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Preface

This Report has been prepared by GREENPLAN Inc. for the Village of Cold Spring Planning
Board. The Planning Board had recommended to the Village Board of Trustees that a planning
process was needed that would involve residents of the community in the rezoning of the former
Butterfield Hospital site. The process was initiated when the Village sponsored a Community
Design Workshop (also referred to as a Charrette) at the Haldane School on Saturday April 14,
2012. The meeting was advertised in local newspapers and on the Village website, resulting in a
standing room only turnout at the Workshop. The results of the Workshop are discussed herein.
It is hoped that by actively involving the community and stakeholders in the rezoning process, a
shared understanding about how the Butterfield site should look and feel will result and will
produce a development that can be supported by the community.



Introduction

»

‘..Butterﬂeld Site

On April 14, 2012, the Village of Cold Spring held a Community Design Workshop to discuss potential
development of the former Butterfield Hospital site. This large parcel is located in the gateway to the
Village, and its size and prominent location make it extremely important to the Village. Development of

the site must be carefully designed.

The 5.7-acre Butterfield site is currently owned by Butterfield Realty LLC, which has petitioned the Village
Board of Trustees for a Zoning amendment to designate the site as a Planned Unit Development (PUD).
The site is currently Zoned B4 (Designated Medical and Health Care Facility District), in which the primary
permitted uses are single family dwellings, hospitals and similar medical facilities, and (subject to a special
permit) senior citizen housing. The site currently contains the * 44,000 square foot former hospital

building and the + 16,500 square foot Lahey Pavilion, which contains operating medical offices.

In conjunction with the Zoning petition, Butterfield Realty, LLC, submitted a conceptual plan for the site
that proposed demolishing the Butterfield Hospital, retaining the Lahey Pavillion, and adding a + 12,000

square foot municipal office building, 51 affordable senior citizen housing units, and 38 market-rate senior



citizen condominiums, with the existing lawn on the south end of the property maintained as open space

(see Figure 1 at the end of this Report).

The purpose of the Community Design Workshop was to involve the community in the design of the

roject, as recommended in the Village’s Comprehensive Plan, with the goal of ensuring that development
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at the Butterfield site is consistent with the goals and objectives for the site outlined in the Village’s adopted

Comprehensive Plan and the State approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Strategy.

The Community Design Workshop, conducted by
planners from GREENPLAN, Inc., was attended by
approximately 100 people. The workshop began with a
presentation by GREENPLAN explaining the
applicant’s proposed plan, the recommendations for the
site in the Village’s adopted Comprehensive Plan and
Local Waterfront Revitalization Strategy, the Planning
Board’s recommendations, and two possible alternatives
to the developer’s plan that exemplified the
recommendations of the Village planners and adopted

planning documents.

The presentation was followed by a breakout session
where three different groups of residents discussed and
were invited to comment on what they liked and
disliked about the developer’s proposal and the
Planning Board’s suggested alternatives. The breakout
sessions were facilitated by the Village’s planning
consultants, resulting in a written record of the scores of
suggestions made onto large easel “post-it” papers. The
three groups were also asked to make general
recommendations for the site’s development. The three
breakout groups then reported back to the entire
workshop participants. This was followed by a “mock
vote” in which all participants were given three red
sticky dots to place next to the three ideas that they felt

were the greatest priorities for the site.

The following section summarizes the results of the
breakout groups, organizing the comments according to
topic and indicating the number of “dots” or “votes”

that topics received. It is important to note that the
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Comprehensive Plan/LWRS
Recommendations:

' o Preserve Butterfield lawn as open space

gateway to the Village

e Provide public space for local use such as

community center

o Establish a traditional pedestrian-oriented

streetscape and layout - hide parking

o Preserve Village scale and character of new

development

The Nest, M & T Bank, and Grove
o Reflect existing Village architecture
o Plan the Grove in conjunction with
Butterfield

. o Create tax-positive uses

' o Permit mixed-uses and consider the same for

o Tacilitate pedestrian access to Foodtown area
o Prevent gated neighborhoods and cul-de-sacs

Planning Board Recommendations:

e Design development in accordance with
Comprehensive Plan and Local Waterfront

Revitalization Strategy

e Involve the community in any design for the

site

o Size and scale of buildings must be consistent

with Village proportions

| o Maintain open space and retain mature

o Development should be tax-positive

o Consider expanding retail & office uses

o Retain Lahey Pavilion for medical

o Relocate proposed Municipal Building
southward

trees

. o Replace senior housing with office/retail or

ensure senior housing maintains taxable

status of single family housing
obligate renovation of the building

Butterfield Hospital

o Use of Grove property for parking should

| o Consider adaptive reuse of all or a portion of
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purpose of the “mock vote” was merely to prioritize issues of concern; all ideas presented by the public were
wonsidered in the analysis and recommendations section, which follows the summary of public comments.
The order in which the comments appear below is not in priority order but follows a logical order from

general site development comments to more site-specific planning and design comments.

Public Comments

General Layout
* Alternative 1 has a “villagefeel” with hidden parking, contiguous greenspace, and connectivity to
the existing street grid. This pattern welcomes us into the site.
* The emphasis on walkability is good, as is unifying the two sides of the site as shown in Alternative

. ECH

* Locating the large senior building away from the main road and on a diagonal so it recedes and is

sensitive to the line of the mountains (as in Alternative 1) is good.

°  Development should avoid the mall/office park look with a big sea of parking.

°  Make the whole site parklike.
e Walkability is very important for seniors and children. Cul-de-sacs are not in character of the

Village.

e (Can we start with a clean slate , by relocating the Lahey Pavilion or getting rid of it (its
1@

placement is challenging) or splitting it up.

e Create a scale model of any proposal so it can be effectively evaluated.

o Will this set a Zoning precedent for other properties or is it a “beast unto itself!”

Traffic

¢ Some felt that the network of connected streets shown on Alternative 1 was a good idea ,

while others were concerned about the impacts of traffic that would result from the connection to

Paulding Ave . Various suggestions were made to address traffic on Paulding Avenue and

Pine Street, identified as streets with lots of pedestrians and children. These include:
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0 @®
out onto Paulding, for example by making the long road along the west side of the property one-

ey

°  Creating only a pedestrian connection across the site from Paulding and 9D.

e Reducing the number of accesses onto Paulding to none or to a single one-way access in or

*  Providing more stop signs and speed bumps to slow traffic in the vicinity of the site.

*  Reducing density and therefore traffic.
e A few people wanted no vehicular connection to Grove Court , but felt pedestrian access is
OK.

* Intersection of Chestnut/Route 9D will be too busy and may need a traffic light (due to increased
traffic resulting from proposed density); reduce density so there’s no need for a traffic signal.

Others felt, if there is a traffic light, traffic can be directed to this intersection.
*  Provide a one-way loop road around the perimeter of the site.

* Eliminate the connector road from the site to Rt. 9D, or keep it only for emergency vehicles (using

grasspave) and to create access to parking and around the buildings.
*  Better to put the traffic on 9D than Paulding.
° Extend the trolley to the site.

e Alternative transportation should be included.

Parking

e Parking along the road on the west side of the site should be diagonal.

*  Some felt parking on Route 9D is a very good idea, but wondered how you would address snow

. Others felt parking on 9D shouldn’t be allowed because cyclists use 9D and with the bend
in the road and blind spots and bad sight lines, and the speed of traffic, parking there will be unsafe

generally and specifically for cyclists.
o There’s too much parking and asphalt.

°  Begin by determining how much impervious surface we want and then permit density/uses based

on that.
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