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Introduction 
 
The Town of Clermont in Columbia County is becoming a desirable destination for 
people who choose to relocate to the countryside. The town is experiencing population 
growth and development comparable to many fast-growing communities in the mid-
Hudson Valley region. As a result of this newfound interest, the community is enlarging, 
the town’s demographics are shifting, and new needs are being identified by civic groups. 

 
The town’s most recent comprehensive plan revision (September 2002) identifies 
history, agriculture, and scenic resources as the major defining assets of the “community 
character” of Clermont. These same resources which are so valued by the community 
have attracted new residents, creating change in the landscape that many community 
members are uneasy about.  
  
As the town continues to face growth in residential development, its most valued 
resources become threatened. Agricultural lands are especially vulnerable because they 
provide flat building sites with well-drained soils, and are often already cleared for 
development.  Also of concern to residents is the need for a “town center” or place of 
identity for the town that provides a local destination and gathering spot for residents. 
 
This study, while focused on the Clermont hamlet, has also raised several important 
concerns about the future of the town.  As the town continues to grow, how can new 
development maintain the components of community character that are highlighted in 
the town’s comprehensive plan?  This plan only begins to scratch the surface of this 
important question. The Clermont hamlet offers one potential area for the town to 
focus new growth.  However, defining a growth area is not a simple task.  It requires 
much more extensive outreach and communication with landowners and the 
community.  It also requires the identification of conservation areas to balance the 
growth areas, as well as revision of town laws and policy.  
 
The goal of this project is to create a land use vision for the Clermont hamlet.  It is 
difficult to do this without consideration for the area surrounding the hamlet, which 
plays such a critical role in the quality of life in the town.  As such, this plan also includes 
some key recommendations for the town as a whole.  These recommendations would 
help to create a framework for future growth that protects the town’s natural 
resources and community character while respecting its heritage and shaping its identity.
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Existing Setting 
 
Town of Clermont 
The Town of Clermont is situated at the southwestern end of Columbia County, at its 
border with Dutchess County.  This 11,000-acre town is located on the eastern bank of 
the Hudson River, and affords excellent views of the Catskill Mountains to the west.  
The northern and eastern portions of the town are bordered by the scenic Roeliff 
Jansen Kill (or Roe Jan Kill, as it known locally), a tributary of the Hudson River (see 
location map on page 3). 
 
Established in 1780, Clermont is known as the oldest of the Mid-Hudson River Valley 
estates, and the home to seven generations of the Livingston family, notable for their 
support of the independence movement.  Robert R. Livingston, Jr. was the town’s most 
prominent resident, and has left his mark as a member of the committee of five that 
drafted the Declaration of Independence, as the first US secretary of foreign affairs, and 
as Chancellor of the State of New York.  Today, much of the Clermont Estate is 
preserved as the 500-acre Clermont State Historic Site along the Hudson River. There 
are several other historic resources in Clermont, many of which are located in the 
hamlet and discussed further in this section. 
 
Agriculture has been a significant part of the town’s history.  The town’s fertile soils 
have supported a varied economy, which includes vineyards, orchards, and other fruits 
among more traditional agricultural products.  Agriculture is also a very important 
component of the community’s visual and aesthetic character.  
 
In addition to its historical and agricultural assets, the town hosts an abundance of 
natural and scenic assets, including a stretch of the Hudson River and its shoreline.  The 
Roe Jan Kill is a major Hudson River tributary in the town.  According to the New York 
Department of State, the Roe Jan Kill contains important habitat for resident and 
anadromous fish species (fish that migrate from ocean to freshwater to spawn).  Other 
known natural assets in the town include areas of intact woodlands, wetlands and open 
meadows.  Scenic views of the Catskill Mountains are visible from many areas of the 
town. 
 
The Route 9 corridor traverses the eastern portion of the Town of Clermont for 
approximately three miles, from its northern border with the Town of Livingston to its 
southern border with the Town of Red Hook. The majority of the Route 9 corridor is 
zoned for residential limited business.  It is currently a mixed composition of retail, 
services, and offices sparsely settled along the corridor. Two “hamlets” are located in 
the town along the Route 9 corridor: Clermont hamlet in the north and Nevis hamlet in 
the south; both have hamlet zoning in place (see “Zoning District Boundaries” Map in 
Appendix B). 
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Clermont Hamlet 
Clermont hamlet is a settlement 
area with a picturesque 
composition of agricultural lands, 
historic homes, and natural lands 
surrounding a central town 
common. The hamlet’s land area is 
approximately 500 acres.  The 
hamlet is bisected by New York 
State Route 9, a regional 
transportation corridor that 
connects Clermont with 
neighboring population centers 
such as the Towns of Red Hook 
and Rhinebeck, to the south, and 
Hudson to the North. 

Town Map; Source: Town of Clermont; http://www.clermontny.org/ 

 

Clermont Town Hall 
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There are few development constraints in the Clermont hamlet. There is a limited 
acreage of state (department of Environmental Conservation, or DEC) listed wetlands in 
the western edge of the hamlet, south of Route 6.  There are also a few areas of steep 
slopes along the western boundary of the hamlet, both north and south of Route 6. The 
Roe Jan and its floodplain are located east of the hamlet boundary.  The “Natural 
Features Map” in Appendix B illustrates some of the environmental features within the 
hamlet. 
 
Predominant land uses in the hamlet include residential, commercial, and agricultural. 
Residential homes are mainly located along Route 9 in Clermont hamlet, as well as along 
Commons Road and Route 6.  Commercial land uses are also located along the Route 9 
corridor in the hamlet and include a third-generation wholesale apple distribution 
company, the Blue Roof mixed-use building, and Cooperland Farms Nursery.  A large 
acreage of land in the hamlet is currently considered vacant, and some of this land is 
currently rented for farming.  The “Land Use Classifications Map” in Appendix B 
illustrates the major land uses in the hamlet and the Route 9 Corridor. 
 
There are several large-acreage landowners in the hamlet that have participated in this 
planning process and have openly considered the community’s goals for their lands.  The 
Town of Clermont also owns a significant area of land in the hamlet, including the town 
common area and a portion of the former Hettling Farm, which was acquired by the 
town in December 2003.  C.T. Male Associates, P.C., was hired recently by the town to 
conduct a site investigation (for potential contamination on the site) and prepare a 
remedial alternatives report.  According to the community survey, there is a strong 
desire to see this property become a public recreation park. 
 
There are many existing assets in 
the Clermont hamlet.  The 
Clermont Historic District (the 
town common area) is listed on the 
National Register and includes the 
town hall, the federal-style Academy 
building (currently know as the 
community house) and the gothic 
style St. Luke’s Church and 
cemetery.  Historic residences 
surround the town common area, 
along Route 9, Route 6, and 
Buckwheat Bridge Road.  Several 
homes located in the town’s 
Multiple Resource Area are located 
near the hamlet on Buckwheat 
Bridge Road.  
 

The Former Clermont Post Office 
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The hamlet’s built environment is complemented by an open, natural setting. Natural 
lands include wooded areas, small tributaries and streams, rolling topography and 
hillsides, wetlands, and areas of open fields and meadows. Some of the lands within the 
hamlet are being farmed conventionally as well as for niche farming.  Other open lands, 
such as the former Hettling Farm, were once used for agriculture and are now vacant.  
The open lands and historic buildings contribute to the rural character of the hamlet and 
town. 
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Planning Process 
 
This project was initiated by the Town of 
Clermont’s Hamlet Committee.  This 
committee was appointed by the Town 
Board in January 2005 with the mission of 
working with the community to create a 
vision for the future of the Clermont 
hamlet.  The town successfully obtained a 
Hudson River Greenway planning grant to 
assist the mission and subsequently 
obtained an additional supporting grant 
from the Musser Foundation.  In October 
2005, the town hired Behan Planning 
Associates, LLC to help facilitate this process and create the plan.  Prior to starting the 
vision planning process, the committee developed and mailed a survey to residents and 
landowners in the town.  The survey, which was distributed in September 2005, focused 
on town-wide issues, but asked some specific 
questions related to the hamlet’s future.  
Approximately 200 surveys were returned.   
 
The hamlet vision planning process began in 
February 2006.  The process included 
interviews with large-acreage landowners 
located in Clermont hamlet.  The interviews 
helped the consultants to understand the 
landowners’ needs and goals for the future.  
The process also included two community 
workshops, both taking place in the spring of 
2006. 
 
The first workshop, on March 4, 2006, was 
conducted as a day-long facilitated 
charrette.  This charrette was well-
attended (in excess of 50 people) 
and helped to identify the desired 
land uses and design treatments 
within the hamlet.  At this 
workshop, participants also 
completed a visual preference 
exercise, in which they were shown 
various photographs of a land use 
type (such as single-family 
residential) under different design 
scenarios and asked to select the 
one they found most appropriate for 

Community Survey Results 
 
Top Resources for Protection: 
 
#1  Aquifers/Groundwater/Water Supply 
#2  Farms and Primary Agricultural Soils 
#3  Wildlife Habitats 
#4  Roe Jan 
#5  Architecture and Historic Buildings 

Participants review maps (above) and review the results of 
their visual preference exercise (below) 
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the hamlet.  The results of the visual preference exercise are provided in Appendix B.  
This charrette helped to identify the community’s desired vision for the hamlet and 
resulted in a set of hamlet planning principles, both of which ultimately guided the 
development of the hamlet alternatives. 
 
The second workshop was 
held on April 11, 2006.  At this 
workshop, Behan Planning 
Associates presented three 
alternatives for the hamlet, 
which were developed through 
the community’s participation 
in the March 2006 charrette. 
After presenting visual 
renderings of the hamlet 
alternatives, the participants 
formed working groups to 
evaluate the alternatives and 
ultimately selected a preferred 
alternative.   
 

Hamlet Planning Principles 
 
1. Protect the Hamlet’s Sense of Place 
2. Create Quality New Places 
3. Preserve Open Space  
4. Preserve Historic Resources 
5. Maintain Affordability 
6. Create Local Destination(s) 
7. Provide for a Diversity of Living Types 
8. Provide Connectivity for Pedestrians and 
Automobiles  
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A Summary of the Community  
Workshop Conclusions 

 
This study and its results were mainly focused on the Clermont hamlet.  However, the 
Route 9 Corridor was discussed by a group of workshop participants at the March 2006 
charrette.  This group reviewed maps of the Route 9 corridor and discussed desired 
land uses and design treatments for this corridor. 
 
One of the major conclusions of this group was that the town should focus planning on 
the Clermont hamlet rather than the Nevis hamlet.  The group felt that the Clermont 
hamlet offers more potential than Nevis to create a “sense of place” and pedestrian-
scaled community.  The general consensus of the charrette participants was that the 
focus for future planning efforts of the “town center” should be in the Clermont hamlet.  
Participants identified several resource areas to protect within the hamlet, as well as 
land-use opportunities ranging from commercial and residential development to open 
space conservation.  
 
Other opportunities for the Route 9 Corridor that were identified at this charrette 
include the following:  

 
• Limiting and controlling signs along the corridor for aesthetic purposes 

• Protecting scenic views and preserving open space and farmland 

• Creating a wildlife corridor and nature preserve linking woodlands, wetlands, 
streams and other natural lands located between the two hamlets 

 
  
The groups discussed the scale, intensity 
and desired types of commercial and 
residential land uses that might be 
appropriate for the hamlet.  While 
there was not firm consensus on these 
issues, there were several types of 
commercial and residential land uses 
that the groups found appropriate.  In 
general, the group supported a mix of 
land-use types that would serve a 
diverse population. For example, most 
participants were comfortable with 
town homes in the hamlet, as long as they were well-designed as part of a diverse mix of 
housing types (i.e. they did not want the entire hamlet to be developed with town 
homes but a few here and there would be acceptable).  Other types of residential types 
that were acceptable to the group as part of a diverse mixture of housing options 
include single-family residences, senior housing, cluster development, affordable housing, 
assisted living, and multi-family apartment buildings. 
 

Hamlet Resources to 
Protect  

• Farmlands and open lands  

• Aquifer, water table and water quality 

• Wildlife habitat and corridors 

• Views to the Catskills (hilltops) 

• Town common area 

• Historic buildings 

• Residential architecture 
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Desirable commercial uses 
within the hamlet include 
businesses and offices, including 
home occupations as well as 
office buildings at an appropriate 
scale for the town. All 
participants supported small-
scale commercial uses such as a 
general store or community 
grocery and family restaurants, 
and the development of a 
community farmers’ market.  A 
good portion of participants 
favored the development of 
retail and specialty stores and 
boutiques.  
 
One of the last tasks of the 
workshop was for the 
participants to write a vision statement for the Clermont hamlet.  All of the groups 
produced similar vision statements.  A composite of these statements is included in the 
text box on this page and highlights the importance of preserving the town’s rural 
heritage while creating a vital center that gives the town a sense of place. 

 

Vision Statement for the Clermont 
Hamlet 

 
Clermont hamlet has identity and a strong sense of place built on its 
agricultural heritage. It is a walkable community with easy access to park 
and recreation resources.  It includes a diversity of neighborhoods and 
living opportunities that are well-connected to each other and to the 
town center.  There is a vibrant diversity of small-scale services and 
businesses that contribute to the economic base and provide local job 
opportunities.  Future development respects and builds upon the town’s 
agricultural, historic, and natural landscapes.  
 

Hamlet Land-use 
Opportunities  

• Limited commercial development along Route 
9 and Commons Road 

• Residential development 

• New local road connections through the 
hamlet 

• Farmland and open space conservation 

• A farmers’ market 

• Streetscape improvements 

• A recreation park  

• Trail connections (specifically to the Roe Jan) 

• A future school site 

• Senior Housing 
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Hamlet Alternatives 
 
Based upon the results of the design charrette, landowner interviews, and evaluation of 
the community’s values and resources, three alternatives for the Clermont hamlet have 
been identified: current zoning build-out, country hamlet and greenbelt village.  The 
build-out is the do nothing alternative, in which the town is developed under the 
existing land-use regulations.  The country hamlet alternative would provide for more 
dense development in the Clermont hamlet, in patterns that would create 
neighborhoods and places centered around a town common.  The greenbelt village 
alternative would be similar to the country hamlet but would allow for a level of 
increased density that would help to preserve open space surrounding the hamlet, as 
described further in the report.  The three alternatives are summarized on the following 
pages.  The alternatives are illustrated conceptually in Appendix A.  Please note that for 
Alternatives 2 and 3 (country hamlet and greenbelt village), the illustrations do not 
depict full build-out but rather they depict development of some of the major parcels in 
the town, with the understanding that smaller parcels will also be developed through 
time. 

 
Hamlet Alternatives Summary Table 

 
Alternative 1: Build-Out of the Clermont Hamlet 
Under the build-out alternative (see “Alternative 1 Build-Out” in Appendix A), the 
hamlet would be developed under the current land use controls, such as zoning and 
subdivision regulations. There are approximately 100 acres of constrained lands such as 
wetlands, water courses, steep slopes, and public lands, within the 500-acre hamlet.  A 
build-out of the unconstrained lands according to the town’s existing hamlet zoning 
district allowance of 1-acre minimum lot area (considering other regulations such as 

Alternative Character 
Projected 
Residential 
Density 

Required 
Services 

Required 
Zoning/Land 
Use Tools or 
Modifications 

Build-out 
Random “parcelization” 
of the landscape 

1-acre N/A N/A 

Country 
Hamlet 

Hamlet-style 
development surrounding 

town common 

½ to 1 acre 
average 

Potentially 
Central 
Water and 
Sewer  

Existing PUD; 
Incentive 
Zoning 

Greenbelt 
Village 

Small-scale village-style 
development around 
town common; 

surrounded by open 
space greenbelt 

½ acre or less 
(average) 

Central 
Water and 
Sewer 

Revised Zoning 
Regulations for 
Hamlet and 
Residential 
Agricultural 
Districts; 
Incentive 
Zoning 
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required road frontage and setbacks) would result in approximately 244 new residential 
units spread throughout the hamlet.   
 
Without any incentives for creative development patterns, as described further in this 
report, these residential homes would most likely be spread across the hamlet 
landscape in a typical suburban style, where lands are “parcelized” and developed 
without coordinated planning in relation to the areas surrounding them. This would 
result in fragmentation of valuable agricultural and natural lands and neighborhoods 
which are not connected to each other or to the town common.  This pattern would 
not promote the sense of place and character that is desired by the community in this 
hamlet. 

 
Alternative 2: Country Hamlet 
Under the country hamlet alternative, the Clermont hamlet would be developed with a 
similar number of units as the build-out, but they would be arranged in clustered pattern 
that respects the agricultural, historical, and natural resources (see “Alternative 2: 
Country Greenbelt” in Appendix A).  Development would be focused around the 
hamlet center, or town common.  Neighborhoods would be connected to each other 
and to the town center and commercial areas along Route 9 and Commons Road.   
 
The country hamlet can be achieved through the designation of an “official map,” as 
described further in this report, which delineates the desired road and infrastructure 
patterns, as well as by working creatively with landowners using the town’s existing 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) guidelines, which allow for increased density in 
exchange for open space conservation.  The town’s existing PUD ordinance, if employed 
for all relevant parcels, would result in approximately 282 new units with 70 acres of 
protected open space in the hamlet.  However, creating this level of density in the 
hamlet may require centralized water and sewer services. Likewise, the PUD process in 
the town’s current land-use laws needs to be supplemented with design guidelines to 
achieve development that contributes to the community’s sense of place in the hamlet. 

 
Alternative 3: Greenbelt Village 
Under this alternative, the Clermont hamlet would take in more residential units than 
under the build-out or country hamlet alternative (see Alternative 3: Greenbelt Village 
in Appendix A). Neighborhoods would be clustered in a village style around the town 
common area and highly connected to each other.  At this scale and density, the hamlet 
would resemble a small village and would create the sense of place and walkability that 
many residents have called for during this process.   
 
Focused development in the hamlet or “village” would allow for conservation of open 
space around the village, forming an open space greenbelt around the center of town.  
This open space and farmland greenbelt was repeatedly mentioned as a desired future 
pattern at the community workshops held for this plan. Additionally, the focused 
concentration of residents around the town common area would create the density 
necessary to support commercial growth along Route 9, and eventually along Commons 
Road and Route 6.  
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The greenbelt village can be achieved through modifications to the town’s existing 
zoning code as well as the development of additional tools such as incentive zoning or a 
transfer of development rights (TDR) program.  Some of these tools are outlined 
further in this report.  Furthermore, it would require a community-based process to 
identify desired development and conservation areas.  This is no easy task but the 
investment in planning pays for itself by creating a quality community with a sense of 
place that respects the town’s agricultural heritage. 

 
Preferred Alternative 
The greenbelt village is the preferred alternative, however it is also a long-term vision 
that will require many intermediate steps.  One of these intermediate steps could be the 
country hamlet, which might be considered phase I of a progression that would 
ultimately lead to the greenbelt village. This would involve a phased transition that 
would begin, for example with a detailed master plan for the town commons, the 
adoption of a roadway network, and designed improvements to Route 9 to encourage 
private investment.  These improvements could be followed by the development of 
services that would encourage village-style development and supporting amenities such 
as a school, recreational facilities, or a trail system linking village destinations. 
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Elements of the Country Hamlet and the 
Greenbelt Village 

 
The country hamlet and the greenbelt village share many of the same components. With 
a little advance planning, the country hamlet could easily be transitioned into the 
greenbelt village.  The components of both alternatives are discussed below.  These 
components are also identified on the accompanying illustrations. 
 
 

Interconnected Town Roadway System 
The hamlet is framed by a series of roads that are connected together, forming walkable 
neighborhoods, connecting residents to Route 9 and other commercial areas, and 
providing circulation alternatives to Route 9.  The major through roads in the system 
could be identified on an “official map” as part of the country hamlet system.  The 
cross-connections could be implemented through specific development projects.   

 
New Residential Neighborhoods 
New residential neighborhoods, including a diversity of housing opportunities and styles, 
can be added to the hamlet through time.  Country hamlet development could take into 
account future growth or subdivision of lots to allow for village-style infill in the future. 

 
  

 
 
 
 

Town Common 
A feature of both the country hamlet and the greenbelt village is the central town 
common that serves as the civic and cultural center of town. The existing town 
common would be redesigned to become a central focal point of the hamlet and village, 
and a destination for town residents. The town common would also be redesigned to 
include a public green, a recreational park, a multi-use trail and other passive 
recreational features.  Safer vehicular and pedestrian access and circulation would be an 
integral component of the design. The town garage would be relocated to a more 
appropriate area.   

 
 

Two different styles of residential development: village-style development 
(at left) and hamlet-style cluster development (at right) 
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Rural Heritage Preservation 
Preservation of history and rural heritage in 
Clermont is an important component of both 
the country hamlet and the greenbelt village. 
Development in both alternatives can help to 
preserve and feature agricultural open space 
and buildings.  Links to existing and future agri-
tourism opportunities such as Cooperland 
Farms and a future farmers’ market destination, 
can be integrated into both alternatives.  
Conservation of agricultural open space 
surrounding the village will allow for agri-
tourism opportunities and connections 
throughout the town. 

 
Route 9 “Main Street”  
Route 9 is the major commercial corridor in the hamlet and Town of Clermont, with 
additional opportunities for commercial development along Commons Road/Route 6. 
The desired character of commercial development along Route 9 and the “Four 
Corners” area is one to two-story buildings similar to the existing vernacular, set back 
from the street with a landscaped buffer and street trees. Streetscape improvements to 
reduce traffic speeds and create a more pedestrian-friendly environment along Route 9 
should be developed.  Recommended improvements include greater setbacks in the 
town’s zoning ordinance; sidewalks; lighting; street “furniture” (benches, covered areas 
and other places for people to gather); and pedestrian crossings at major intersections 
such as the “four corners” and farmers’ market intersection. 

 
 
 
 

Main Street examples that were favored in the visual preference exercise: two-story 
rural-style architecture with a “green” setback from the main street (left) and a tree-

lined streetscape with sidewalks and a landscaped setback 
 

A vacant farm building in the hamlet 
offers potential as a future farm market 
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Four Corners: Commons Road and Route 6 
This area is the mixed-use commerical center 
linking the town’s two major commerical 
corridors: Route 9 and Commons Road/Route 
6.  Commerical development should be focused 
around the four corners area and should be 
“tightened up” to draw people from nearby 
neighborhoods into this area for shopping and 
other destinations.  Tightening up development 
in the four corners would also help to slow 
down traffic in this area to create a safer 
pedestrian experience.   
 

Hamlet Trail Connection 
A multi-use trail that connects the hamlet’s existing and future neighborhoods to 
destinations such as the town center and recreational park, Route 9 commercial areas, 
the Roe Jan Kill and the future farmers’ market should be created.  This trail can be 
phased with the development of the amenities and destinations, for example by 
beginning with a trail that loops around the town common and connects to existing 
residential homes.  The trail could continue in future phases from the town common to 
the future farmers’ market, across Route 9 and ultimately to the Roe Jan Kill. 

 
Future School Site: Greenbelt Village Alternative Only 
A conceptual location for a potential future school site has been identified along Route 6 
within close proximity to the town common and future recreational park.  This is an 
ideal location because it is centralized.  The school would also be within close proximity 
to ball fields and other amenities of the recreational park and town center, adding 
vitality to the town’s center.  The future siting of a school would require additional 
feasibility analysis.   

An existing mixed-use building in the four 
corners area 
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Recommendations  
 
 
1. Adopt an official map of the town which identifies the desired system of roadways 
(such as depicted in the hamlet alternatives) as well as parks, (such as future town 
common/recreation park) trails, and drainage systems.  The identification of the 
roadway system is important for the hamlet’s future development because it ensures 
that new neighborhoods will be interconnected and it also provides for a local 
bypass of Route 9. 

 
Estimated Professional Fees: TBD 
 

 
2. Explore the feasibility of creating central water and sewer services in the 
hamlet.  The creation of such services is essential to development of the hamlet at 
densities that will support the community’s desired vision of pedestrian-scaled 
neighborhoods and “main street” commercial amenities on Route 9.  Such services 
should consider state-of-the-art environmental practices such as the use of 
constructed wetland wastewater treatment. 
 
The creation of these services should begin with a feasibility study that identifies 
suitable locations and provides a map, plan and report.  Most likely, central services 
will be technically feasible, however the economic feasibility should be fully evaluated 
to ensure, for example, that the project would be cost effective and marketable 
given the development potential and densities required to support the project.  
Other alternatives such as a combination of central water and state-of-the-art septic 
systems that might help to achieve hamlet-style densities could also be explored 
simultaneously with this study. 
 
Estimated Professional Fees (Feasibility Study): $50,000  

 
Potential Funding Sources/ Project Partners: Hudson River Estuary grant program; 
New York State Environmental Facilities Corporation (EFC) and/or private 
development improvement costs. 

 
3. If necessary, revise the town’s hamlet zoning district provisions to reflect the 
future hamlet development potential and desired community patterns of pedestrian-
scaled neighborhoods and a “main street” commercial area along Route 9.  This 
recommendation would be evolved after the identification of options for 
water/sewer.   
 
Estimated Professional Fees: $15,000  

 
4. Create a detailed master plan for the town common area. The master plan 
should be created with community involvement, and should utilize this plan’s 
recommendations as a starting point.  The plan should explore design alternatives 
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and circulation patterns for the “civic” area of the town commons, which includes 
the town hall, the academy and a future town green area.  It should also evaluate 
alternatives for a future recreation park and trails on the town-owned lands.  
 
Estimated Professional Fees: $20,000-$30,000  

 
Potential Funding Sources/Project Partners: New York State DOS Quality 
Communities Program, Musser Fund 
 

 
5. Create design guidelines for residential and commercial development in 
the Clermont hamlet.  Design guidelines can help to guide the form of new 
development in a way that is appropriate to the community’s desired character.  
They can be used by large-acreage landowners in the creation of specific 
development proposals as well as by other residential and commercial landowners in 
the hamlet. Design guidelines should address architecture, building placement, 
parking, and landscaping, among other elements. Guidelines should apply to new 
development as well as the renovation of existing buildings.   

 
Estimated Professional Fees: $5,000 - $10,000  

 
Potential Funding Sources/Project Partners: New York State DOS Quality 
Communities Program, Musser Fund 

 
 
6. If the central water and sewer is supported through the feasibility study, the next 
step in the process would be to work with the landowners in the hamlet, through a 
generic environmental inpact statement (GEIS) process, to fine-tune details 
at they relate to land development and create a fee structure (through the GEIS) so 
that the landowners can contribute to the cost of central water and sewer system 
creation, as well as other potential community benefits such as open space 
conservation.  The potential formation of a water/wastewater system would be 
explored/enabled through the GEIS. 
 
The GEIS can help to identify the appropriate balance between community benefits 
and zoning and other incentives for landowners.  The town should work with large-
acreage landowners in the hamlet (using the existing PUD regulations and the 
proposed hamlet design guidelines of recommendation # 5 above) to meet the 
landowners goals while ensuring that the community’s desired development goals in 
the hamlet are also achieved.  The benefits and impacts of each development 
proposal can be evaluated through this GEIS process. 
 
Estimated Professional Fees: $65,000 - $100,000 

 
Potential Funding Sources/Project Partners: the cost of this work can be fully 
recovered by the town through the development process (the GEIS helps to serve 
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as environmental review for each landowner’s project and therefore a portion of the 
cost can be charged back to them as the project proceeds). 
 
 

7. Create a detailed streetscape improvement plan that outlines desired design 
and engineering improvements for Route 9, including the addition of sidewalks and 
street trees (as feasible), safe and marked pedestrian crosswalks, lighting that is 
appropriate to the town’s setting, and other potential “gateway” amenities at the 
major north and south gateways to the hamlet. 

 
Estimated Professional Fees: $30,000  

 
Potential Funding Sources/Project Partners: New York State Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 
 
 

8. Implement capital projects such as the town common master plan and the 
streetscape improvement plan (recommendations # 4 and # 7 in this section). 

 

 
Estimated Professional Fees: TBD 
 
Potential Funding Sources: TBD
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PDR and TDR: Two Tools for  
Conserving Open Space 

 

Purchase of Development Rights (PDR)  
Ownership of land includes a suite of legally recognized rights including the right 
to subdivide and develop, farm, and harvest timber, to name a few. Landowners 
can choose to permanently extinguish a portion of these rights to protect the land 
for future generations. These rights can be donated or sold to a municipality or 
land trust through a conservation easement. The landowner continues to hold the 
deed to the property, including the right to sell, donate, or transfer the property. 
A conservation easement restricts development of a property only to the extent 
necessary to protect the land’s conservation value. For agricultural lands, the 
conservation value is often achieved by restricting new subdivision and 
development to protect farming operations. This does not mean that new farm 
buildings are prohibited.  
 
A Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) Program is a type of conservation 
easement program that is focused on farmland conservation. It is a way of 
compensating willing landowners for not developing their lands. Development 
rights are purchased from a landowner in order to ensure that the land is kept 
undeveloped. The benefit to the landowner includes the receipt of cash payment 
for keeping the land in farming production, possibly tax benefits for a reduced 
assessment of the land (based on farming rather than development potential), and 
the comfort of knowing that the farm and its legacy will continue on for future 
generations. A PDR program can be created at the local level with local funds, and 
can be supplemented by state, federal and non-profit grant programs to purchase 
development rights.  
 
Transfer of Development Rights 
A transfer of development Rights (TDR) program is quite different from Purchase 
of Development Rights (PDR) programs in that it does not utilize public funds. A 
TDR program requires the private sector to pay for land conservation. Basically, 
TDR establishes areas where development can occur and where development 
cannot occur – otherwise known as “receiving” and “sending” areas respectively. 
Sending areas are designated conservation areas (such as large, contiguous areas 
of farmland) and receiving areas are where growth and development are 
concentrated. The development rights from the sending area are transferred to 
the receiving area. Parameters established by the municipality assist in defining the 
transfer of density.  TDR can also be achieved through incentive zoning. 
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Other Recommendations (Town-wide) 
 
1. Create a town-wide open space plan.  This open space plan would help to 
identify important natural, scenic, agricultural, recreational and water resources 
and provide a strategy for protecting them. The open space plan would help to 
identify priority conservation lands for open space development as well as for 
conservation through Purchase of Development Rights (PDR, see text box on 
previous page) and incentive zoning. 

 
Estimated Professional Fees: $30,000 - $50,000 

 
2. Review and revise the town’s residential agriculture zoning district (R-A) to 
ensure that new development is designed with the natural, agricultural and 
cultural assets of the town.  This type of revision would most likely require 
changes to existing regulations (density, setbacks, lot coverage, etc.).  It would 
also require conservation analysis as part of any major development.  The 
conservation analysis process involves the identification and evaluation of the 
site’s major natural, cultural and built features before identifying lot lines, roads 
and homes.   
 
Estimated Professional Fees: $10,000 - $15,000 

 
3. Conduct an in-depth process to evaluate the community’s desired land-use 
patterns and update the town’s land use regulations as appropriate.  This process 
would be a more comprehensive approach that would incorporate many of the 
zoning and land-use recommendations in this report. 
 
The workshops associated with this plan have produced valuable input of the 
community’s desire to see large portions of the town conserved as working 
farmlands and open space and the desire to focus future growth in the Clermont 
hamlet rather than Nevis. This conversation has just begun.   More discussion 
about the desired development and conservation areas and their fiscal costs and 
benefits (see cost of community services text box) within the town needs to 
happen.   

 
This land-use discussion is a lengthy process that would most likely lead to 
revisions of the town’s comprehensive plan, zoning and subdivision regulations, 
and potentially a town-wide Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS). It 
might also help to provide the necessary framework to develop an incentive 
zoning tool that would provide for increased density in the Clermont hamlet 
(and potentially other areas of town) in exchange for conservation of the town’s 
most important open spaces.   

 
Estimated Professional Fees: $30,000 - $150,000 (depending upon level of work) 
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Cost of Community Services 
 

A summary of 58 “costs of community services” (COCS) studies by the American 
Farmland Trust calculated the median cost per dollar of revenue raised to provide 
public services (such as police and fire protection, water and sewer services, roads 
and schools) to each of three different land uses. These studies have been 
conducted around the United States, and primarily have been conducted on 
communities of less than 25,000 residents. The studies have shown that for every 
dollar these communities received from residential uses, the median amount the 
communities had to expend to service them was $1.16.  In contrast, for every 
dollar received from commercial/industrial uses and from farm/forest/open space 
uses, the median amount they had to expend was $0.27 and $0.36 respectively.  In 
a more local study, for every dollar in tax revenues received from the residential 
sector in Beekman, NY, for example, $1.12 was spent on public services.  In 
contrast, every dollar of revenue accruing from farm/forest/open space uses in 
Beekman required only $0.48 in public service costs.  
 
The main conclusion of the COCS study findings is that, as a rule, typical 
residential development does not pay for itself:  it costs local governments more 
to provide services to homeowners than residential property owners pay in 
property taxes. Likewise, the findings of COCS studies have been remarkably 
consistent in confirming the same overall pattern:  that farm, forest and open land 
generate a surplus of revenues for local budgets, while residential development 
creates a net loss due to its high service demands.  Although farm and open lands 
generate less revenue overall than residential, commercial or industrial properties, 
they have modest requirements for public services, and thus typically provide a 
fiscal surplus to offset the shortfall in revenues for residential services.   

 

Sources 
American Farmland Trust (2000).  Cost of Community Services Studies Fact Sheet.    
http://www.farmlandinfo.org/documents/27757/FS_COCS_11-02.pdf 
 
Crompton, John L.  (2000). The Impact of Parks and Open Space on Property Values and the 
Property Tax Base.  Ashburn, VA:  National Recreation and Park Association. 
 
 American Farmland Trust and Cornell Cooperative Extension of Dutchess County (1989).  Cost 
of Community Services Study:  Towns of Beekman and Northeast, Dutchess County, New York.  
Milbrook, NY:  American Farmland Trust and Cornell Cooperative Extension. 

 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix A: Alternative Maps and Illustrations 



 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B: Existing Conditions Maps



 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix C: Summary of Town-Wide Survey 
Results 



 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Appendix D: Visual Preference Survey Results 

 
 
 

 


