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Mr. Neal Zuckerman 
Chairman 
Philipstown Planning Board 
May 12, 2022 
 
 
 
Chairman Zuckerman & Planning Board: 

 
Forgive me for writing a not-short-enough note--I know how heavy your workload is right 
now. 
 
I offer thoughts on two aspects of the HVSF proposal: tent siting and bridge-building. 
 
Performance Tent siting.  Thirteen times asked in public meetings, most of any topic. 
The Hudson Highlands Land Trust, as per its February letter to the Chair, clearly 
focused on the current siting of the performance tent as potentially compromising a 
scenic viewshed.  Philipstown Conservation Chair Galler describing his Board as 
"uncomfortable" with the current siting plan and suggesting to HVSF counsel Daniel 
Hollis that a positive declaration, enabling a more thorough analysis of the project, might 
be the "best thing that could happen to you." 

 
So, the community, our Board charged with overseeing questions of conservation, and 
the professionals at HHLT, are all focused on the problematic positioning of the HVSF 
performance tent. 

 
Yet HVSF—as they frequently remind us, a long-time, much-beloved member of the 
Garrison community—has demonstrated zero interest in discussing mitigating 
alternatives, with you, the Planning Board, and with the community at large. 
 
There must be a compelling reason. 
 
There are choices available, within a few yards of the current proposed site, that lower 
the tent profile by a significant amount, without compromising the view upriver to Storm 
King and Breakneck Ridge.  It’s not my place to change the project preliminary site plan, 
but I think it important to see that this is something that can be mitigated. 
 
To illustrate, I've included at the end of this note photos of three locations on the 
proposed development acreage.  The metadata, including altitude, directional 
orientation, and precise position of each photo, is time-stamped. 
 
The first Image was shot from the current proposed tent site.  (The spoil in the 
foreground, pine, and electric control boxes help with envisioning the spot.) Its altitude is 
613 feet.  The tent, topping out at 38.5 feet, creates an apex elevation of 651 feet.  The 
view, as seen, is majestic.  
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The second image was shot from the first hole ladies' tee box. (Which is sited 
below the former pro shop, some 300 yards from the currently proposed site.) As you 
can see, the upriver orientation is the same, the view is excellent, and the elevation is 
62 feet lower than the current siting.  Yet it provides essentially the same “iconic” 
view.  (My intent is not to rearrange HVSF’s project, but to show that there are genuine 
alternatives available.) 

  
And HVSF’s response?  Threefold. 
 

One.  The current site is not illegal. 
 
Flagrant though it may be in its disregard of local concerns, it’s true that the ridge 
(historically known and mapped as Walnut Ridge) is not protected by the Town’s 
Ridgeline overlay: 

 
(13) The applicant’s property does not contain ridgelines or hillsides that are regulated 
under Section 175-36C, Ridgeline and Hillside Protection, of the Town of Philipstown 
Town Code. Furthermore, as planned the top of the tent is located at elevation 625, and 
the highest adjacent elevation on the site is 635. 
 
What the applicant fails to take into account from a legal/illegal standpoint, however, is 
the Storm King Doctrine: the federal principle in law stating that impact on 
environmental resources is actionable, and that citizens have standing to bring suit. The 
point is not that the local community can contest the matter, but simply that the concept 
of protecting environmental resources is important enough to warrant not mere 
sentiment, but federal law.  That should be enough to guide the Planning Board. If not, 
consider that the law—the Doctrine--is especially resonant in a matter involving Storm 
King itself. 

 
Two.  Already in place is a plan to hide the tent from the vantage point of Route 9 with a 
berm and young trees.  At the main entrance/Route 9 intersection, from which the last 
photo was shot, the elevation is 586 feet.  The height of the tent, according to the 
applicant, is 38.5 feet.  That creates an apex 65 feet higher than the entrance, the 
height the natural rise and berm would need to be to total to shield the tent from view. 
Much like the tent, a berm would disfigure acreage designated in Philipstown's Open 
Space Index as significant.  A lose lose. 
 
Three.  And regrettably, most telling.  If the tent was resited, according to the response 
document, it might compromise Chris Davis's privacy in his proposed home.  Much 
good has been done by Mr. Davis.  But do good deeds provide him a license to flaunt 
the intent of law, community values, and the flags raised by the Conservation Board and 
the HHLT?   
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Your choice is pretty straightforward: you can affirm the fact that in Philipstown we value 
our striking beauty and its preservation, or you can override its importance for the sake 
of one man’s privacy. 
 

*** 
 
The question of the new bridge, planned for construction several hundred yards west of 
the current one, presents a simpler solution. 
 
The spans, both existing and proposed (as we saw on a site visit) run parallel, tying 
Snake Hill Road to the property proper after spanning a watercourse and its attendant 
wetlands.  The existing bridge needs work. It’s too narrow, its surface is potholed, and 
beneath it sits a dam in need of repair. 
 
HVSF has pleaded poverty on this score, as well as limited sight distances and concern 
about the impact on the watercourse and the wetlands in dealing with the dam.  (Which 
they’d need to deal with in any event.) 
 
HVSF has, however, recently received from the federal government a $3.5 million 
earmark (called the Riparian and Watershed Ecological Restoration Project) explicitly 
directed at riparian repair and reconstruction.  Since the Davis donation of 54-odd acres 
to the HHLT (with 17 more in prospect), the burden of riparian work has shifted, by a 
significant amount, to HHLT.  
 
Roughly a third of a mile of the unnamed watercourse paralleling Snake Hill Road, 
Philipse Brook itself as it crosses to the north under Philipse Brook Road, and the 
conjoined watercourses running in front of the sixth green and then off the property, are 
now HHLT’s to contend with.  There are also small wetlands in need of attention spotted 
around the HHLT holdings.  In addition, the HHLT holdings are thickly wooded in 
places, and have filled with invasive species to a level that the HVSF property simply 
has not. 
 
(I’m willing to be corrected on any of my geography, though after wandering around that 
place for 40 years I hope I’ve got it about right.) 
 
Remaining for the applicant and it’s $3.5 million gift are a wetland along Route 9, the 
pond, and the run from the dam along the unnamed watercourse (over which the 
applicant, ironically, intends to build its new bridge) and shortly thereafter off the 
property.  The plea of poverty is now specious, and plans to erect a bridge over the very 
wetlands and watercourse that it has received $3.5 million to rehabilitate speak volumes 
about HVSF’s contention that it will “steward” the property. 
 
Restructuring the existing bridge to current specs and abandoning the proposal to erect 
a new bridge, of unknown dimensions and environmental impact, seems like exactly the 
sort of mitigation strategy you, the Planning Board, seek. 
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Yet despite the radical change in available funds and a lightened overall burden for 
riparian rehabilitation, HVSF has refused to engage in any discussion of the question. 
 
Why? 
 
Once again, the answer is in the response document.  Asked if the new bridge would 
also double as the driveway for Chris Davis’s to-be-built home on the property, the 
answer is simple: yes.  The same question attaching to the tent-siting issue obtains 
here. 
 
Besides the attached photos, I’ve appended to this note a short piece from the Scientific 
American, written in 2018. 
 
I hope it makes even stronger your commitment to engage with these issues, which are 
central to the question of the project’s consistency with both the law and spirit animating 
our environmental concerns in 2022. 
 
Sometimes, whether we’d like it to or not, history finds us.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tim Nolan 
Garrison 
 
 
 
https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/observations/the-battle-for-storm-king/ 
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                        TOO BIG, TOO MUCH TOO FAST #21  
                        Once More into the Breach     
 
Philipstown Residents: Above, please find a photographic illustration from images taken 
recently on the NOW DEFUNCT Garrison Golf Course, including a pesticide warning 
and a large space of dead and dying grass. Below, please find a letter addressed to 
YOUR Town Planning Board, providing questions for upcoming (5/19) hearing about 
HVEC’s use of the decommissioned course. 
 
Philipstown Panning Board 
Neal Zuckerman, Chairman 
 
Mr. Zuckerman and Planning Board Members, 

 
Before even considering issuing a SEQRA Declaration PLEASE find out what is going 
on? Who is coordinating this massive development? Most importantly, WHO will be 
responsible to our community when things start to go wrong? 
 
After months of hearing about the dangers of a “monocultural” golf course, the first thing 
the new STEWARD of the property does is apply PESTICIDE/HERBICIDE? What is 
next? Who is answerable?   Kate Liberman is off to a new job in Rhode Island, is Davis 
McCallum next? (Interesting to note that the PR blurb about Ms. Lieberman’s departure 
HVEC kvelled over their “NATIONAL SEARCH” for a replacement. Good for them I 
suppose but not so good for the “LOCAL JOBS” the Entertainment Complex promised 
to provide. 
 
When the inevitable problems arise where will we take our questions and complaints? 
Who, other than PR hacks, lawyers and consultants have we heard from? How do you 
get a private BOARD to answer questions they don’t like, let alone get someone to take 
responsibility for the problems that will arise? Trust us? Look at the PESTICIDE 
WARNING again and ask yourself if “trust us” is the way to go? 
 
Going back many months I asked HVEC to agree to PILOT PAYMENTS (Payment in 
Lieu of taxes) to cover the revenue lost from taking the Golf Course of the Tax roll. 
Given the current tax initiative by the Garrison School, this is more important than ever. 
HVEC’s answer to this question has been a specious analysis, thoroughly debunked by 
former School Board President Stan Freilich, that they are saving the taxpayers money. 
Chairman Zuckerman, I implore you to require PILOT PAYMENTS be part of any 
stipulations attached to any Determination. 
 
The Ridge. No one likes the proposed tent location. We are being bamboozled. In all my 
glory, a towering 5’9”, I can stand on the proposed 11th fairway tent location and see 
most of Newburgh Bay, a long segment of the Storm King Highway and all of Storm 
King Mountain. It beggars the imagination, when Will’s hired guns tell us that a 38-



FOOT-TALL TENT, in that very same spot, will not be visible from the opposite 
direction. No wonder Shakespeare said: “Kill all the Lawyers”. Why not require a full-
scale mock-up? NYC Landmarks requires them all the time. 
 
TENT SITING ALONE IS REASON ENOUGH FOR A POSITIVE DECLARATION. 
However, this is not the only unanswered question: 

1. Are there plans to drain the pond in front of the 14th Green? By HVEC? HHLT? 
OSI? Mosquitos anyone? 

2. Where are the PLANS for the Bridge? 
3. Where are the Plans for the Artist in Residence Housing? 
4. Where is the stipulation forbidding alternative “uses” for the performance tent? 
5. State, Town, and Private Plans are in the works for Snake Hill Road. How will 

Shakespeare traffic on Snake Hill Road be accommodated during the following: 
a. Culvert replacement at the intersection of Snake Hill and Avery Rd. 
b. Culvert Replacement at Snake Hill and Philipse Brook Road 
c. Weir repair/improvement/removal at Walter Hoving Home  

6. Performance and Decommissioning Bonds. HVEC touts grants and donations  
while crying poormouth when issues like PILOT Payments come up? Which is it? 
Who is looking out for the community? What IF????????????? 

7. How is it possible that the public hearing has been closed and public comment 
has ended? The issues above have not been adequately addressed, if at all. 
They are important, substantial issues and they get to the very future of 
Philipstown as a green and environmentally important place that we all treasure. 
 

Chairman Zuckerman, there are just too many unanswered questions to allow this 
project to move forward. The most important question is the simplest. Who are we 
dealing with and WHO will stand up, answer our questions, and THEN take 
responsibility for those answers? We are looking to YOU, and the Planning Board, to 
establish some accountability on the part of the applicant and to protect our community. 
 

SAVE THE RIDGE; BAN THE BRIDGE. BELIEVE 
WHAT THEY DO – NOT WHAT THEY SAY  
 
Joe Regele 
 
Paid Message 
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