
assessed, the project will result in a surplus of tax revenue to the WCSD of more than $2.5 Million 
annually. 
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II. Sensitivity Analysis for Fiscal Impacts Assuming Residential Market Values are 50% less than 
Proposed 

 
 

Table 10. Total Residential Market Value Reduced 50% 

Unit Type 
Number of 

Units 
 Average Unit 

Price  
Total Market 

Value 
Single-Family Estates 41  $1,298,750   $53,248,750  
Villas 19  $1,298,750   $24,676,250  
Flats 136  $430,959   $58,610,424  
Townhomes 142  $500,725   $71,102,950  
  338    $207,638,374  

 
 

Table 11. Residential Assessed Value - 50% of Market Values 

Total Residential Market Value 

Town Level 
of 

Assessment 

Full 
Assessed 

Value (Est.) 

Condo 
Valuation 

Factor 

Taxable 
Assessed 

Value (Est.) 
Single Family  $ 53,248,750 1 $ 53,248,750 N/A $  53,248,750 
Villas  $ 24,676,250 1 $ 24,676,250 0.5 $ 12,338,125 
Flats  $ 58,610,424 1 $ 58,610,424 0.5 $ 29,305,212 
Townhomes  $ 71,102,950 1 $ 71,102,950 0.5 $ 35,551,475 

TOTAL  207,638,374    $207,638,374  $130,443,562 
 
 

Scenario A. Total Project Assessed Value with 50% Reduction in Residential Values = $392,302,000 
 

Scenario B. Total Project Assessed Value with 50% Reduction in Residential Values = $305,915,000
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Table 12A. Estimated Revenues Generated by the Project - 50% Reduction in Residential Market Values 

(Scenario A) 

Taxing District 
2007 Property Tax 

Rate per $1,000 
Assessed Value 

Current Taxes Projected Taxes Increase in Tax 
Revenue 

Dutchess County  $2.29  $27,830 $898,372 $870,542 
Town of Amenia  $1.75  $21,171 $686,529 $665,358 
Amenia Fire District  $0.39  $4,889 $152,998 $148,109 
Webutuck Central School 
District  $10.08  $131,212 $3,954,406 $3,823,193 

TOTAL   $185,102 $5,692,304 $5,507,202 
2007 assessed value = $12,146,500. Projected total assessed value upon full build-out (in 2007 dollars) = (approx) 
$392,302,000. 

 
 

Table 12B. Estimated Revenues Generated by the Project - 50% Reduction in Residential Market Values 
(Scenario B) 

Taxing District 
2007 Property Tax 

Rate per $1,000 
Assessed Value 

Current Taxes Projected Taxes Increase in Tax 
Revenue 

Dutchess County  $2.29  $27,830 $700,545 $672,715 
Town of Amenia  $1.75  $21,171 $535,351 $514,180 
Amenia Fire District  $0.39  $4,889 $119,307 $114,418 
Webutuck Central School 
District  $10.08  $131,212 $3,083,621 $2,952,408 

TOTAL   $185,102 $4,438,823 $4,253,721 
2007 assessed value = $12,146,500. Projected total assessed value upon full build-out (in 2007 dollars) = 
(approx) $305,915,000. 
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Table 13A. Municipal Cost / Revenue Comparison - 50% Reduction in 
Residential Market Values (Scenario A) 

Project Generated Cost Project Generated Tax 
Revenue 

Project Generated 
Surplus or Deficit 

$412,875 $839,527 $426,652 
Based on an assessed value = $392,302,000 
Municipal revenues include taxes paid to Town and Fire District.   

 
 
 

Table 13B. Municipal Cost / Revenue Comparison - 50% Reduction in 
Residential Market Values (Scenario B) 

Project Generated Cost 
Project 

Generated Tax 
Revenue 

Project Generated 
Surplus or Deficit 

$412,875 $654,658 $241,783 
Based on an assessed value = $305,915,000 
Municipal revenues include taxes paid to Town and Fire District. 
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Table 14A. School District Cost / Revenue Comparison                     
(without accounting for State Aid) - 50% Reduction in Residential Market 

Values (Scenario A) 
Max. Public 

School 
Students 

Variable 
Cost per 
Student 

Project 
Generated 

Cost 

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue 

Project 
Generated 

Surplus or Deficit 
96  $16,624   $1,595,904 $3,954,406 $2,358,502 

Based on an assessed value = $392,302,000 

 
 
 

Table 14B. School District Cost / Revenue Comparison                     
(without accounting for State Aid) - 50% Reduction in Residential Market 

Values (Scenario B) 
Max. Public 

School 
Students 

Variable 
Cost per 
Student 

Project 
Generated 

Cost 

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue 

Project 
Generated 

Surplus or Deficit 
96  $16,624   $1,595,904 $3,083,621 $1,487,717 

Based on an assessed value = $305,915,000 

 
 
 
Based on the above analysis, under either scenario of how the hotel is assessed, if the residential market values of the proposed project 
were reduced by 50% of the amounts used in the DEIS and FEIS calculations, the project would result in an annual tax revenue 
surplus to the WCSD of at least $1.4 Million and to the Town of Amenia of at least $240,000. It should be noted that in all cases, the 
project will have its own utility systems and private roads, so the actual municipal costs of the project are likely to be lower than 
estimated. 
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III. Sensitivity Analysis for Fiscal Impacts Assuming Residential Market Values are 25% less than 
Proposed 

 
 

Table 15. Total Residential Market Value Reduced 25% 

Unit Type 
Number of 

Units 
 Average Unit 

Price  
Total Market 

Value 
Single-Family 
Estates 41 $1,948,125 $79,873,125 
Villas 19 $1,948,125 $37,014,375 
Flats 136 $646,439 $87,915,636 
Townhomes 142 $751,088 $106,654,425 
  338   $311,457,561 

 
 
 

Table 16. Residential Assessed Value - 75% of Market Values 

Total Residential Market Value 

Town Level 
of 

Assessment
Full Assessed 

Value 

Condo 
Valuation 

Factor 

Actual 
Assessed 

Value 
Single Family $79,873,125 1 $  79,873,125 N/A $ 79,873,125 
Villas $37,014,375 1 $ 37,014,375 0.5 $ 18,507,188 
Flats $87,915,636 1 $ 87,915,636 0.5 $ 43,957,818 
Townhomes $106,654,425 1 $ 106,654,425 0.5 $ 53,327,213 

TOTAL $311,457,561  $ 311,457,561  $ 195,665,343 
 
 

Scenario A. Total Project Assessed Value with 25% Reduction in Residential Values = $457,524,000 
 
 

Scenario B. Total Project Assessed Value with 25% Reduction in Residential Values = $371,137,000
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Table 17A. Estimated Revenues Generated by the Project -  75% of Market Values (Scenario A) 

Taxing District 
2007 Property 
Tax Rate per 

$1,000 Assessed 
Value 

Current Taxes Projected Taxes Increase in Tax 
Revenue 

Dutchess County  $2.29  $27,830 $1,047,730 $1,019,900 
Town of Amenia  $1.75  $21,171 $800,667 $779,496 
Amenia Fire District $0.39 $4,889 $178,434 $173,545 
Webutuck Central School 
District $10.08  $131,212 $4,611,841 $4,480,629 

TOTAL   $185,102 $6,638,672 $6,453,570 
2007 assessed value = $12,146,500. Projected total assessed value upon full build-out (in 2007 dollars) = 
(approx) $457,524,000. 

 
 

Table 17B. Estimated Revenues Generated by the Project -  75% of Market Values (Scenario B) 

Taxing District 
2007 Property 
Tax Rate per 

$1,000 Assessed 
Value 

Current Taxes Projected Taxes Increase in Tax 
Revenue 

Dutchess County  $2.29  $27,830 $849,903 $822,073 
Town of Amenia  $1.75  $21,171 $649,489 $628,318 
Amenia Fire District $0.39 $4,889 $144,743 $139,854 
Webutuck Central School 
District $10.08  $131,212 $3,741,056 $3,609,844 

TOTAL   $185,102 $5,385,191 $5,200,089 
2007 assessed value = $12,146,500. Projected total assessed value upon full build-out (in 2007 dollars) = 
(approx) $371,137,000. 
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Table 18A. Municipal Cost / Revenue Comparison - 75% Reduction 
in Residential Market Values (Scenario A) 

Project Generated Cost 
Project 

Generated Tax 
Revenue 

Project 
Generated 
Surplus or 

Deficit 
$412,875 $979,101 $566,227 

Based on an assessed value = $457,524,000 
Municipal revenues include taxes paid to Town and Fire District.  

 
 

 
Table 18B. Municipal Cost / Revenue Comparison - 75% Reduction 

in Residential Market Values (Scenario B) 

Project Generated Cost 
Project 

Generated Tax 
Revenue 

Project Generated 
Surplus or Deficit 

$412,875 $794,232 $381,358 

Based on an assessed value = $371,137,000 
Municipal revenues include taxes paid to Town and Fire District. 
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Table 19A. School District Cost / Revenue Comparison                 

(without accounting for State Aid) - 75% Reduction in Residential 
Market Values (Scenario A) 

Max. Public 
School 

Students 

Variable 
Cost per 
Student 

Project 
Generated 

Cost 

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue 

Project 
Generated 
Surplus or 

Deficit 
96  $16,624   $1,595,904 $4,611,841 $3,015,937 

Based on an assessed value = $457,524,000 

 
 
 

Table 19B. School District Cost / Revenue Comparison                
(without accounting for State Aid) - 75% Reduction in Residential 

Market Values  

Max. Public 
School 

Students 

Variable 
Cost per 
Student 

Project 
Generated 

Cost 

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue 

Project 
Generated 
Surplus or 

Deficit 
96  $16,624   $1,595,904 $3,741,056 $2,145,152 

Based on an assessed value = $371,137,000 

 
 
 
Based on the above analysis, under either scenario of how the hotel is assessed, if the residential market values of the proposed project 
were reduced by 25% of the amounts used in the DEIS and FEIS calculations, the project would result in an annual tax revenue 
surplus to the WCSD of at least $2.1 Million and to the Town of Amenia of at least $380,000. It should be noted that in all cases, the 
project will have its own utility systems and private roads, so the actual municipal costs of the project are likely to be lower than 
estimated.
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IV. Fiscal Impact Analysis Provided by Amenia  
Planning Board Consultant 

 
 

The Town of Amenia Planning Board asked its fiscal consultant, The Hudson 
Group, to look at the potential impacts to State school aid that could result from the 
Silo Ridge Resort Community project. The attached tables provide The Hudson 
Group’s calculations. 



Max. Public 
School 

Students
Variable Cost 
per Student

Project 
Generated 

Cost

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue

Project 
Property 

Taxes less 
Costs

Foundation 
Aid 

Reduction
Transportation 
Aid Reduction

BOCES 
Aid 

Reduction

Net Project 
Generated 

Surplus

96 $16,624 $1,595,900 $4,564,500 $2,968,600 $1,592,200 $403,500 $153,100 $819,800
* Based on assessed value of $ 434,734,000

96 $16,624 $1,595,900 $4,344,600 $2,748,700 $1,553,000 $392,300 $137,600 $665,800
* Based on assessed value of $ 414,335,000

Max. Public 
School 

Students
Variable Cost 
per Student

Project 
Generated 

Cost

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue

Project 
Property 

Taxes less 
Costs

Foundation 
Aid 

Reduction
Transportation 
Aid Reduction

BOCES 
Aid 

Reduction

Net Project 
Generated 

Surplus

48 $16,624 $798,000 $4,564,500 $3,766,500 $1,363,700 $309,000 $109,200 $1,984,600
* Based on assessed value of $ 434,734,000

48 $16,624 $798,000 $4,344,600 $3,546,600 $1,326,300 $298,700 $103,300 $1,818,300
* Based on assessed value of $ 414,335,000

9/5/08

300 Hotel Condo Units

225 Hotel Units / 75 Hotel Condo Units

50% Primary & 50% Secondary Residences

300 Hotel Condo Units

225 Hotel Units / 75 Hotel Condo Units

Cost/Revenue Comparison Without Accounting for School Aid School Aid Impacts

Webutuck School Aid Impact Analysis for Silo Ridge

Assumes No Save Harmless on Foundation Aid

100% Primary Residences

Cost/Revenue Comparison Without Accounting for School Aid School Aid Impacts



Max. 
Public 
School 

Students

Variable 
Cost per 
Student

Project 
Generated 

Cost

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue

Project 
Property 

Taxes less 
Costs

Foundation 
Aid 

Increase
Transportation 
Aid Reduction

BOCES 
Aid 

Reduction

Project 
Generated 

Surplus

96 $16,624 $1,595,900 $4,564,500 $2,969,100 $29,711 $403,500 $153,100 $2,442,211
* Based on assessed value of $ 434,734,000

96 $16,624 $1,595,900 $4,344,600 $2,748,700 $29,711 $392,300 $137,600 $2,248,511
* Based on assessed value of $ 414,335,000

Max. 
Public 
School 

Students

Variable 
Cost per 
Student

Project 
Generated 

Cost

Project 
Generated 

Tax Revenue

Project 
Property 

Taxes less 
Costs

Foundation 
Aid 

Increase
Transportation 
Aid Reduction

BOCES 
Aid 

Reduction

Project 
Generated 

Surplus

48 $16,624 $798,000 $4,564,500 $3,766,500 $29,711 $309,000 $109,200 $3,378,011
* Based on assessed value of $ 434,734,000

48 $16,624 $798,000 $4,344,600 $3,546,600 $29,711 $298,700 $103,300 $3,174,311
* Based on assessed value of $ 414,335,000

9/5/08

300 Hotel Condo Units

225 Hotel Units / 75 Hotel Condo Units

300 Hotel Condo Units

225 Hotel Units / 75 Hotel Condo Units

50% Primary & 50% Secondary Residences
Cost/Revenue Comparison Without Accounting for School Aid School Aid Impacts

Webutuck School Aid Impact Analysis for Silo Ridge

Assumes Save Harmless on 2010-2011 Foundation Aid

100% Primary Residences
Cost/Revenue Comparison Without Accounting for School Aid School Aid Impacts



The Chazen Companies 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

To: Ted Fink, AICP - Greenplan 

From: Michael Camann, RLA – TCC Project Manager 

cc: Mike Dignacco, Millbrook Venture 

Date: June 6, 2008 

Re: Town Fiscal Impact – Line by Line Budget Method 

Job #: Silo Ridge Resort Community, Amenia, #10454.02 

 

At a meeting with Greenplan and The Hudson Group on May 29, 2008 to discuss the Silo Ridge 
Resort Community fiscal analysis, it was suggested that a line by line analysis of the Town 
Budget be undertaken to determine impacts from this project on Town expenses.   

On 6/5/08 I spoke with Supervisor Wayne Euvrard and reviewed Amenia’s 2008 Budget.  There 
are eight major fund line items in the budget but Supervisor Euvrard said that only three applied 
to Silo Ridge.  They are: 

    Appropriations by 2008 Tax 

General Fund:   $1,552,900  $647,460 

Highway Fund:  $1,043,590  $379,690 

Amenia Fire Fund:    $159, 700  $159,700 

Supervisor Euvrard did not wish to break out sub-categories of the General Fund such as Tax 
Collection, Assessors, Buildings, etc. but did say he expected about a 15% budget increase to the 
General Fund and an 80% increase to the Amenia Fire Fund to be necessary to cover additional 
Town services for Silo Ridge. 

I informed Supervisor Euvrard that I had contacted Stan Whitehead, Town Superintendent of 
Highways on 6/4/08 and that Stan had said that he did not see that there would be any increase to 



The Chazen Companies 

the Highway budget due to Silo Ridge.  Eventually we agreed to a 5% increase to be 
conservative and Supervisor Euvrard agreed with this assessment. 

Being conservative and assuming that no other revenue sources would be allocated to these 
budgets, that all of the increase would be borne by Silo Ridge tax revenues, then re-running the 
budgets based on these increases generates the following: 

    Appropriations % Increase Silo Increase 

General Fund:   $1,552,900  15%  $232,935 

Highway Fund:  $1,043,590   5%    $52,200 

Amenia Fire Fund:    $159, 700  80%  $127,760 

 Total estimated Budget Increase due to Silo Ridge: $412,895 

The proportional/per capita method used in the DEIS estimated a cost to the Town of Amenia of 
$430,090.  Therefore, to be conservative, we will use the existing analysis contained in DEIS to 
generate Project Generated Cost. 
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June 12, 2008 REVISED 
 
Memorandum 
 
To:      Mary Ann Johnson 
From:  Ron Miller and David Gaskell, The Hudson Group, LLC (THG) 
Re:       Silo Ridge - Proposed Variables for State Aid Formula 
 
The request to the Northeast School District to have new school aid impact runs for the 2008-09 
school aid year must be done in the context of changing school aid programs.  School state aid 
programs were significantly revised in 2007 and a new foundation aid program is being phased 
in over four years.  The Northeast School District is not receiving the full amount of foundation 
aid to which it is entitled, but is very close to receiving the full amount.  The calculated 
foundation aid in 2008-2009 is $ 3,757,387.  The foundation aid calculation with a number of 
adjustments and hold harmless 3% increase over 2007-08 is $ 3,727,676. 
 
What we need to know is (1) what the calculated foundation aid would have been, without phase 
in and caps, for 2008-09 and (2) with the additional data from the Silo Ridge project added into 
the base data for the Northeast School District data what the recalculated foundation aid would 
be, without a phase in or caps.  Calculations should also be done for other school aid programs 
where valuation, adjusted gross incomes, and pupil counts are determinants of the state aid 
received, and comparisons made between the current aid and re-calculated state aid.  For the 
purposes of pupil counts, there does not need to be extra weighting given as a result of limited 
English proficiency, poverty, or extraordinary needs.   
 
This is the data that we have on the Northeast School District for 2008-09.  The total wealth 
foundation pupil units (TWFPU) is 872.  To this number would be added the pupils generated by 
the Silo Ridge project (hopefully at some point also those from Depot Hill). 
 
The valuation per TWFPU is $ 712,835,507 or $ 817,471 per TWFPU.  To this valuation would 
be added that generated by the Silo Ridge Project.  The adjusted gross income (New York) for 
the Northeast School District is $ 180,043,985, or $ 206,472 per TWFPU.  To this adjusted gross 
income would be that added by the Silo Ridge project.  The Statewide average valuation  per 
TWFPU is $ 426,800 and the adjusted gross income per TWFPU is $ 136,600. 
 
The combined wealth ratio for the Northeast School District is 1.243, making the District a 
relatively wealthy district and thus requiring an above average local contribution.  The combined 
wealth ratio is used to determine the local contribution that must be made.  As a District becomes 
wealthier, its local contribution increases.  The addition of the Silo Ridge and Depot Hill projects 
will increase the wealth of the Northeast School District and thus the amount of the local 
contribution required.  
  
Here are our comments on the variables that Silo Ridge proposes to use for input into the State 
aid formula for school districts. 
 
1.   Number of school children:  96  
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With the revision in the number of residential units from 359 down to 338, the revised pupil 
count of 96 is acceptable. 

                          
2.   Property Values:          
 
In reading the Executive Summary of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (submitted June 
6,2008), it appears that there may be commercial facilities as part of the project that have not 
been included in the Non-Residential Market Value.  For example, mixed use buildings are 
discussed with ground floor retail space.  There would be 26,127 square feet of retail space of 
which 18,627 would be in the Village Green.  No valuation is found for this retail space.  
Similarly, a spa, external to the hotel, is discussed with an indoor pool and other facilities.  
Again, there is no mention of a valuation of this facility.  Underground parking is cited for three 
locations.  Again, no valuation has been incorporated for the underground parking.  It is assumed 
that the $ 26,410,000 for the hotel-commercial valuation relates directly to the hotel and not to 
buildings external to the hotel. 
 
Given the information provided on valuations, we start with the total market value of $ 
637,069,448.  With one significant exception, we agree with the valuations developed by Mike 
Dignacco  from this $ 637,069,448 for use in recalculating the property wealth for school aid 
purposes.  Initially, we had assumed that the villas were also to be fee simple, the same as the 
single family homes.  We note that the villas are now shown as being condominiums.  For this 
analysis we accept the villas as being in the condominium form of ownership.  The valuation of 
the hotel condominium units has been discussed with the Office of Real Property Services.  Our 
difference is in the valuation for assessment purposes of the 225 overnight units in the hotel.  We 
accept the 75 time share condominium units as being valued at 50% of market value (valued 
using an income methodology rather than a sales approach).  The remaining 225 overnight units 
can be condominium units.  However, they will not benefit from any valuation or tax breaks.  
They will be valued using an income methodology and thus will not be eligible for any valuation 
reductions.  The valuations derived are as follows: 
 
 
 Single family homes (41)    $ 106,497,500 
 Villas (19           24,676,250 
 Flats (136) at 50% of market value        58,610,424 
 Townhouses (142) at 50% of market value       71,102,950 
 Commercial (golf course, winery, clubhouse, etc.)      45,770,000 
 Hotel (75 fractional condos) at 50% of market value      22,002,900 
 Hotel (225 overnight units)       132,017,400 
        $ 460,677,424 
 
The $ 460.7 million contrasts with Mike Dignacco’s $ 394.7 million, and relates solely to the 
difference in valuation of the 225 overnight hotel units. 
 
The $ 460.7 million should be added to the existing school district valuation of $ 712.8 million. 
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3.   Average household Income:    Silo Proposed is $375,000  
                                                     THG Proposed is $413,014 * 

 
*Subsequent to preparing this memo we suggested that $448,000 was a better number, based 
upon IRS data on mean income of households with incomes over $250,000 annually. However, 
Silo Ridge had proposed using $450,000 and we accept their income figure for application with 
the State School Aid formula and for other EIS purposes. 
 
 
The number of proposed new households is 338, and reflects the lowered number of total 
residential units as shown in the Revised Fiscal Impact Analysis in Appendix H table 2, 
 page 2.  

 
However, the average household income proposed by Silo/Weitzman used for school aid formula 
calculations is too low. Here is our rationale: 

 
The income figure of $375,000 is based upon Keith Brenan’s average sale price of $1,228,000 
for all 338 units. This income figure calculates out to be 30.5 percent of the selling price. 

 
We have done the following: 

 
Calculated the minimum Required Household incomes by type of unit from Weitzman’s 
Affordability Analysis  (Appendix C), the percentage of income to estimated selling prices, and 
applied the percentages to the average unit prices shown in Appendix H. Updated Fiscal Impact 
Analysis,  table 2 page 2, as shown below: 
 

 
          (1)                              (2)                      (3)               (4)                 (5) 
Type of Unit     No.     Av, Unit Price   HH Income  Required   Agg. HH Income 
                                           ($ 000)               Percent     Income           ( $000) 
                                                                                        ($000) 
 
SF  Estates        41           $2,597.5                 20%         $519.5           $21,299.5 
Villas                 19            2,597.5                  20%           519.5               9,870.5 
Flats                136               861.9                  38%*          327.5            44,544.1 
Townhouses    142           1,001.5                   36%           360.5             51,193.8   
 
Totals              388           $1,228.6                                  $375.5**      $126,907.9 
 
*Low end percentage calculated is 42 percent and high end percentage is 37 percent. We 
used 38 percent since the average price is closer to the high end percent we calculated 
from  Appendix C. 
 
** This figure is the calculated Average Required Income and is based upon aggregate 
total household income divided by total number of units. 
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We note that the Average Required Income of $375,500 is almost the same Brenan’s average 
household income. However, we also note that this is considered the minimum needed, and that 
many buyers will have household incomes greater than the minimums. We therefore, propose the 
following:  

 
Increase our calculated average required income by a conservative 10 percent to obtain the 
average household income of buyers - $375, 500 x 1.10% =  $413,014. Using this latter figure 
and multiplying by 388 households results in an aggregated household income of $160,249,430. 
 
For school aid formula purposes the income figure is NYS adjusted gross income, which  is 
slightly different than total household money income, the Census Bureaus definition.  New York 
State adjusted gross income will have additions and subtractions from the Federal IRS Adjusted 
Gross income, but generally will be quite close. We believe the household income numbers and 
adjusted gross incomes numbers would be sufficiently close, so that further efforts to reconcile 
them are unnecessary.  We, therefore, propose that the figure above of $160 plus million be used 
in the school aid formula to add to the current adjusted gross income (New York) for the 
Northeast School District of $ 180,043,985, and recalculate the current  $206,472 per TWFPU to 
derive the effect of the Silo Ridge project on State aid. 
 
We could easily argue that the multiplier to the Average Required Income should be 1.15% 
resulting in an average income of buyers estimated to almost $432,000. However, it is possible 
that subtractions to total incomes at the federal and state levels for income tax purposes are likely 
greater than additions and we therefore, recommend the conservative 1.10 multiplier.    
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REVIEW OF UPDATED FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

FOR SILO RIDGE 
 
Prepared by The Hudson Group: Ron Miller & David Gaskell (6/23/08) 
 
Overview 
 
The DEIS submission of October 2007 by the Chazen Companies stated there would be 
41 single family homes, 19 villas, 153 flats, 146 townhouses (for a total of 359 units) and 
300 hotel units.  The latest DEIS submission of the Updated Fiscal Impact Analysis, 
Appendix H, provides for 41 single family homes, 19 villas, 136 flats, 142 townhouses 
(for a total of 338 units) and 300 hotel units. 
   
A key difference beyond that of the number of units is the condominium form of 
ownership.  The October 2007 DEIS (page 5-153) states that the single family homes and 
villas will be fee simple lots.  The flats and townhouses are to be condominium units.  All 
of the hotel units are shown as commercial and not in the condominium form of 
ownership.  There is no discussion about the hotel units being time share units, so it was 
assumed that all 300 units were overnight units.  The latest submission, Appendix H, now 
has the villas in the condominium form of ownership and receiving favorable property 
tax assessments.  All hotel units are now shown as condominium with a reduction in their 
assessments.  This can only happen in all 300 hotel units are time share units.    
 
There is no discussion in either Appendix H or the Executive Summary of June 6, 2008 
prepared by the Chazen Companies on the nature of the 300 hotel units.  They are simply 
referred to as the “300 hotel units”.  However, the Marketing Study prepared by The 
Weitzman Group specifically addresses the 300 hotel units.  On page 26, it is stated, “We 
recommend offering 75 condominium-hotel units as part of the proposed residential 
component with ¼ ownership shares (13 weeks per year)”.   This recommendation thus 
leaves 225 hotel units as overnight units.  At the May 29, 2008 Planning Board in 
Amenia, this 225/75 split was also cited by the developers.  In more recent conversations 
with the developers, we have been told that the 225/75 split between overnight and time 
share units could fluctuate based on market demand. 
   
Given this background, all the analysis that follows is premised on the 225/75 split of the 
300 hotel units between overnight units and time share units. 
 
                                                      State School Aid 
 
In order for a complete and accurate fiscal impact analysis, the potential changes in state 
school aid need to be known and considered.  The argument is made that since school aid 
for 2007-2008 was subject to a “floor” amount that the Silo Ridge project would have no 
effect on school aid.  This is only a certainty for 2008-2009 and not future years.  It is 
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important to understand the background of the existing school aid program and its future 
outlook. 
 
The Legislature and Governor finally in 2007 addressed the long standing CFE (Center 
for Fiscal Equity) litigation that poorer districts were being short changed in the 
education aid formulas.  There is clear state government attempt in state aid to move to a 
cleaner, basic, more formula driven state aid approach with fewer gimmicks and fewer 
numbers of state aid programs.  Most of the additional new state aid is now going to the 
poorer districts.  A lot of new state money has been added to state aid for education.  As 
with most political solutions everybody gets something, even though for some it is not 
very much.  Thus, in 2008-2009 the Legislature provided a 3% growth factor over the 
prior year's aid for those districts (including Northeast) that would have received 
decreased state aid.  Northeast's full foundation aid is close to this year's state aid with the 
3% addition over last year.   
 
With either the Silo Ridge or Depot Hill project, Northeast's best hope is probably to 
reach its full foundation aid level and then be "held harmless" at that level. All future 
growth in school expenditures would be funded through local property tax dollars.  If the 
past holds true, the Governor will not recommend "hold harmless" provisions.  The 
Legislature will then decide whether or not to continue "hold harmless" provisions.  
There can be no assurance that this will occur.   
 
The fiscal impact exercise for Silo Ridge is to consider the worst case scenario.  A worst 
case scenario needs to examine what would happen were the Legislature not to "hold 
harmless" the Northeast School District.  It is also possible that the Legislature might 
chose to allow the formulas to work and reductions in state aid to take place, but on a 
phased or gradual basis.  The primary purpose of examining the potential impact on 
school aid from the Silo Ridge project is for everyone to have a full understanding of the 
possibilities and for there to be no surprises down the road. 
  
In order not to delay the review of the fiscal impact analysis provided in Appendix H, an 
analysis has been prepared that does not include evaluating the of effects of the project on 
State school aid.  The fiscal impact analysis cannot be considered complete until a school 
aid analysis has been completed.  
 
We have a section at the end of this document that provides in-depth directions - input 
data and assumptions - on the critical school aid topic. This will to enable the 
Superintendent of the school district to request that the State Education Department 
calculate how the Silo Ridge project could change the projected amounts of State school 
aid that is received by the district.  
 
                                          The Burchell Per Capita Method 
 
Questions have been raised about the adequacy of the Burchell method of estimating 
impacts of the Silo Ridge project on town expenditures.  Mike Camaan in a June 6, 2008 
memo discusses his conversations with of Supervisor Wayne Euvrard, We accept the 
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knowledge and insights of Supervisor Wayne Euvrard.  The Town Supervisor estimates 
of the impact of the Silo Ridge project results in an added cost for the town of Amenia of 
$412,895. This figure will now become the base for estimating the expenditure impacts 
on the town budget. This amount includes $232,935 in General Fund additions, $52,250 
in added highway funds and $127,760 for the Amenia Fire Fund.  Currently, the 
expenditures in the town budget are $ 745 per capita.  The $ 412,895 for the Silo Ridge 
project would translate into approximately $ 475 in town expenditures for each Silo 
Ridge resident. 
 
 
Using the Burchell methodology to derive the fiscal impacts on municipal service costs 
for the Silo Ridge Project does not work and produces meaningless results.  This is 
particularly true with the Burchell method of proportional valuation methodology is 
applied to estimating the impact of additional commercial property on municipal services.  
We do not accept the revised fiscal impact results using the Burchell methods that find 
that the increase in all the commercial facilities in Silo Ridge will result in an only an 
estimated $18,744 in municipal services costs, when it will increase the commercial tax 
base by more than threefold!   
 
Our detailed comments follow. 
 
Detailed Comments  
 
The analysis that follows is based on the tables and information provided in Volume IV, 
Appendix H – Updated Fiscal Impact Analysis, with references to information provided 
in the Executive Summary of the Final Environmental Impact Statement submitted June 
6, 2008. 
 
Table 1 – Maximum Estimated Population Generated by the Project 
 
The primary change from the earlier EIS submission is the number of units (and thus 
population) contemplated.  The number of units (apart from the hotel) has decreased from 
359 to 338.  Our comments and analysis will now be based on 338 primary housing units.  
We estimate a revised population count of 869 based on 338 primary housing units. 
 
Table 2 – Maximum Estimated Public School Student Population Generated by the 
Project 
 
We earlier had disputed the estimated number of students to be generated by the Project 
and believed the 359 housing units would result in 103 public school students.  Table 2 
projects that there would be 89 public school students generated by the Project.  In 
discussions with the Developers, they have proposed a compromise of 96 new public 
school students.  Based on 338 primary housing units, we can accept the compromise of 
using 96 new public school students in the analysis.  All prospective analyses done by the 
developers should use 96 students. 
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Table 3 – Total Residential Market Value 
 
The Project Developers have provided data on average unit price and total market value.  
While we question whether the average unit prices can be achieved, we have accepted the 
information in this table for purposes of doing the primary fiscal impact analysis. 
 
Table 4 – Total Non-Residential Market Value 
 
There is a question as to whether all of the non-residential facilities are included in this 
table.  In reading the Executive Summary of the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(submitted June 6, 2008); it appears that there may be commercial facilities in the Project 
that have not been included in the Non-Residential Market Value.  For example, mixed 
use buildings are discussed with ground floor retail space.  Of the 26,127 square feet of 
retail space, 18,627 would be in the Village Green which seemingly is not included in 
Table 4.  No valuation is found for this retail space.  Similarly, a spa, external to the 
hotel, is discussed with an indoor pool and other facilities.  Again, there is no 
identification of valuation of this facility.  Underground parking is cited for three 
locations.  Again, no valuation has been incorporated for the underground parking.  It is 
assumed that the $ 26,410,000 for the hotel-commercial valuation relates directly to the 
hotel and not to buildings external to the hotel.  Cost/market information is needed on the 
valuation of the mixed use space, retail space, and spa that are not part of the hotel. 
 
The cost/market estimates have been used in the analyses conducted. 
 
 
Table 5 - Residential Assessed Value 
 
This table assumes that single family homes will be in fee simple ownership and that the 
villas, flats, and townhouses will be in a condominium form of ownership.  It was thought 
that both the single family homes and villas were to be owned in fee simple.  The analysis 
is now being done on the assumption that villas are now to be condominiums. 
 
Table 6 – Non-Residential Assessed Value 
 
Apart from whether all non-residential properties are included, the primary issue in this 
table is the 50% reduction in the assessed values of the hotel units.  While all of the hotel 
units can legally be in the condominium form of ownership, there valuation may differ 
depending on the type of condominium.  In the EIS it is proposed that 75 of the hotel 
units be time share units and 225 be overnight units.  The 75 time share units, as 
residentially marketed units with sales, can receive the benefit of the favorable 
condominium valuations.  With a 50% break, this results in an assessed value of 
$ 22,022,900 for the 75 time share units.  The 225 overnight units will be treated as 
commercial and will be valued using an income (or perhaps a cost) methodology.  These 
units will not be valued pursuant to Section 339y of the Real Property Law.  Accordingly, 
the assessed value of the 225 units will be $ 132,017,400 (75% x $ 176,023,200). 
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Total taxable non-residential assessed value is thus $ 199,810,300. 
 
 
 
 
Table 7 – Determination of the Fiscal Impact Cost Parameters 
 
This table uses the so-called Burchell method to estimate the added municipal 
expenditures per new resident and, separately, does a school cost per pupil calculation of 
property taxes per student to be raised.  This method is only approach used in the DEIS to 
quantitatively estimate the increased demands and expenditure costs of public services 
from the development of the Project.   This method has major shortcomings in estimating 
the impact on expenditures in Amenia of a Project such as Silo Ridge 
 
Several premises underlie the Burchell per capita multiplier method.  One premise is that 
the current composition of the population incurring costs and the population contributing 
to future costs are sufficiently similar that the program demands will remain of the new 
population will be the same as that of the existing population.   Clearly, the proposed 
population of the Silo project is not similar to the existing population of Amenia.  
Another premise is that the current distribution of expenditures among the various sectors 
of municipal service will remain constant in the short run and will serve as the primary 
indicator of the way in which additional expenditures will be subsequently allocated.  
This also is not a valid premise to use in projecting service costs and future expenditures 
for the Silo Ridge project.  The town supervisor’s own estimates of impacts bear out the 
fallacy of assuming that all expenditure increases will be proportional.  He has estimated 
that general administration costs will go up 15%, highway costs up 5%, and fire 
department costs up 80%. 
 
Even if the Burchell approach were valid, the analysis in Table 7 is deficient.  This table 
shows that Amenia has 1,830 parcels, of which 1,165 are classified as residential parcels.  
Table 9 shows 113 commercial parcels.  Lost from the analysis are 552 parcels, or 30.2% 
of the parcels in Amenia.  Thus, the Burchell analysis conducted ignores many properties 
in the town. 
 
The school cost per pupil based on property taxes is completely fallacious.  Per pupil 
costs of new students must be related to the expenditures of existing students.  There is 
no correlation between the expenditures per student and the property taxes per student, 
unless property taxes were used to fund 100% of student costs.  To related per student 
costs to property taxes per student means that all non-property tax revenues must rise in 
direct proportion to those of property taxes.  This is not, and can not, be true.  Non-
property tax revenues will increase or decrease independently of property tax revenues. 
 
Table 8 – Estimated Public Service Cost-Residential 
 
This table is predicated on Table 7.  Because of the problems identified in Table 7, this 
table becomes moot. 
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While we do reject the Burchell per capita results, we cannot reject the knowledge and 
insights of Supervisor Wayne Euvrard.  The Town Supervisor estimates produce an 
added cost for the town of Amenia of $ 412,895, which should now become the base for 
estimating the expenditure impacts on the town. 
 
The calculations for added Northeast School District costs of $ 1,099,053 are rejected.  
Using an analysis similar to that in Table 12, but with 96 public school students, produces 
an added cost to Northeast of $ 1,595,931 (variable cost per student of $16,624  (table 12) 
x 96 students).  We believe $ 1.6 million should be used in the additional cost of the Silo 
Ridge project to the Northeast School District.  
 
Table 9 – Estimated Public Service Cost-Commercial 
 
This table demonstrates the failure of the Burchell method for estimating the fiscal 
impacts of a project such as Silo Ridge in a community like Amenia.  It produces 
absolutely meaningless results.  The town has 113 commercial properties with an average 
value of $ 608,272.  The Silo Ridge commercial value is $ 221,793,200, or 365 times that 
of the average Amenia commercial property.  One can not be used to estimate the 
municipal costs expected for the other.  It’s a bit like trying to compare a mouse and an 
elephant. 
 
Currently, the 113 commercial properties in Amenia are valued at $ 68,734,762.  Their 
share of town expenditures is $ 363,063, or $ 3,213 per property.  The Silo Ridge 
commercial property under the Burchell methodology would have a valuation of 
$ 221,793,200 and would have expenditure attributable to it of $ 18,744. 
 
Put another way, the Silo Ridge commercial portion of the project would represent about 
34.8% of the value, but would be responsible for only 4.4% of the added expenditures 
under the Burchell methodology. 
 
Given the use of the Supervisor’s estimates of added costs, this table becomes pointless. 
 
Table 10 – Estimated Revenues Generated by the Project 
 
 Because we have placed a higher taxable assessed value on the 225 hotel overnight units, 
we determine a higher increase in tax revenues.  We estimate, based on the materials and 
sales prices provided to us, that the added revenues would be $ 6.5 million, instead of 
$ 5,541,540.  Of the $ 6.5 million, Dutchess County would receive $ 1,027,000, Amenia 
$ 785,000, the Amenia Fire District $ 175,000, and the Northeast School District 
$ 4,513,000. 
 
Table 11 – Cost/Revenue Comparison for Traditional Neighborhood Alternative 
 
This table does not work as presented.  We produce a slightly greater projected surplus 
for the town of Amenia and the Amenia Fire District.  Based on Supervisor Euvrard’s 
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estimate of additional costs and our higher estimate of property tax revenues, a surplus of 
$ 447,100 results ($ 785,000 + 175,000 = $ 960,000 – 412,900). 
 
The school district component does not contain any information on school state aid 
impacts.  Also, we reject the use of per student property taxes as a way to estimate per 
student expenditures.  We have derived an estimated additional revenue of $ 4,513,000 
and an estimated additional expenditure of $ 1,600,000 (based on $ 16,624 per student in 
Table 12).  Before factoring in school state aid, this leaves a positive balance of 
$ 2,913,000.  A final determination on the fiscal impact on the Northeast School District 
can not be determined until information is available on the potential school aid changes. 
  
Table 12 – School Impact Analysis Using Alternate Methodology 
 
This methodology in this table is the one that should be used in school impact, but with a 
provision included for school state aid.  The table should be redone using 96 public 
school students.  The result would be a difference of $ 2,913,000 before considering the 
impact of school state aid changes. 
 
Table 13 – School Impact Analysis Using DEIS/FEIS Methodology 
 
This table should be deleted.  It provides misinformation that only confuses the analysis. 
 
Tables  14-20 – assume a 50% reduction in valuation 
Tables 21-27  - assume a 25% reduction in valuation 
 
Separate fiscal impact analyses have not been done for these tables.  First, these tables 
suffer from the same shortcomings as pointed out in tables 1-13.   Most of the comments 
already made would carry over to these tables. 
 
Equally important, is a problem with the way commercial properties are handled in the 
scenarios with a reduced residential property value.  The tables that reduce residential 
values by 50% also reduce all commercial valuations by 50%.  Similarly, the tables with 
reductions in residential value of 25% also have reductions in the commercial values of 
25%.  A reduction in the market sale price of a residential property does not mean that it 
will cost 50% less to build a golf course or a hotel.  There is no necessary correlation 
between the two.  There is no inference that the golf course will have 9 holes instead of 
18 or that the hotel is being reduced from 300 units to 150 units. 
 
Until the tables have been redone consistent with the methodology, number of students, 
valuations, etc. discussed above the tables have little use or meaning. 
 
School Aid Impact 
 
The proposed Silo Ridge Project will have a major fiscal impact on the Northeast School 
District.  The impact on property taxes and school expenditures can reasonably be 
estimated.  However, the Silo Project due to its size and wealth creation can have an 
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important impact on future school aid.  The current amount of state aid is not useful in 
determining and projecting future school state aid.  School state aid programs were 
dramatically revised in 2007 and a new foundation aid program created, which is being 
phased in over four years.  The Northeast School District is not receiving the full amount 
of foundation aid to which it is entitled, but is very close to receiving the full amount.  
For the 2007-08 school year, the Northeast School District is receiving foundation aid 
based on its 2006-07 foundation aid, plus 3 percent ($ 3,727,676). 
 
To determine the potential impact of the Silo Ridge on school aid, a worst case scenario 
is assumed in terms of primary versus second homes.  Under this scenario, it is assumed 
that all of the 338 single family homes, villas, townhouses, and flats will be sold as 
primary homes, and not as secondary homes.  For purposes of these analysis villas, 
townhouses, and flats will be assumed to be in the condominium form of ownership 
consistent with the prior analysis.  All single family homes will be sold as fee simple and 
be fully valued.  It is assumed that the 300 hotel units will all be split between 225 
overnight units and 75 time share units. 

Based on these assumptions, the number of new students to be added to the school district 
is 96:  the amount of new valuation is $ 460,668,700 (the current valuation used in the 
2007-08 formula is $ 712,835,507); and the amount of new adjusted gross income is 
$ 152,100,000 (the current adjusted gross income is 180,043,985). 

The school aid impact on foundation aid needs to be determined in two independent and 
separate computer runs.  First, the formula needs to be rerun using existing data, but with 
the assumption that there is no four year phase in and that there is no three percent factor.  
All limitations and restrictions on the formula need to be removed in the calculations.  
Under the new foundation aid formula what would the Northeast School District be 
eligible for in state if there were no phase in, floors, caps, etc. This provided a baseline 
for comparison. 

Second, this foundation aid formula then needs to be run adding the data on number of 
new pupil, property wealth, and adjusted gross income identified above.  The foundation 
aid formula has a number of variables, some of which require particular attention when 
running the calculations for the impact of the Silo Ridge project.  Some of the 
considerations are: 

(1) It is assumed that no additional weights should be given to the new 96 
students for limited English proficiency, extraordinary needs, special 
disabilities, free school lunch, poverty, etc. in the calculation of the total 
wealth foundation pupil units. 

(2) The school district property valuation involves the averaging of property 
wealth from two different years.  The $ 460.7 million should be added to both 
the valuation years used in the calculation. 

(3) Sometimes more than one school year is used in student population counts.  
When this occurs, the number of new students should be added to both years. 
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Calculations should also be done for other school aid programs (pre-kindergarten, 
transportation, textbook, computer software, library materials, computer hardware & 
technology, BOCES) where valuation, adjusted gross incomes, and/or pupil counts are 
determinants of the state aid received, and comparisons made between the current aid and 
re-calculated state aid.  
 



Melissa Mascali 

From: Michael Camann
Sent: Wednesday, June 25, 2008 10:48 AM
To: 'David Gaskell'; 'Nan and Ron Miller'
Cc: Melissa Mascali; Chris Round; 'Mike Dignacco'
Attachments: Fiscal 6-24-081.xls

Page 1 of 1

7/23/2008

David and Ron, 
  
I hope this email reaches you.  I have asked Mary Ann for your contact information but saw your addresses on 
her last message. 
  
Please review the attached spreadsheet for non-residential assessed values and the following data for other 
categories necessary to generate the fiscal tables.  Let me know if you have issues with any of these values.  
Once we all agree on these values we will re-calculate the tables. 
  
We will also ask School Superintendent Johns to run the State Aid Formula per your directions but using the 2 
valuations to be consistent.   We are concerned about the time frame for him to accomplish this.  Do you have 
some method of estimating the change to the formula short or re-running it at State Ed?  
  
Thanks and we look forward to hearing from you shortly.  
  
Population Count: 869 
New Public School Students: 96 
Total Residential Market Value: Accepted as expressed in Table 5: $260,887,124 
Total non-residential Assessed Value (see attached spread sheet) $173,847,000 & $153,468,300 (We will run 
both of these scenarios) 
Public Service Costs: As provided by Supervisor Euvrard: $412,895 
Cost per Student: $16,624 = $1.6 million total 
For the School Superintendent we will uses 96 new students, new adjusted gross income of $152,100,000 
($450,000/household) and valuation (2 scenarios) of $434.8 M and $414.4 M based on above numbers. 
  
  
Michael A. Camann, RLA 
The Chazen Companies 
Vice President - Landscape Architecture 
 21 Fox Street 
Poughkeepsie, NY 12601 
Phone: 845-454-3980 
Direct: 845-486-1472 
Fax: 845-454-4026 
Cell: 845-416-5554 
  







 
 
July 1, 2008  
 
Memorandum 
 
TO:       Mary Ann Johnson 
FROM: Ron Miller and David Gaskell 
RE:       Comments on Silo Ridge Final EIS Vol.1: Response to Comments 5-30-08 
 
We have reviewed the sections of this Volume that relate to marketability, fiscal and economic 
impacts (pages 210-273) and growth inducing aspects (pages 286-291). 
 
In the first category of public comments, the public was responding to the initial DEIS and the 
absence of marketability information and major deficiencies in fiscal and economic impact 
analysis. Most of these issues/concerns raised in the fiscal area were as a result of the study 
prepared by us.  The public cannot be adequately responded to at this time, until Silo Ridge 
consultants have completed all of the revised fiscal impact analysis recently agreed to - and we 
review the results. We suggest to the Planning Board that the public be made aware of all the 
final fiscal impact analysis prepared by Silo Ridge consultants, including our firm’s findings on 
this analysis.   
 
 
Growth Inducing Aspects (DEIS section 7.0)  Page 286- 291 
 
We had expressed concern that the DEIS did not analyze in any depth the implications of the 
potential spending by Silo Ridge residents (and visitors using the Hotel units) with respect to the 
demand locally for retail and other commercial space. 
 
In their response comments, the Silo Ridge developers provided information from the Dodson 
study on the Amenia Hamlet Concept Plan that the Town recently commissioned. 
 
They say “ Dodson recommends that the Town pursue Site plan Option No 1…conceptual build 
out within the hamlet of…. retail/commercial building footprint area of 108,000 square feet.” 
(page 288). 
 
Silo Ridge did not, as we had recommended, estimate the potential spending in dollars and 
square footage due to the residents of (and visitors to) the development. There reason was stated 
as: 
 
 “The SEQRA document outlined the fiscal/economic impact analyses required by the applicant” 
(top of page 291).    
 



THG, using the worst case scenario of 100% primary homes, has estimated potential local type 
household consumer spending by Silo Ridge residents and also visitors using the hotel units. We 
have converted spending into square footage demand for retail and other commercial space: 
 
FOR 338 Silo Ridge primary households: (See table 1, attached) 
 Total annual spending -selected retail goods and services (2006 $) =  $11.7 million  
($34,629,209 per household) 
2) Conversion to square footage at $200 sales psf. = 58,520 sq. ft.  
 
Annual spending by visitors using the 300 hotel units and resort facilities is estimated to be 20 
percent of that of the primary households = $2.34 million (THG estimate) 
4) Conversion to square footage at $200 sales psf. = 11,700 sq, ft. 
 
TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE DEMAND = 70,220 sq. ft. 
 
We note that the Silo Ridge project under the primary home scenario could potentially generate 
additional square footage demand in the town and vicinity (much of it in about a 10-12 mile 
radius) for retail and other commercial space of over 70,000 square feet. Some proportion of this 
could be satisfied with the onsite “Retail on Green” facility proposed in the Silo Ridge Master 
Plan. A good deal of this could be located within Dodson’s Hamlet proposal of 108,000 square 
feet. However, there is no doubt that some of the new square footage demand due to Silo Ridge 
residents and visitors could be absorbed by existing retail stores and services located in the Town 
of Anemia or other nearby communities, such as Millerton, Millbrook and Sharon CT. - all 
within short driving distances.  
 
We estimate that if all the 338 residential units were used as secondary or vacation homes, local 
spending levels would be about 25 percent of that of primary residents – about $2.90 million 
annually. This level of spending could create a demand for an additional 14,500 square feet of 
retail and other commercial space, if none are absorbed by existing close by stores.  
 




















































































