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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
The Town of Pleasant Valley is exploring the feasibility of a Town Center, specifically along United States
Route 44 near County Routes 71 and 72. The market and land use analyses presented in this document
are intended to help the town better understand both the opportunities and the constraints of a Town
Center. Key findings are summarized below:


Although located within an attractive natural landscape, Pleasant Valley’s economic development
potential is constrained by its geographic position. The proposed Town Center area is located on U.S.
Route 44, but is four miles from the Taconic State Parkway, the nearest major highway, and eight
miles from the nearest train station on Metro North’s Hudson Line in Poughkeepsie. The combination
of its more remote location and distance from major transportation services make it less likely that a
Pleasant Valley Town Center would perform as a major commercial hub with a regional market. New
office space for example is unlikely to attract many tenants as employers increasingly seek work space
in denser more transit-oriented urban environments.



Pleasant Valley’s market fundamentals are relatively strong suggesting that the town may be ripe for
increased development of residential and retail properties. The town’s population increased by 664
residents, or 7.5% between 2000 and 2011/2015 which is a healthy rate of growth. The residents of
Pleasant Valley are also well-educated with 28% having completed a bachelor’s degree and another
35% having completed some college or an associate’s degree suggesting that the town is a desirable
place to live. The weakest market fundamentals indicator for Pleasant Valley is median income which
is relatively high at nearly $74,000, but is only slightly above the county’s median income.



The housing market in Pleasant Valley has stagnated since the recession and has not recovered much
after reaching its low around 2014. The average single family home in the Town of Pleasant Valley is
worth around $230,000 according the latest Multiple Listing Service reports and worth $250,000
according the most recent assessment data. These values are still 15-20% below the pre-recession
average value of about $300,000, but a high volume of recent sales data suggests that home values
may see an increase in the near future. Local real estate brokers have mixed perceptions about the
strength of the real estate market with some believing that demand is relatively high and others
believing that demand is lukewarm or relatively low.



Due to the limited amount of retail supplied in the vicinity of Pleasant Valley relative to the amount
of retail demanded, it is likely that Pleasant Valley residents are traveling great distances to satisfy
their retail needs. In addition, some local brokers believe that the market for local retail space is strong
and that there is not enough space for all the businesses that would like to be located there. The
creation of a Town Center in Pleasant Valley along Route 44 would increase the amount of retail space
available and capture local demand for goods and services.



Pleasant Valley could amend use regulations, bulk and area requirements, off-street parking and
loading requirements, and design standards to better facilitate neighborhood development in the
Town Center. Providing a greater diversity of land uses in the HR and H-PV zoning districts, allowing
for 12 dwelling units per acre, and setting setback regulations to zero would help create a walkable
urban environment conducive to transit service. Also advisable is reducing the overall amount of land
allocated to off-street parking, adopting design standards that contribute to attractive building
facades, and drafting street design guidelines that enhance pedestrian connectivity.
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INTRODUCTION
Background
The Pleasant Valley hamlet area has been inhabited since the 1760s when the area was known as
Charlotte. Although the land changed jurisdictions several times during the following century, the area
saw the construction of several churches and always maintained the role of a local civic center. In the
Town of Pleasant Valley’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan. The Pleasant Valley hamlet is one of three for which
detailed development plans were created. This area is also known as the Town Center because Pleasant
Valley’s Town Hall and several civic and commercial buildings are located there. There are some
infrastructural challenges associated with the development of the Town Center including frequent
flooding issues.
The Town of Pleasant Valley is presented with tremendous opportunity in the development of its Town
Center. The Pleasant Valley Hamlet is already the town’s center of government and business activity and
this market analysis shows that the hamlet can expand on that role to support additional businesses and
activities. Through the creation of a compact, mixed-use built environment like a traditional small-town
Main Street as described in the town’s zoning code, Pleasant Valley can inject vibrancy and life into its
Town Center. This Town Center area would aim to instill a sense of community and place upon the mostly
rural Town of Pleasant Valley. In addition to bringing foot traffic and vivacity to the area, the town can
benefit from a boost in property tax revenue and local job creation resulting from the development of
land that would occur under such a plan.
The Hamlet Pleasant Valley Zone is located along U.S. Route 44 around its junction with Dutchess County
Roads 71 and 72. The Pleasant Valley Census Designated Place encompassing the Hamlet Pleasant Valley
Zone contains 391 parcels on more than 1,000 acres of land.

Methodology
Presented below is a discussion of the approach taken for defining the study area, using data sources,
analyzing land use, and integrating quantitative information with qualitative observations.

Study Area
Several geographic scales were used to analyze a potential Pleasant Valley Town Center. The smallest unit
of analysis for the Town Center is the Pleasant Valley Census Designated Place (CDP) and all of the
properties within that area (see map below). This lowest level is helpful for land use, zoning, property
assessment analyses, demographic analyses, housing and economic analyses and more. Fortunately,
census and other publicly available data are available for Pleasant Valley CDP and most analyses can be
run at this lowest level. The only analyses that are not possible at this level examine change over time
which is confounded by the fact that the boundaries of Pleasant Valley CDP changed in 2010 as part of
the Decennial Census.
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Study Area

Source: New York State High Resolution Orthoimagery

The next highest unit of analysis is the entire Town of Pleasant Valley. As a municipal entity that has not
shifted borders in the recent past, full and uncompromised data exists for the Town of Pleasant Valley.

Data Sources
At the parcel level encompassing all properties within Pleasant Valley CDP, recent property data from the
Town of Pleasant Valley is available including information such as the assessed value of each property. In
addition, numerous publicly available datasets were available from the census directly providing figures
for the CDP. For many figures and tables, 2011/2015 American Community Survey (ACS) five-year data
were available. Maps created using Policymap have not been updated with the most recent ACS data and
therefore use ACS 2010/2014 data instead. Historical data were available at both the CDP and Town level
from the 2010 decennial census, however data from the 2000 census was only available for the town level
because the boundaries of the CDP changed in 2010. For most analyses, Pleasant Valley CDP is the primary
unit of analysis unless a historical view is required in which case the Town of Pleasant Valley is then
considered the primary unit.
Economic and employment data was collected from the Census Bureau’s Longitudinal EmployerHousehold Dynamic (LEHD) data sets. These data sets reveal the location of jobs and employees within
spatially bounded areas. Although these data sets sometimes fail to accurately record certain job sites,
LEHD data remains the most reliable source of information on the geography of employment.
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SECTION I: GEOGRAPHIC CONTEXT
Pleasant Valley’s geographic context presents a number a number of opportunities and difficulties for the
town and its potential Town Center. Although the town does not have any major public transportation, it
is directly served by the Taconic State Parkway which is the main north/south highway in Dutchess County.
Pleasant Valley is also directly served by U.S. Route 44 which connects the town to the Hudson and Harlem
Lines on the Metro North Railroad as well as U.S. Route 9.

Regional Context
The Town of Pleasant Valley is located in central Dutchess County, approximately 75 miles north of New
York City and 60 miles south of Albany. Pleasant Valley has six neighboring towns: Clinton to the north,
Washington to the east, Union Vale to the southeast, LaGrange to the south, Poughkeepsie to the
southwest, and Hyde Park to the west. United States Route 44 runs through the town from southwest to
northeast and provides the town’s residents with access to Poughkeepsie which has both Metro North
Railroad and Amtrak service. In addition, the Taconic State Parkway runs through the town which provides
highway access north/south. Some local real estate brokers see Pleasant Valley’s location and proximity
to main roads as a boon to the area while others see it as being less conveniently located than several
other Dutchess County communities.

Regional Context

LAND USE LAW CENTER AND KEVIN DWARKA LLC | 8

PLEASANT VALLEY TOWN CENTER FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

Local Context
Pleasant Valley’s Census Designated Place (CDP) and proposed Town Center site are located in the
southeastern part of Pleasant Valley just northeast of the Town of Poughkeepsie along U.S. Route 44 and
east of Hyde Park. Both County Route 71 (West Road) and County Route 72 (North Avenue) connect to
the north side of U.S. Route 44 (locally known as Main Street) in Pleasant Valley CDP. Along U.S. Route 44,
Pleasant Valley CDP is approximately 8 miles northeast of the Poughkeepsie Train Station and 4 miles west
of the Taconic State Parkway.

Local Context
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SECTION II: DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
This section addresses the town’s demographic composition in relation to neighboring areas. Trend data
indicates that Pleasant Valley CDP has grown significantly in population since the year 2000 while the
Town of Pleasant Valley has seen moderate population growth. This section describes how those changes
may present challenges or opportunities for future development in terms of demographic needs,
preferences, economic leverage. Pleasant Valley CDP is often compared to the Village of Millbrook and
the Town of Pleasant Valley compared to LaGrange because they are similarly sized.

Population Trends
Total Population
Population growth can often be a sign of a healthy housing market. The Town of Pleasant Valley is growing
at about the same rate as the Village of Millbrook and Dutchess County as a whole. Between 2000 and
2011/2015, the Town of Pleasant Valley’s population grew by 7.5% or 664 residents. Pleasant Valley CDP’s
population grew by 27% or 307 residents between 2010 and 2011/2015. A large increase in population
would imply that there is rising demand in the housing market, but other factors such as the development
of new housing may also affect that demand. Population growth may indicate the demand for new
housing in Pleasant Valley and may be key to the feasibility of constructing a Town Center.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

2000
9,066
14,908
1,429
280,150

2010
9,672
1,145
15,730
1,452
297,488

2011/2015
9,730
1,452
15,750
1,542
296,928

Percentage Change 2000-2011/2015
7.5%
27.0% (since 2010)
5.5%
8.0%
6.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey

Size of Millennial Population (Age 25-34)
The youngest cohort of adults known as millennials tend to be drawn to walkable downtown areas with
access to transit and multifamily housing. Between 2000 and 2011/2015, the millennial population grew
as a percentage of the total population in Pleasant Valley, but fell in all neighboring communities as well
as the county as a whole. Pleasant Valley does not possess any specific quality that would appear to attract
millennials and therefore the cause of the change is uncertain.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

2000
12.0%
11.0%
11.0%
12.5%

2010
10.0%
11.5%
7.5%
9.5%
10.5%

2011/2015
12.5%
13.0%
8.5%
10.5%
11.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey

Population over Age 65
As a percentage of the population, the over 65 group has grown in Pleasant Valley and most of its
neighboring communities. The increase in the over 65 community may indicate a growing need for senior
housing and may impact the types of retail establishments desired in a Town Center.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

2000
10.5%
10.5%
21.0%
12.0%

2010
12.0%
17.5%
13.5%
23.0%
13.5%

2011/2015
14.5%
18.0%
13.5%
23.5%
15.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and American Community Survey
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Population Density
The population density of Pleasant Valley CDP is nearly five times that of the town and almost four times
the population density of Dutchess County. Compared to the neighboring Village of Millbrook, Pleasant
Valley CDP has nearly twice the population density. The Town of Pleasant Valley is less densely populated
than its neighbor La Grange to the South and is in fact less densely populated than the county as a whole.
However, it should be noted that while Pleasant Valley CDP’s population density is much greater than that
of its nearby neighbors it is still much lower than the population densities of the cities on the western side
of Dutchess County (Beacon is 3,107 per square mile and Poughkeepsie is 6,060 per square mile). It is still
unclear whether Pleasant Valley CDP’s population density and future potential will be high enough to
support walkable, multifamily development.

Population Density -- Persons per Square Mile, 2010/2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2010/2014 via Policymap

Location
Pleasant Valley
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

Population Density, Persons/Square Mile (2010/2014)
298
395
782
374

Pleasant Valley CDP

1,400

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2010/2014
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Race and Immigration
Racial and Ethnic Composition
More than 90% of Pleasant Valley’s population is classified as “white”. Individuals self-identified as “black”
comprise 4% of the town’s population and 6% of the town’s residents identify themselves as Hispanic. The
black, Hispanic, and Asian populations have experienced significant growth over the last 16 years.
Race
White
Black
Asian
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Some Other Race
Two or More Races

2000
8,654
175
58
2
11
75
91

2010
8,953
284
110
3
20
84
218

2011/2015
8,880
436
167
2
78
167

Percentage of Population in 2011/2015
91%
4%
2%
0%
0%
1%
2%

240

452

541

6%

Hispanic Identified Population

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and ACS 2011/2015

Percentage of Population that is Foreign Born
Seven percent of Pleasant Valley Residents are foreign born which is proportionally 4% fewer than
Dutchess County as a whole. In Pleasant Valley, this proportion has gone up significantly from 4% in 2000.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

2000
4.0%
7.5%
6.5%
8.5%

2011/2015
7.0%
10.5%
7.5%
9.5%
11.5%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and ACS 2011/2015

Educational Attainment of Working Population
Because high levels of education often lead to and correlate with higher incomes, education is an
important indicator for understanding the housing and commercial office markets. As visible in the table
below, the residents of the Town of Pleasant Valley are well-educated and more than a quarter hold a
bachelor’s degree.
Educational Level Attained
Less than high school
High school or equivalent, no college
Some college or Associate degree
Bachelor's degree or advanced degree

Number of Residents
615
1,992
2,504
2,009

Percentage of Total Workers
9%
28%
35%
28%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2011/2015

Employment and Income Indicators
The job analysis in this report includes all jobs held by workers, not just primary jobs.

Sources of Employment
The U.S. Census Bureau’s 2014 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination
Employment Statistics indicate that Pleasant Valley CDP residents employed in the labor force number
approximately 399. The table below displays that the industries in which the largest share of Pleasant
Valley CDP residents were employed were Health Care and Social Assistance (20%), Educational Services
(16%), and Retail Trade (11.5%). The sectors in which local residents are employed could be critical to
determining what types of businesses would have a local labor pool.
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Local employment trends, expansions, and contractions are likely to have impacts on the employment of
Pleasant Valley’s residents and the demand for housing within the town. The construction of a new major
medical facility near Pleasant Valley in the Poughkeepsie may create hundreds of jobs and sharply increase
the demand for housing in the area. Driving up the proportion of residents working in Health Care and
Social Assistance as described below.
Sector

Health Care and Social Assistance
Educational Services
Retail Trade
Accommodation and Food Services
Manufacturing
Public Administration
Other Services (excluding Public Administration)
Construction
Finance and Insurance
Transportation and Warehousing
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Administration & Support, Waste Management
and Remediation
Wholesale Trade
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation
Information
Other

Number of Primary Jobs
Held by Residents of
Pleasant Valley CDP 2014
80
64
46
35
34
28
18
16
13
12
12
10

Percentage of Jobs Held
by Residents of Pleasant
Valley CDP 2014
20.0%
16.0%
11.5%
9.0%
8.5%
7.0%
4.5%
4.0%
3.5%
3.0%
3.0%
2.5%

9
6
5
11

2.5%
1.5%
1.5%
3.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination Employment Statistics

Spatial Distribution of Workers
The heat map below displays where Pleasant Valley’s workers live based on data from the U.S. Census
Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination Employment Statistics. There
are a few clusters of residences throughout the town, but the locus of the population appears to be in the
Southwestern part of the town near the CDP. As expected, there are several population clusters on and
near NY-44.
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Where Pleasant Valley Workers Live

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination Employment Statistics

Where Local Residents Work
Pleasant Valley CDP residents work in a variety of locations. The most popular locations for jobs are listed
in the table below. The number one employment destination is Poughkeepsie which accounts for just
under 10% of all workers which is twice as much as Fairview CDP, the next highest destination.
Where Pleasant Valley CDP Residents Work
Poughkeepsie city, NY
Fairview CDP, NY
Arlington CDP, NY
Pleasant Valley CDP, NY
Freedom Plains CDP, NY
Kingston city, NY
Millbrook village, NY
Newburgh city, NY
New Paltz village, NY
Crown Heights CDP, NY
All Other Locations

Count
38
19
10
10
7
6
6
6
5
4
288

Share
9.5%
4.8%
2.5%
2.5%
1.8%
1.5%
1.5%
1.5%
1.3%
1.0%
72.2%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination Employment Statistics
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Per Capita Income
Based on 2011/2015 ACS data, Pleasant Valley’s per capita income is somewhat lower than its neighbors’
and on par with Dutchess County’s per capita income. The Town of Pleasant Valley’s per capita income
has increased at a rate slower than its neighbors and the county as whole. A high and rising local income
may indicate a growing residential demand in Pleasant Valley; that does not appear to be the case.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

2000
$25,942
$27,872
$29,114
$23,940

2011/2015
$34,424
$30,182
$41,051
$47,469
$33,923

Percentage Change 2000-2011/2015
33%
47%
63%
42%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and ACS 2011/2015

Household Income
Between 2011 and 2015, the median household income in the Town of Pleasant Valley was $73,975. While
Pleasant Valley’s household income is much lower than LaGrange’s, it has increased at the same rate since
the year 2000. The Village of Millbrook’s household income has risen at a much faster rate than Pleasant
Valley’s while Dutchess County’s household income has increased at a similar rate.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

2000
$54,578
$74,881
$41,552
$53,086

2011/2015
$73,975
$64,423
$102,051
$75,809
$71,904

Percentage Change 2000-2011/2015
36%
36%
82%
35%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and ACS 2011/2015

Median Household Income, 2010/2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2010/2014 via Policymap
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Family Income
According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, the median income for Pleasant
Valley family between 2011 and 2015 was $85,267 compared to the median family income of $89,486 for
Dutchess County as a whole. Family incomes in Pleasant valley rose by nearly 40% which is on par with
LaGrange and the county, but much slower than Millbrook’s rise in family income.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

2000
$62,264
$80,724
$65,417
$63,254

2011/2015
$85,267
$83,571
$111,875
$113,250
$89,486

Percentage Change 2000-2011/2015
37%
39%
73%
41%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census and ACS 2011/2015

Poverty Levels
Pleasant Valley has a comparable rate of persons living in poverty (7%) to its neighbor Millbrook, a higher
rate than LaGrange, and a lower rate than Dutchess County as a whole. The Town of Pleasant Valley has
a slightly higher percentage of families in poverty (4.5%) than its neighbors, but a lower rate than the
county at large. The relatively low rates of poverty in Pleasant Valley do not indicate a particular need for
special services or other considerations.
Location
Pleasant Valley (Town)
Pleasant Valley CDP
LaGrange
Millbrook
Dutchess County

Persons
7.0%
8.0%
4.0%
7.5%
9.5%

Families
4.5%
6.0%
2.5%
3.0%
6.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2011/2015
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SECTION III: ECONOMIC AND FISCAL CONDITIONS
This section approaches Pleasant Valley and Pleasant Valley CDP from a purely economic perspective. The
amount and type of employment in the area is critical for understanding the possibilities for future
development of a potential Town Center. In addition, the tax assessment and town revenue data are
helpful for understanding the tax performance of the area for the benefit of the town’s funding sources.

Jobs
All jobs, not just primary jobs, are included in the analyses in this section.

Types of Jobs Located in Pleasant Valley CDP
There were 504 jobs located within Pleasant Valley CDP in 2014. Accommodation and Food Services
(23.5%), Construction (17%), and Retail Trade (14.5%) were the largest sectors in the CDP comprising a
little more than half of all jobs in the area. Accommodation and Food Services as well as Retail Trade are
largely dependent on commercial shopping areas and it may be possible increase the number of jobs in
those industries if additional parcels are zoned and developed for retail.
Sector
Accommodation and Food Services
Construction
Retail Trade
Other Services (excluding Public Administration)
Finance and Insurance
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
Health Care and Social Assistance
Administration & Support, Waste Management and Remediation
Wholesale Trade
Information
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
Public Administration
Manufacturing
Educational Services

Count
119
85
73
51
39
28
26
25
15
13
12
7
5
5

Share
23.5%
17.0%
14.5%
10.0%
7.5%
5.5%
5.0%
5.0%
3.0%
2.5%
2.5%
1.5%
1.0%
1.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination Employment Statistics

Spatial Distribution of Jobs in Pleasant Valley
The heat map below shows that there are several job clusters in Pleasant Valley, but the largest is located
around the Pleasant Valley Census Designated Place.
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Where Pleasant Valley Jobs Are

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination Employment Statistics

Where Employees Working in Pleasant Valley CDP Live
Employees working in Pleasant Valley CDP come from a wide geographic area. The number one location
from which workers commute is Poughkeepsie. However, this connection may not be that strong given
that only 6.2% of workers with jobs in Pleasant Valley CDP commute from Poughkeepsie. The next most
popular locations are New York City and Pleasant Valley CDP itself, but together they collectively comprise
four percent of workers with jobs in Pleasant Valley CDP.
The Residential Location of Employees Commuting to Pleasant Valley
Poughkeepsie city, NY
New York city, NY
Pleasant Valley CDP, NY
Fairview CDP, NY
Highland CDP, NY
Kingston city, NY
Millbrook village, NY
Amenia CDP, NY
Arlington CDP, NY
Beacon city, NY
All Other Locations

Count
31
10
10
6
6
6
5
4
4
4
418

Share
6.2%
2.0%
2.0%
1.2%
1.2%
1.2%
1.0%
0.8%
0.8%
0.8%
82.9%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics – Origin Destination Employment Statistics
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Job Trends
While there are not detailed employment data available for Pleasant Valley, data for the Putnam-Dutchess
area are available from the New York State Department of Labor. As visible in the chart below,
employment in the broader area has not recovered back to the high of 150,000 jobs in 2007 after dropping
to 141,300 jobs during the recession. As of 2015, employment had recovered to 144,000 jobs and
preliminary 2016 data suggest that the number of jobs will grow to at least 146,000. Rising employment
in the area may indicate a demand for commercial or office development which may be appropriate for
Pleasant Valley’s Town Center.

Source: New York State Department of Labor

Sectoral Trends
In terms of important sectors for residents and workers in the Putnam-Dutchess area, the three largest
ones are healthcare and social assistance (HC&SA), professional and business services (PBS), and
educational services (ES). The line graph below displays the changes in employment in each of these
sectors over the last 25 years. In both HC&SA as well as ES sectors, there has been steady growth
throughout the 25-year period. However, the PBS sector has declined since its peak in 2004 and in 2014
was overtaken by ES as the second-largest sector. None of these sectors employ 10% or more of the
workers in Pleasant Valley CDP suggesting that a Town Center may be able to expand employment in the
HC&SA or ES sectors if sectoral trends continue.

Source: New York State Department of Labor
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Unemployment Rates
Although Pleasant Valley does not have specific and recent unemployment data, there are data available
for Dutchess County as a whole. The county’s unemployment level is falling as it recovers from the
recession, but has yet to reach pre-recession levels of 3.9%.1 The most recent figures for Dutchess County
suggest that unemployment stood at 4.2% in July of 2016.

Unemployment Rate in Dutchess County
Unemployment Rate

9.0%
8.0%
7.0%
6.0%

5.0%
4.0%
3.0%
2.0%
1.0%
0.0%

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Unemployment 4.2% 3.9% 3.8% 3.9% 5.1% 7.7% 7.7% 7.5% 7.8% 6.6% 5.3% 4.6%
Source: New York State Department of Labor

Value Based on Assessment
Since 2011, the equalization rate in the Town of Pleasant Valley has been 100% which means that the
assessed value of each property is equal to its estimated market value. Within the Town of Pleasant Valley,
based on 2017 tax rolls, the average single family home is worth $249,000, the average two-family home
is worth $270,000, and the average three-family home is worth $282,000. The average home in the Town
of Pleasant Valley is $30,000 to $35,000 more valuable than the average home in Pleasant Valley CDP
depending on the type of home. In Pleasant Valley CDP, the average single family home is worth $215,000,
the average two-family home is worth $234,000 and the average three-family home is worth $253,000.

1

Unemployment data only reflects individuals in the workforce who are seeking employment but not employed in
any capacity. This data does not reflect individuals who are employed in jobs that are mismatched with their skills
or individuals who have exited the workforce entirely.
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Average Home Value in the Town of Pleasant Valley by Type
$300,000
$250,000

$270,495

$282,240

$249,001

$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
$0
Single Family Home

Two-Family Home

Three-Family Home

Source: Town of Pleasant Valley

Average Home Value in Pleasant Valley CDP by Type
$300,000
$250,000

$233,660

$215,062

$252,600

$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
$0
Single Family Home

Two-Family Home

Three-Family Home

Source: Town of Pleasant Valley

LAND USE LAW CENTER AND KEVIN DWARKA LLC | 21

PLEASANT VALLEY TOWN CENTER FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS

SECTION IV: HOUSING MARKET
This section details the housing stock and home values in Pleasant Valley as well Pleasant Valley CDP, the
area around a proposed Town Center. In order to contextualize the value and type of housing in Pleasant
Valley, the Town and the CDP are compared to Dutchess County as a whole. Pleasant Valley CDP has
proportionally more rental units and apartment buildings than the county. Home values in Pleasant Valley
are, on average, generally slightly lower than Dutchess County’s. Based on 2017 tax assessment data, the
average single family home in Pleasant Valley is worth approximately $250,000.
The housing market is a key component in examining the feasibility of a potential Town Center for Pleasant
Valley. If the housing market is robust in that demand and housing prices are high, it will be more likely
that the sales or rental of new homes will justify the construction costs. Therefore, the strength of Pleasant
Valley’s housing market is critical to the feasibility of its Town Center development plans.

Housing Tenure & Household Size
Within the Town of Pleasant Valley, an estimated 70% or 2,780 households were owner-occupied, and
30%, 1,165 households were renter-occupied according to ACS five-year data between 2011 and 2015.
Pleasant Valley CDP had an estimated 39%, or 245 owner-occupied households and 61% or 379 renteroccupied units. The average household size was 2.32 persons per unit in Pleasant Valley CDP, 2.47 persons
per unit in the Town of Pleasant Valley as a whole, and 2.78 persons for Dutchess County.

Existing Housing Stock
Types of Units
Pleasant Valley CDP has more than three times as many units in multifamily homes than the Town of
Pleasant Valley as whole. Consequently, Pleasant Valley CDP’s population density is more the four times
that of the town.
Housing Type
Single Family detached homes
Single Family attached homes
2-unit homes and duplexes
units in small apartment buildings
units in large apartment buildings
Mobile homes or manufactured
housing
Other types

Pleasant Valley CDP
257
41.0%
39
6.5%
0
0.0%
290
46.5%
38
6.0%

Pleasant Valley (Town)
2,915
67.5%
154
3.5%
116
2.5%
575
13.5%
136
3.0%

Dutchess County
75,673
63.5%
5,878
5.0%
7,639
6.5%
15,841
13.5%
9,593
8.5%

0

0.0%

407

9.5%

4,367

3.5%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

5

0.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2011/2015

General Vacancy
Between 2011 and 2015, there were 4,303 housing units in the Town of Pleasant Valley and approximately
358, or 8% of them were vacant according to the U.S. Census Bureau’s five-year ACS data. During that
same period of time, almost none of the 624 units in Pleasant Valley CDP were vacant and 10%, or 12,225
units in Dutchess County were vacant.

Rental Market
Rental Inventory
More than 50% of Pleasant Valley CDP’s rental units have two bedrooms which is greater than the
proportion of two bedroom units in both the town and Dutchess County. As a result, Pleasant Valley CDP
has a much smaller proportion rental units with three bedrooms or more than the town and the county.
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2011/2015 ACS Data
Type of Rental Unit
0 or 1 Bedroom
2 Bedrooms
3 or more Bedrooms
All

Pleasant Valley CDP
Number of
Percentage of
Units
Total Units
146
38.5%
214
56.5%
19
5.0%
379
100.0%

Pleasant Valley (Town)
Number
Percentage of
of Units
Total Units
453
39.0%
486
41.5%
226
19.5%
1165
100.0%

Dutchess County
Number
Percentage
of Units of Total Units
14,227
43.0%
10,867
33.0%
7,950
24.0%
33,044
100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2011/2015

Rental Rates
Based on 2011/2015 data, the median rent for units in Pleasant Valley CDP was $1,675 per month and the
median rent for units in the Town of Pleasant Valley was $1,435 per month. The units located in Pleasant
Valley CDP displayed in the table below all had asking rents 1% to 37% below the median for the CDP as
advertised in December 2016.
Property Details
1 Bedroom Apartments
Village Park

Property Location

Going Rate Per Month

Sq. Ft.

$1,214

1,000

27 Fischetti Way #A
132 North Avenue
5 Park Drive
Average:

$1,050
$1,650
$1,499
$1,400

1,050

45 Whiteford Drive

$1,900

2,090

5 Park Drive

2 Bedroom Apartments
The Meadows
Village Park

1,400

3 Bedroom Homes

Source: Trulia.com

Housing Affordability for Renters
According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2011/2015 ACS data, 225 renters (representing 59% of renters in
Pleasant Valley CDP) were cost burdened and therefore paying more than 30% of their incomes toward
rent. In comparison, 60% of renters in the Town of Pleasant Valley and 51% of renters in Dutchess County
were cost burdened. Local real estate brokers have mentioned that rental properties in Dutchess County
are typically expensive because there is a small inventory of units and a vacancy rate under 2%.

Spatial Distribution of Home Values
The map below shows that based on 2010/2014 ACS data, Pleasant Valley’s home values were about
average among its neighbors. Pleasant Valley’s census tract 1300.04 had home values well above the other
two census tracts in the town, but comparable home values to the Town of Washington to the East and
LaGrange to the South. Pleasant Valley’s median home values were slightly higher than the Town of Hyde
Park to the West, but largely on par with other neighboring communities in Dutchess County.
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Median Household Value by Census Tract, 2010/2014

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2010/2014 via Policymap

Home Sales and Prices
Between 2007 and 2016, the average sales price for a home in Pleasant Valley fell 19% compared to 20%
for all communities in Northwest Dutchess County (including Pleasant Valley, Clinton, Hyde Park, Milan,
Red Hook, and Rhinebeck). The total number of annual home sales has recovered to and soared past prerecession levels in both Pleasant Valley and Northwest Dutchess County as a whole.
The number of home sales in Pleasant Valley has increased substantially indicating a strong interest in
living in the area. In fact, one broker reported that there is not enough inventory to meet demand for
homes in the area and that as a result, the value of homes sold had begun to increase slightly.
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Home Sales and Median Sale Value in Pleasant Valley, NY
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SECTION V: RETAIL
This section analyzes the viability of introducing greater retail space into the vicinity of Pleasant Valley
CDP, especially in the around the potential Town Center. The analysis was prepared by closely comparing
the potential amount of retail goods and services within the same area. If demand exceeds supply, then
consumers in this area are traveling outside of the trade area in order to obtain their needed goods and
services. In these situations, it may be possible to increase the total amount of retail provided within the
geographically defined trade area so that consumers no longer need to travel longer distances to access
their desired goods and services. If, however, the amount of retail supplied is actually greater than the
demand in the trade area, this not only means that the trade area is already fulfilling local needs but also
that outsiders are coming into the trade area in order to consume its goods and services.
In order to analyze the demand for retail, three distinct trade areas were defined using Main Street (Route
44) and North Avenue (County Route 72) as the epicenter of the trade area. The map below shows in
green the area that can be accessed within a five-minute drive of the epicenter. The area in red indicates
the area that can be accessed within a ten-minute drive of the epicenter. Finally, the area in blue
represents the area within a 20-minute drive of the epicenter.
Boundaries of 3 Retail Trade Areas Defined by Driving Time from Main Street and
North Avenue: 5 minutes, 10 minutes, 20 minutes

Source: ESRI
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All three trade area analyses indicate that there is unmet retail demand in most industries. While there
are more retail suppliers in the 10-minute and 20-minute radii, there are also more consumers whose
demand is not being met. This high degree of retail leakage suggests that for many aspects of retail,
residents of Pleasant Valley CDP must go elsewhere in order to satisfy their consumption needs and that
residents well outside Pleasant Valley must travel to even more remote locations to do the same.
In terms of the market for real estate for the retail sector, local brokers have varied perceptions about the
strength of the market. Local real estate brokers generally agree that there are few retail vacancies in
Pleasant Valley and suggested that properties tend to rent for around $16 to $18 per square foot.
However, some brokers have expressed concern about increasing the inventory of retail properties for
fear of hurting existing retail centers while others believe that there is already a shortage of retail spaces
in Pleasant Valley and that new construction would simply meet existing demand for retail space.

Five-Minute Trade Area
A retail leakage analysis was conducted in the which the local trade area was deemed to be all the
locations within a five-minute drive from the intersection of Main Street and North Avenue. This area
includes the entirety of Pleasant Valley CDP as well as some areas immediately outside of it. This trade
area represents 4,800 residents demanding $90 million on retail goods in 2016. In contrast, only $52
million of those goods were supplied by local retailers. The only industry groups for which enough retail
was supplied to meet demand were Lawn & Garden Supply stores, Food & Beverage stores including
Grocery stores and Used Merchandise stores. Therefore, approximately $38 million or 42% of retail
demand was leaking from the local area’s economy. There were many notable industry groups not
supplying any goods within a five-minute drive of Route 44 and North Avenue including Clothing and
Accessories, Automobile Dealerships, Specialty Food stores, and Furniture Stores. Overall, a significant
amount of retail demand is leaking or not currently being captured within this local area, and so it is
possible to increase retail space to meet that demand.

Source: ESRI

Ten-Minute Trade Area
An expanded trade area within a 10-minute drive of the intersection of Main Street and North Avenue
includes several towns beyond Pleasant Valley CDP including some of LaGrange, Hyde Park, and the Town
of Poughkeepsie, but tells largely the same story about retail leaking to other areas. This trade area
includes 22,000 residents demanding $413 million in retail goods. Approximately $177 million or 43% of
the retail demanded in this area leaked to other areas. In fact, there is a leakage in every industry
subsector and every industry group but Lawn & Garden Supply and Used Merchandise goods which are
supplied in surplus. Retail stores in this larger trade area meet an even smaller proportion of retail demand
than the five-minute trade area.
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Source: ESRI

20-Minute Trade Area
If the trade area is expanded to include all lands within a 20-minute drive of Main Street and North
Avenue, the geographic span includes all of Pleasant Valley and most neighboring communities such as
LaGrange, Millbrook, Hyde Park, Poughkeepsie, Clinton, Union Vale and parts of Wappinger and East
Fishkill. This trade area represents 135,000 residents demanding $2.3 billion in retail goods and services.
Businesses within this area supply only $1.1 billion in retail goods and services suggesting that 51% or $1.2
billion in retail demand is leaked from this trade area. In fact, there was a leakage in every industry
subsector and every industry group but Book, Periodical & Music Stores, Used Merchandise goods,
vending machine Operators, and Direct Selling Establishments which are supplied in surplus. Retail
leakage was particularly high in industry subsectors such as Clothing, General Merchandise stores, and
Electronics & Appliance stores. On the whole, residents travel outside of the region to meet their retail
needs more than outsiders travel into the region to meet their retail demands.

Source: ESRI
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SECTION VI: ZONING & NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT
Based on market analysis trends explored above, Pleasant Valley should consider amending the
underlying zoning for its Town Center to encourage neighborhood development there. This section
explores that recommendation further. Below, this section presents current zoning and existing land uses
in the Town Center. It then defines neighborhood development by referencing LEED for Neighborhood
Development (LEED-ND) rating system criteria and compares current zoning for the Town Center to these
neighborhood development principles. Finally, it concludes by describing recommended zoning changes
Pleasant Valley can implement for the Town Center to better facilitate neighborhood development here.

Current Land Use & Zoning
Pleasant Valley’s Town Center is almost entirely comprised of two zoning districts, the Hamlet Residential
(HR) and Hamlet Pleasant Valley (H-PV) zones. The chart on the next page summarizes existing use and
dimensional requirements for the HR and H-PV districts.
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Zoning
District

Permitted
Uses

HR
Hamlet
Residential

Multifamily dwellings, singlefamily dwellings, two-family
dwellings, agriculture
(excluding animals),
agritourism, farm-worker
dwellings, farm stands,
public utility facilities,
religious institutions,
telecommunications
facilities, private wind
generating facilities

Accessory
dwellings, bedand-breakfasts,
in-home daycare, home
occupations

Same as HR plus:
bars/taverns/nightclubs,
general businesses, libraries,
lodging facilities, offices,
restaurants

Same as HR
plus:
drive-through
businesses, notforprofit/members
hip clubs, daycare centers,
private
educational
institutions,
motor vehicle
fueling/repair/
washing
facilities,
nursing homes,
theaters, vet
clinics

H-PV
Hamlet
Pleasant
Valley

Special Uses

Min. Lot
Size for
Commercial Uses
(acres)

N/A

Density for
Multi-Family
Dwellings
(du/acre)

Average
Density
(acres)

0.15 if
both
Common
muni
water and
sewer are
present

Min.
Road
Frontag
e (feet)

Min.
Yard
Setbacks
(feet)

Min. Lot Width
(feet); Max.
Impervious
Coverage (%)

Maximum
Bldg Footprint
Per Non Res.
Establishment
(feet2)

Max
Height
(feet)

50

Front: 15
Side: 15
Back: 15

50 feet; 40%

4,000

35

50

Front: 0
Side: 0
Back: 10

50 feet; 85%

15,000

40

2 for no
common
municipal
water or
sewer
4 if either is
present
8 if both are
present

0.25

Same as
HR

Same as HR
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Zoning and land use composition varies throughout Pleasant Valley’s Town Center as shown in the zoning
and land use maps presented below. To the south and central, the Town Center is zoned Hamlet Pleasant
Valley (H-PV). Existing land uses in this zone include commercial, institutional, industrial, and high density
residential uses with a few vacancies. Surrounding this area, the majority of the Town Center is zoned
Hamlet Residential (HR). Existing land uses here are mostly high and low density residential uses, along
with some commercial and institutional uses, open space, and some vacancies throughout. Some Medium
Density Residential (MDR) zoning may exist in the Town Center’s south east area, where existing land uses
include mostly industrial uses and open space with some low residential development.

Pleasant Valley Town Center Current Land Use
Pleasant Valley’s Town Center has two primary land uses: commercial and institutional. Outside of the
immediate Town Center area but still within Pleasant Valley CDP, most of the land use is residential, but
there are some vacant properties dispersed throughout. There are also several areas that are either
natural or landscaped open space within Pleasant Valley CDP.

Pleasant Valley Town Center Area Land Use

Source: Dutchess County

Pleasant Valley Town Center Zoning
Pleasant Valley has three special hamlet zoning districts, including the Hamlet--Pleasant Valley district,
the Hamlet--Salt Point district, and the Hamlet--Washington Hollow district. These hamlet districts call for
mixed use and walkable development. Outside of the Hamlet—Pleasant Valley District is a substantial
Hamlet Residential zone which intends to provide residential development to support the commercial
core of the hamlet. Almost the entire CDP is covered in either Hamlet—Pleasant Valley or Hamlet

LAND USE LAW CENTER AND KEVIN DWARKA LLC | 31

PLEASANT VALLEY TOWN CENTER FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
Residential zoning. There are some small areas within the CDP that are zoned for Office—Industrial and
Medium Density Residential.

Pleasant Valley Town Center Area Zoning

Source: Dutchess County

Defining Neighborhood Development
Pleasant Valley’s Town Center presents a substantial opportunity for the Town to implement
neighborhood development principles and encourage a walkable, urban environment within its
community. The U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED for Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND) rating
system2 provides a model that Pleasant Valley can follow to create a sustainable neighborhood. A national
standard for neighborhood development that is based on the combined principles of smart growth, New
Urbanism, and green infrastructure and building, LEED-ND defines neighborhood development through
three credit categories that emphasize site selection, design, and construction elements to bring buildings
and infrastructure together on a district scale and relate the neighborhood to its local and regional
context. To earn credits toward LEED-ND certification, neighborhood developments must include
development strategies featured in the three credit categories as defined below:
1. Smart Location and Linkage (SLL) encourages project location on sites that are:
o Well-connected to other developments;
o Previously developed with existing infrastructure;
2

LEED-ND for Neighborhood Development Rating System (2009 version), available at
http://www.usgbc.org/resources/leed-reference-guide-green-neighborhood-development.
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o
o
o
o

Near transit;
Away from important natural resources, such as wetlands, water bodies, floodplains, and
steep slopes;
Bicycle network and storage efficient; and
Within close proximity between housing and employment centers.

2. Neighborhood Pattern and Design (NPD) recognizes compact, walkable, vibrant, mixed-use
neighborhoods with good connections to nearby communities. NPD criteria include:
o Requirements for mixed-income diverse communities;
o Reduced off-street parking;
o Increased connectivity within street networks;
o Better access to transit, public spaces, and schools;
o Universal design;
o Local food production; and
o Tree-lined and shaded streets.
3. Green Infrastructure and Buildings (GIB) promotes building and infrastructure performance at the
district scale that reduces energy and water use, encourages historic preservation, and minimizes
waste. GIB criteria emphasize:
o Green building techniques;
o Construction pollution prevention;
o Water-efficient landscaping;
o Existing building reuse;
o Historic preservation and adaptive building reuse;
o Reduced site disturbance in design and construction;
o Stormwater management;
o Heat island reduction;
o Solar building orientation;
o On-site renewable energy generation;
o District heating and cooling;
o Wastewater management;
o Recycled content in infrastructure;
o Solid waste management; and
o Light pollution reduction.

Comparing Current Town Center Zoning to LEED for Neighborhood Development
Using the Technical Guidance Manual for Sustainable Neighborhoods (TGM),3 which shows planners how
to incorporate specific criteria from the 2009 LEED-ND Rating System4 into local plans, codes, and policies,
the Land Use Law Center at Pace Law School completed an audit of the Town Center’s underlying zoning.
This audit compared requirements for the HR and H-PV zoning districts to criteria embodied in the LEEDND Rating System to determine how well these regulations currently support sustainable neighborhood
3

U.S. Green Building Council and Land Use Law Center, Technical Guidance Manual for Sustainable Neighborhoods
(2012), available at http://www.usgbc.org/resources/technical-guidance-manual-sustainable-neighborhoods.
4
LEED-ND for Neighborhood Development Rating System (2009 version), available at
http://www.usgbc.org/resources/leed-reference-guide-green-neighborhood-development.
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development. Below, this section summarizes the extent to which zoning regulations for the HR and H-PV
districts accord with LEED-ND criteria for pedestrian friendly development. To review the LEED-ND Audit
of the HR and H-PV Districts in its entirety, see Section VII below.
Zoning for the HR and H-PV districts does contain some neighborhood-development supportive provisions
but still requires changes to truly facilitate sustainable neighborhood development. Taken together, use
regulations for both districts allow some permitted uses as recommended in LEED-ND, such as:






Housing variety, including single-family, multi-family, farm-worker, and accessory dwellings;
Community facilities, such as day-care centers, religious institutions, private educational institutions,
libraries, nursing homes, performing arts theaters, and veterinary clinics;
Services such as restaurants, bars, taverns, nightclubs, general businesses, lodging facilities, bedand-breakfasts, and home occupations;
Community-serving retail such as farm stands; and
Private wind generating facilities.5

However, many of these permitted uses are allowed only in the H-PV district, which comprises a small
portion of the Town Center, and use regulations for both zones do not name the full range of diverse uses
encouraged by LEED-ND to facilitate walking, bicycling, and transit use for daily commuting and errands.
The districts’ bulk and area requirements6 also require some amendments to facilitate neighborhood
development as defined by LEED-ND. The HR and H-PV districts’ maximum building heights (35 and 40
feet, respectively) likely are sufficient, but the maximum residential densities for multifamily dwellings
and townhouses, ranging from two to eight dwelling units per acre, are too small to encourage a minimum
level of compact development. Additionally, the HR district’s significant minimum front, side, and back
yard requirements and the H-PV district’s minimum back yard requirements, ranging from 10 to 15 feet
from the lot line, impede the creation of a pedestrian friendly street wall and building proximity to
sidewalks, both of which are necessary to promote walkability.
In addition, the Town’s off-street parking and loading provisions7 require some changes to better meet
LEED-ND’s goal of reducing off-street parking impacts on the pedestrian realm. These provisions feature
large minimum off-street parking requirements (e.g., two spaces per dwelling unit) and offer minimal
ways to diminish parking demand and reduce this requirement, such as through shared parking strategies.
These provisions do include location requirements for loading docks to prevent them from interfering
with the free use of streets and require commercial and industrial parking lots to be placed away from
street frontage but could go farther to prevent loading docks and parking lots from interrupting the
pedestrian realm.
Finally, the Town’s design principles and standards for the HR and H-PV districts8 do include a range of
strategies that coincide with LEED-ND criteria for pedestrian friendly building and street design, such as
buildings oriented to public spaces, better sidewalk networks, reduced driveway curb cuts, more street
connections, street tree plantings, and increased on-street parking, but the Town could strengthen these

5

Town of Pleasant Valley, N.Y., Section 98-11, Schedule of Permitted Uses.
Town of Pleasant Valley, N.Y., Section 98-12, Schedule of Area and Bulk Requirements.
7
Town of Pleasant Valley, N.Y., Sections 98-41 and -42.
8
Town of Pleasant Valley, N.Y., Sections 98-31 and -47.
6
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standards in several ways by adopting more stringent LEED-ND design criteria for creating a comfortable,
interesting, and safe walking environment.

Recommended Zoning Amendments to Facilitate Neighborhood Development
After comparing zoning regulations for the HR and H-PV districts to relevant LEED-ND criteria, the LEEDND audit recommended ways Pleasant Valley could amend use regulations, bulk and area requirements,
off-street parking and loading requirements, and design standards to better facilitate neighborhood
development in the Town Center. This section presents a summary of these recommendations.
To encourage walking and bicycling, the audit recommends adding food retail, such as supermarkets, and
more community-serving retail, services, community facilities, and housing variety to HR and H-PV
permitted uses. To support local food production, the analysis recommends adding gardens, greenhouses,
and related facilities to HR and H-PV permitted accessory uses, and to promote on-site renewable energy
sources that reduce adverse effects from fossil fuel use, recommendations include adding small-scale
solar energy collectors to HR and H-PV accessory uses. Additionally, the audit suggests adding provisions
to further encourage home occupations and removing restrictions on accessory dwellings.
Next, the audit recommends amending HR and H-PV area and bulk requirements. To encourage compact
development that supports public transportation, the audit suggests allowing a multi-family density of at
least 12 dwelling units per acre. To facilitate a pedestrian friendly street wall, sidewalk proximity, and
minimum property line distances, the audit recommends reducing all minimum yard setbacks to zero. No
changes are recommended for HR and H-PV building height requirements, as these meet LEED-ND criteria
for supporting transit and facilitating a sense of enclosure and pedestrian scale that encourages walking;
however, for those area and bulk requirements that LEED-ND does not address, the audit recommends
implementing the most permissive requirements possible to encourage desired development.
The audit then presents recommendations for amending the Town’s off-street parking and loading
requirements to prevent disruption of the pedestrian realm and to reduce adverse environmental effects
associated with these facilities. The audit suggests reducing off-street parking spaces by eliminating offstreet parking requirements where possible, limiting development footprints for parking lots, and allowing
off-street parking reductions in exchange for shared-use vehicle parking, preferential parking allowances,
project-level transportation demand management programs, below-grade or structured parking, and/or
the provision of bicycle parking and facilities. Additionally, the audit suggests changes to ensure parking
lot, loading dock, and driveway access placement that avoids interrupting the pedestrian realm. Further,
the audit recommends allowing sustainable pavement technologies and amending landscaping provisions
to require trees at smaller intervals, shading, exclusion of invasive species, and water-efficient techniques.
Finally, the audit recommends enhancing the Town’s design principles and standards. To promote varied
building façades that create an interesting and safe walking environment, the recommended design
standards include specific LEED-ND criteria for building entrances, doors, and windows; ground-floor
features; and parking structure placement. Additionally, the audit recommends street design standards
that further enhance and protect the sidewalk network, increase street connectivity, encourage narrower
streets, encourage on-street parking, protect and promote street trees, and reduce light pollution.
For more information about these recommendations, see the LEED-ND Audit of the HR and H-PV Districts
in Section VII below.
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SECTION VII: LEED-ND AUDIT OF THE HR AND H-PV DISTRICTS
This report presents an analysis of the Town of Pleasant Valley’s Hamlet Residential (HR) and HamletPleasant Valley (H-PV) zoning districts. The Land Use Law Center at Pace Law School completed this
analysis by evaluating HR and H-PV district requirements using strategies presented in the Technical
Guidance Manual for Sustainable Neighborhoods (TGM),9 which shows planners how to incorporate
specific criteria from the 2009 LEED for Neighborhood Development (LEED-ND) Rating System10 into local
plans, codes, and policies. Through this TGM audit, the report identifies potential barriers to and
opportunities for creating sustainable neighborhood development in the HR and H-PV districts and
recommends zoning amendments Pleasant Valley can adopt to remove these barriers and facilitate this
type of development.
Below, this report compares existing zoning requirements for the HR and H-PV districts to TGM
recommendations for use, density, bulk and area requirements; parking and loading requirements; and
design standards and recommends zoning changes the Town can adopt to better facilitate sustainable
neighborhood development within these zones. Finally, the report concludes by proposing next steps the
Town could take to implement these changes and continue the TGM audit for its other land use
regulations, plans, and policies.

I. Analysis of HR & H-PV Permitted Uses
Town of Pleasant Valley Code Section 98-11 presents a Schedule of Permitted Uses that lists permitted,
accessory, and special uses for all of the Town’s zoning districts. This section of the analysis compares land
uses allowed in the Town’s HR and H-PV zoning districts to TGM Sections 2.1 Mixed Uses, 2.2 Housing
Variety, 2.4 Energy Facilities, 2.5 Home Occupations, 2.6 Accessory Dwelling Units, and 2.7 Produce
Gardens and Greenhouses. To reduce automobile use and associated greenhouse gas emissions and to
encourage walking, bicycling, and transit use for daily errands and commuting, TGM Section 2.1 Mixed
Uses recommends allowing as-of-right a wide range of compatible mixed uses and directs communities
to reference LEED-ND’s Diverse Use Appendix, which includes four critical use categories: food retail,
community-serving retail, services, and civic and community facilities. Similarly, TGM Section 2.2 Housing
Variety recommends allowing a wide range of housing types as-of-right.
TGM recommendations are relevant to permitted accessory uses as well. TGM Section 2.4 Energy Facilities
recommends allowing on-site renewable energy systems as accessory uses to reduce the adverse
environmental and economic effects associated with fossil fuel energy production and use. To encourage
a large variety of housing in proximity to employment opportunities, TGM Section 2.5 Home Occupations
recommends allowing occupations as accessory uses in residences, and to further increase housing variety
and facilitate development densities that support transit use, TGM Section 2.6 Accessory Dwelling Units
advocates allowing accessory dwelling units as-of-right in the garages, carriage houses, and basements of
single-family dwellings. Finally, TGM Section 2.7 Produce Gardens and Greenhouses encourages allowing
produce garden growing areas, greenhouses, and related facilities as accessory uses to increase access to
fresh produce and food retail.

9

U.S. Green Building Council and Land Use Law Center, Technical Guidance Manual for Sustainable Neighborhoods
(2012), available at http://www.usgbc.org/resources/technical-guidance-manual-sustainable-neighborhoods.
10
LEED-ND for Neighborhood Development Rating System (2009 version), available at
http://www.usgbc.org/resources/leed-reference-guide-green-neighborhood-development.
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This analysis compares these TGM recommendations to use regulations for the Town’s HR and H-PV
zoning districts. TGM recommendations overlap with the permitted, accessory, and special-permit uses
currently allowed in the H-PV district to a large extent and with those uses allowed in the HR district to a
lesser degree. In both the HR and H-PV districts, the Town’s Schedule of Permitted Uses allows:













Single-family dwellings;
Multi- and two-family dwellings;
Farm-worker dwellings;
Accessory dwellings;
Agriculture, excluding animals;
Farm stands;
Bed-and-breakfasts;
In-home day-care;
Religious institutions;
Home occupations; and
Private wind generating facilities: individual wind power generating facilities used to
generate power for on-site use by the property owner or homeowner, except for the
required electrical current feedback to the power company.

In addition, the Schedule allows the following uses in the H-PV district as well:















Bars, taverns, and nightclubs;
General businesses: establishments primarily engaged in selling goods and/or services to
the general public, including movie theaters, banks, financial institutions, and health and
fitness clubs;
Not-for-profit membership clubs;
Day-care centers;
Private educational institutions: any nonpublic school or other organization or institution
conducting a regularly scheduled curriculum of study similar to that of the public schools
and operated by non-stock corporations under the Education Law of New York State;
Libraries;
Lodging facilities;
Nursing homes;
Offices;
Restaurants;
Performing arts theaters; and
Veterinary clinics.

To further encourage mixed-use development, renewable energy, and local food production, the Town
should consider amending the Schedule of Permitted Uses in Code Section 98-11 to allow all H-PV uses in
the HR district. Additionally, the Town should consider amending the Schedule to allow the following
permitted and accessory uses in both the HR and H-PV zoning districts, as appropriate:



Food Retail
o Supermarket
o Other food store with produce
LAND USE LAW CENTER AND KEVIN DWARKA LLC | 37

PLEASANT VALLEY TOWN CENTER FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS












Community-Serving Retail
o Clothing store or department store selling clothes
o Convenience store
o Farmer’s market
o Hardware store
o Pharmacy
Services
o Gym, health club, exercise studio
o Hair care
o Laundry
o Dry cleaner
Civic and Community Facilities
o Adult or senior care
o Community/recreation center
o Museums and other cultural arts facilities
o All educational facilities including K-12 school, university, adult education center,
vocational school, community college
o Family entertainment venue, such as a theater or sports venue
o Government office that serves public on-site
o Medical clinic or office that treats patients
o Social services center
Housing Variety
o Live-work units: combined workspace with living quarters, with living space
located above, behind, or alongside the commercial space
Other compatible commercial uses subject to planning board approval
Accessory uses
o Small-scale solar energy systems that generate power solely for onsite use to
benefit the principal use of the land.11
o Produce gardens (in front, side, and rear yards, balconies, patios, and rooftops),
o Greenhouses (in front, side, and rear yards, balconies, patios, and rooftops), and
o Watering systems and storage facilities for gardens and greenhouses.

Although the Schedule of Permitted Uses allows “general businesses” in the H-PV zoning district, and this
permitted use technically encompasses the retail and service establishments listed above, the Town

11

Because they have few or no land use impacts, small-scale solar energy systems often require minimal review
procedures, assuming a system complies with use, bulk and area, and other relevant zoning requirements. In
addition to allowing these systems as accessory uses, the Town should amend its zoning definitions to define
small-scale solar energy systems in terms of type (roof- and ground-mounted, as appropriate), location where
energy is used (onsite), and/or system size and should allow these systems through administrative zoning and
building permit review. Additionally, the Town should consider exempting these systems from any conflicting
zoning requirements, such as building height limitations.
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should consider including specific retail and services in the Schedule to encourage an adequate mix of
uses.
To further encourage and facilitate home occupations, the Town should consider amending Code Section
98-32 to include details about the type of professional offices and services the Town would like to
encourage. For example, these provisions could list desirable home occupations, such as beauty parlors;
dressmaking; professional occupations including accounting, legal, and medical services; financial
advising; music schools; and travel agencies, among others. Additionally, the Town should consider
removing from Section 98-32 restrictions on number of employees, exterior storage, retail and stock-intrade uses, and the amount of space dedicated to a home occupation.
Further, Pleasant Valley should consider removing some of the restrictions Code Section 98-15 imposes
on accessory dwellings to encourage their use in the HR an H-PV districts. For example, the Town could
amend Section 98-15 to eliminate the ban on renting accessory dwellings, remove the owner-occupancy
requirement and limits on number of bedrooms and occupants, and remove the limit on the number of
accessory dwellings the Town may approve within one year.
To allow other harmonious uses not listed in the regulations, the Town should consider adding “other
compatible commercial uses subject to planning board approval” at the end of the list of permitted uses
for Subarea WF-2. To ensure a true mix of uses, the Town should consider including a requirement that
all development projects in the WF-2 zone incorporate a residential component. For a local example of
this technique, see Bloomington, MN Code § 19.29(f)(1) in Appendix A. Finally, whenever possible,
consider allowing as many of these uses as-of-right, without requiring site plan approval or special
permits.

II. Analysis of HR & H-PV Area and Bulk Requirements
The Schedule of Area and Bulk Requirements in Town of Pleasant Valley Code Section 98-12 lists area and
building requirements for the HR and H-PV zoning districts. This analysis compares the development
density, lot size, building height, and yard setback requirements in this Schedule to TGM Sections 2.8
Greater Development Densities, 2.10 Taller Building Heights, and 2.11 Reduced Building Setbacks.

Maximum Density
The area and bulk requirement analysis begins by comparing density requirements for the HR and H-PV
zoning districts to TGM Section 2.8 Greater Development Densities. Section 2.8 describes how LEED-ND
encourages compact development to leverage and support public transportation, which requires
minimum development densities to provide adequate transit ridership. TGM Section 2.8 explains how, for
areas within a half-mile of heavy rail or within a quarter mile of bus or street-car stops, LEED-ND requires
the following to support transit:



A nonresidential Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of at least 0.80, and
A residential density of at least 12 dwelling units per acre (DU/acre) of buildable land available
for residential uses.

For both the HR and H-PV zoning districts, the Schedule of Area and Bulk Requirements includes no
maximum FAR for nonresidential development but requires maximum residential densities of 2 DU/acre
for multifamily dwellings and townhouses with no common or municipal water or sewer, 4 DU/acre for
those that have access to one of these utilities, and 8 DU/acre for those that have access to both utilities.
The entire Town of Pleasant Valley falls outside a half-mile radius from the Poughkeepsie Metro North
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Train Station (the nearest Metro North stop), but the HR and H-PV districts are served by bus routes.
Because of the HR and H-PV districts’ proximity to transit, the Town should consider increasing maximum
residential densities for multifamily dwellings and townhouses in these zones to at least 12 DU/acre to
better support transit. As the Schedule includes no maximum FAR for nonresidential development, no
change is recommended here.

Minimum Lot Size & Average Density
Next, minimum lot size and average density requirements for the HR and H-PV zones were compared to
criteria outlined in TGM Section 2.9 Smaller Lot Sizes. Because LEED-ND encourages increased
development densities to promote walkability and transportation efficiency, Section 2.9 recommends
reducing minimum lot sizes to achieve greater residential densities. In particular, TGM Section 2.9
suggests allowing minimum lot sizes of 6,000 square feet or less for single-family residential development
on single lots and 3,600 square feet or less for residential development within a walk distance to transit
service.
In contrast, the Schedule of Area and Bulk Requirements in Section 98-12 requires a minimum lot size of
0.25 acres (10,890 square feet) for commercial uses in the H-PV district but includes no minimum lot size
requirement for commercial uses in the HR district. Additionally, the schedule requires an average density
of 0.15 acres in both the HR and H-PV districts, a metric that allows for a range of lot sizes that applicants
can use to calculate allowed number of lots for projects in these districts. However, in practice the average
density standard is confusing, as it offers a ratio specific to each district without clarifying the denominator
for the ratio.
Recommendations in TGM Section 2.9 do not directly address minimum lot sizes for commercial
development or average density, but Pleasant Valley could provide added flexibility for development and
encourage pedestrian activity in line with LEED-ND strategies by eliminating minimum lot size and average
density requirements for the HR and H-PV districts. Removing these requirements would allow the
developer to decide what is appropriate given market conditions, foster development diversity, and open
the market to a larger group of land owners. Alternatively, the Town could apply the most lenient
requirements that are appropriate to encourage desired development and, in this case, should clarify the
average density standard and its application.

Maximum Building Height
Following the development density analysis, the maximum building height requirements for the HR and
H-PV zoning districts were compared to recommendations outlined in TGM Section 2.10 Taller Building
Heights. Section 2.10 explains that to facilitate a sense of enclosure and pedestrian scale that encourages
walking to and from destinations, LEED-ND requires a minimum building height-to-street-width ratio of
1:3 for at least 15 percent of existing and new street frontage within and bordering a project. This
requirement results in a minimum of one foot of building height for every three feet of street width,
measured from façade to façade. The maximum building heights for the HR and H-PV districts are 35 and
40 feet, respectively.
Using the Dutchess County ParcelAccess Map,12 rough street-width measurements were obtained for
eight streets located in the HR and H-PV districts. Street widths were measured between “potential”
building façades, assuming future buildings will abut parcel boundaries with no setbacks. Then, the 1:3
12

Dutchess County, NY, ParcelAccess, available at http://geoaccess.co.dutchess.ny.us/parcelaccess/.
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height-to-street-width ratio was applied to these street widths to determine the LEED-ND preferred
minimum building heights for these streets. The table below presents analysis results and shows that all
LEED-ND-preferred minimum building heights calculated for the eight streets fall below the 35- and 40foot maximum building heights for the HR and H-PV districts, respectively. Although this analysis indicates
that the maximum building heights for these zones are adequate for LEED-ND purposes, Pleasant Valley
should consider increasing the maximum building height for the HR zone to 40 feet, as well as possibly
increasing maximum building heights beyond this for both districts if market or other indicators show that
development at or above the LEED-ND-preferred minimum building heights is unlikely given current
height limitations.
LEED-ND Preferred Minimum Building Heights for streets in HR and H-PV Districts
Street Name
Main Street
South Avenue
Stream Lane
North Avenue
Barbara Lane/Martin Road
Whiteford Drive
West Road
Wigsten Road

Approximate Street Width,
Assuming No Setbacks (feet)

Approximate Preferred Minimum
Building Height (feet)

62
47
53
57
50
53
57
54

21
16
18
19
17
18
19
18

Minimum Yard Setbacks
Yard setback requirements for the HR and H-PV zones then were compared to criteria outlined in TGM
Section 2.11 Reduced Building Setbacks. Section 2.11 explains how LEED-ND encourages reduced building
setbacks to facilitate a pedestrian friendly street wall, sidewalk proximity, and minimum property line
distances. Reduced setbacks also free space in the rear for parking located behind or under a building,
thus preventing parking facilities from disrupting the pedestrian realm. To accomplish these goals, Section
2.11 recommends that buildings be set back as close to street-facing property lines as possible and that
mixed-use and nonresidential building façades be within one foot of any sidewalk or its equivalent where
possible.
The Schedule of Area and Bulk Requirements in Section 98-12 includes front, side, and back yard setbacks
of 15 feet each for the HR district. The Schedule also includes a ten-foot back yard setback for the H-PV
district but has no front or side yard setbacks for this zone. To allow buildings at the property line and
encourage a pedestrian friendly street wall, Pleasant Valley should consider amending the Schedule to
eliminate all yard setbacks for the HR and H-PV zoning districts where possible. Because the Schedule
already includes no minimum front or side yard setbacks for the H-PV district, no change is recommended
here.
As LEED-ND does not address these requirements, the TGM includes no recommendations specific to
minimum road frontage, minimum lot width at the primary building line, maximum impervious coverage,
and maximum building footprint per nonresidential establishment. However, given other LEED-ND
friendly recommendations for bulk and area requirements, Pleasant Valley should consider implementing
the most permissive requirements that are appropriate to encourage desired development in the HR and
H-PV zones. Under existing zoning, the most permissive requirements are:
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Minimum road frontage of 50 feet;
Minimum lot width at the primary building line of 50 feet;
Maximum impervious coverage of 85 percent; and
Maximum building footprint per nonresidential establishment of 40,000 square feet.

Current zoning already allows a minimum road frontage and minimum lot width of 50 feet for both the
HR and H-PV zones and allows a maximum impervious coverage of 85 percent for the H-PV zone. To
further encourage preferred development, the Town should consider allowing a maximum impervious
coverage of 85 percent for the H-PV zone and a maximum building footprint of 40,000 square feet for
both zones. Where possible, the Town should allow even more permissive requirements.

III. Analysis of Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements
Town of Pleasant Valley Code Sections 98-41 and -42 describe off-street loading and parking requirements
for the HR and H-PV zoning districts. This analysis compares these requirements to TGM Sections 2.12
through 2.18, as well as Sections 3.1, 3.6, and 3.13.

Off-Street Parking
The Town’s off-street parking requirements in Code Section 98-42 were compared to parking
recommendations outlined in TGM Sections 2.12 Reduced Off-Street Parking Spaces, 2.13 Shared Parking,
2.14 Shared-Use Vehicle Parking and Preferential Parking Allowances, 2.15 Project-Level Transportation
Demand Management, 2.16 Below-Grade or Structured Parking, and Section 2.18 Off-Street Bicycle
Parking. According to TGM Section 2.12, LEED-ND encourages reduced off-street parking to prevent
parking facilities from disrupting a street’s pedestrian orientation and to reduce adverse environmental
effects associated with these facilities. To further these goals, Section 2.12 recommends eliminating offstreet parking minimums altogether where appropriate to enable projects to provide only that parking
which is absolutely necessary for project viability.
Where minimum parking requirements are necessary to support desired uses, municipalities can offer
reductions to applicants who provide methods for reducing demand for off-street parking. For example,
TGM Section 2.13 recommends reducing the minimum-parking requirement when a project builds shared
parking spaces that serve all uses adequately. TGM Section 2.14 recommends permitting or requiring
shared-use vehicle parking to accommodate vehicles shared between multiple users, as well as
preferential parking allowances. Similarly, TGM Section 2.15 suggests parking requirement reductions in
exchange for the implementation of project-level transportation demand management (TDM) programs
that help reduce automobile use, and TGM Section 2.16 suggests requiring or incentivizing below-grade
or structured parking to remove it from the public eye.
TGM Section 2.18 describes how LEED-ND encourages bicycle parking and facilities to promote cycling
and encourage transportation efficiency. Providing bicycle infrastructure supports transit riders who
choose to bicycle to and from the train station. To achieve this, Section 2.18 recommends a minimum
amount of bicycle spaces and/or shower and changing facilities for multiunit residential buildings, retail
spaces, and other nonresidential buildings, as well as certain design criteria for required bicycle spaces.
The Town’s off-street parking requirements align with these recommendations in a few ways. Code
Section 98-42(C) authorizes the Planning Board to take into account shared parking strategies when
determining the total number of off-street parking spaces for development projects with a combination
of uses and requires applicants “to investigate shared parking strategies to reduce the total number of
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parking spaces.” Further, the applicant must provide information about the peak parking demand of the
uses to help determine the appropriate parking reduction, and the Planning Board may require
interconnected parking areas if appropriate. In addition, Section 98-42(O) authorizes the Planning Board
to reduce the number of off-street parking spaces required for a development project if it determines that
the required number would be excessive, resulting “in an unwarranted increase in impervious surfaces
and/or stormwater runoff or other SEQRA-related issues.”
To further reduce off-street parking spaces, the Town could consider eliminating off-street parking
requirements altogether in section 98-42(O) where feasible, allowing developers to determine the
amount of parking necessary for a project. Where parking minimums are necessary, the Town could
prohibit off-street surface parking lots that collectively cover more than 20 percent of the total
development footprint and that are individually larger than two acres. In addition, the Town should
consider amending section 98-42 to allow a parking reduction for or require:








The dedication of 10 percent of parking spaces serving nonresidential and mixed-use buildings for
carpools or shared-use vehicle parking, with dedicated spaces placed within 200 feet of building
entrances and marked with signs (Section 2.14);
Preferential parking allowances for carpools, vanpools, electric, and hybrid vehicles within parking
lots (Section 2.14);
A project-level TDM program, developed by a qualified transportation professional with TDM
experience using Institute for Transportation Engineers (ITE) or other government transportation
agency resources, that reduces a project’s weekday peak-period motor vehicle trips by at least 20
percent compared with a baseline case. TDM programs can achieve this reduction using:
o Parking cash out programs that offer cash equivalent payments to commuters who use
alternate transportation in lieu of their free parking spaces,
o Flextime or flexible work hours to avoid peak commute times,
o Ride sharing and a ride matching systems,
o Pedestrian and bicycle promotion policies,
o Occasional subsidized rides home for alternate transportation commuters,
o Car-free programs, or
o Reduced public parking (Section 2.15);
Off-street parking that is below grade, integrated within buildings or structured ramps, behind
active uses, and screened from the view of public streets by lining the first floor with retail uses
where economically feasible. These provisions should forbid or discourage structured parking that
occupies street-level space, especially near sidewalks (Section 2.16); and
The provision of bicycle parking and storage capacity as follows (Section 2.18):
o For Multifamily Dwellings. Provide at least one secure, enclosed bicycle storage space per
occupant for 30% of the planned occupancy but no fewer than one per unit. Provide secure
visitor bicycle racks on-site, with at least one bicycle space per ten dwelling units but no fewer
than four spaces per project site.
o For Retail. Provide at least one secure, enclosed bicycle storage space per new retail worker
for 10% of retail worker planned occupancy. Provide visitor or customer bicycle racks on-site,
with at least one bicycle space per 5,000 square feet of retail space, but no fewer than one
bicycle space per business or four bicycle spaces per project site, whichever is greater. Provide
at least one on-site shower with changing facility for any development with 100 or more new
workers and at least one additional on-site shower with changing facility for every 150 new
workers thereafter.
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o

o

o

For Nonresidential development other than retail. Provide at least one secure, enclosed
bicycle storage space per new occupant for 10% of planned occupancy. Provide visitor bicycle
racks on-site with at least one bicycle space per 10,000 square feet of new commercial
nonretail space but not fewer than four bicycle spaces per building. Provide at least one onsite shower with changing facility for any development with 100 or more new workers and at
least one additional on-site shower with changing facility for every 150 new workers
thereafter.
Secure, enclosed bicycle storage areas must be locked and easily accessible to residents
and/or workers. Provide informational signage on using the storage facilities. Visitors’ and
customers’ bicycle racks must be clearly visible from a main entry, located within 100 feet of
the door, served with night lighting, and protected from damage from nearby vehicles. If the
building has multiple main entries, bicycle racks must be proportionally dispersed within 100
feet of each.
Shower and changing facility requirements may be met by providing the equivalent of free
access to on-site health club shower facilities, if the health club can be accessed without going
outside. Provide informational signage on using the shower facilities.

Prior to drafting these changes, Pleasant Valley should conduct a parking study to determine the amount
of parking actually necessary for specific uses within the HR and H-PV districts. The Town should make
this determination by conducting an inventory or audit of actual parking demand (relative to capacity of
existing lots and structures) and considering existing and future transit options, available public parking,
access to diverse uses, future project marketability, and Pleasant Valley’s goal to increase transit
efficiency.

Off-Street Parking, Driveway & Loading Dock Placement
Location requirements for off-street parking and loading in Town Code Sections 98-41 and -42 were
compared to recommendations outlined in TGM Section 2.12 Reduced Off-Street Parking Spaces and
Section 2.17 Loading Dock and Driveway Access Point Placement. To avoid disruption of the pedestrian
realm at a building’s primary street frontage, Section 2.12 recommends parking placement at the rear of
a building or, if necessary, at the side of a building. Similarly, Section 2.17 recommends loading dock,
service bay, and driveway placement away and screened from major street frontage.
The Town’s off-street parking and loading requirements align with these recommendations in several
ways. Town Code Section 98-41(B) states that off-street loading and unloading spaces may not be used in
a manner that “obstruct[s] or interfere[s] with the free use of any street, alley or adjoining property.”
Similarly, Section 98-42(G) forbids off-street automobile parking or storage that “obstruct[s] or
interfere[s] with the free use of any street, alley or adjoining property . . . where it is necessary to use any
part of a street right-of-way for approach, turning and exit of an automobile.” Additionally, Section 9842(B) requires parking lots in new commercial and industrial developments to be placed to the rear and
side of structures, and Section 98-42(F) requires parking-area intersections with sidewalks to be made in
an approved manner.
To further protect the pedestrian realm, the Town should consider amending Sections 98-41 and -42 to
include the following surface parking location and loading requirements:


Where feasible, require off-street parking in all zoning districts located in the rear, but if necessary
at the side, of the principal buildings on a site and away from all street frontage.
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Prohibit location of loading docks and service bays between a primary structure and major streets
where other loading location options exist, and require screening except in limited circumstances.
Prohibit driveway access points along major streets where other driveway location options exist.

Pavement Specifications
Next, pavement requirements in Town Code Section 98-42 were compared to recommendations in TGM
Section 3.1 Sustainable Pavement. A typical TGM audit would compare a municipality’s site plan and
subdivision requirements to the LEED-ND criteria presented in TGM Section 3.1; however, because
Pleasant Valley’s off-street parking requirements include pavement provisions, this analysis is presented
here. TGM Section 3.1 describes how LEED-ND encourages sustainable pavement technologies, such as
high-reflectance, open-grid, and recycled-content pavement materials, to reduce the heat island effect,
stormwater runoff, and adverse environmental effects associated with the use of virgin materials. Highreflectance pavement reflects solar energy. The solar reflectance index (SRI) quantifies the reflectivity of
materials by measuring the pavement’s ability to reject solar heat; materials with the highest SRI values
are the coolest choices. Open-grid pavement systems provide structural capacity for vehicle traffic while
providing permeability and infiltration benefits for stormwater runoff. Finally, recycled-content pavement
can be comprised of postconsumer recycled content, in-place reclaimed materials, or preconsumer
recycled content.
Pleasant Valley’s off-street parking requirements include construction requirements for nonresidential
parking areas in Code Section 98-42(F) that encourage “appropriate pervious materials” for
nonagricultural uses, and Section 98-42(N)(6) authorizes the Planning Board to require pervious paving
materials, such as grass pavers, in parking areas, driveways, and/or pedestrian areas. To further
encourage sustainable pavement technologies the Town could amend these Sections to allow, and if
possible, require a certain percentage of a project’s off-street parking, loading facilities, and driveways to:



Be constructed using heat-reducing strategies such as paving materials with a SRI of at least 29 or
open-grid pavement systems that are at least 50 percent pervious or both; and/or
Consist of postconsumer recycled content, in-place reclaimed materials, and half of any
preconsumer recycled content used in the project. This standard should apply to infrastructure
materials for parking lots, loading facilities, and driveways, as well as base and sub-base materials
for this infrastructure.

Landscaping
The Town’s landscaping requirements for off-street parking in Code Section 98-42(N) then were compared
to TGM Sections 3.6 Green Streets and 3.13 Water-Efficient Landscaping. As in the pavement
specifications analysis above, municipalities typically use TGM Sections 3.6 and 3.13 to audit site plan and
subdivision regulations, but because Section 98-42 includes landscaping requirements, this analysis is
presented here.
TGM Section 3.6 promotes street trees and shade to encourage multimodal transportation, reduce
building cooling loads, and diminish heat islands. Among other requirements, Section 3.6 recommends
requiring development projects to provide street trees along adjacent street(s) at intervals averaging no
more than 40 feet. TGM Section 3.13 encourages water-efficient landscaping to reduce the use of potable
and natural water.
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Code Section 98-42(N) requires parking lots with 10 or more parking spaces to include at least one shade
tree per 10 cars or fraction thereof, and the trees must be three inches in diameter or greater at breast
height. Because Section 98-42(A) requires parking stall widths of nine feet, this requirement results in a
minimum tree interval of 90 feet. Section 98-42(N) also requires fifteen percent of parking lots with 25 or
more parking spaces to be “ . . . curbed and landscaped with appropriate trees, shrubs, and other plant
materials . . . .” and further requires all landscaped parking areas to be properly maintained.
To align these landscaping requirements further with LEED-ND objectives, Pleasant Valley should consider
amending section 98-42(N) to require:









Trees at intervals averaging no more than 40 feet;
Shading of at least 50 percent of parking lot hardscape, using tree canopy (within 10 years of
landscape installation) or open structures, such as those supporting solar photovoltaic panels,
canopied walkways, awnings, trellises, and vine pergolas, all with a solar reflectance index (SRI)
of at least 29;
Planted trees that provide shade within 10 years of installation, using the estimated crown
diameter (the width of the shade if the sun is directly above the tree) to calculate the shaded area;
Expert determination that planting details are appropriate, taking into account tree species, root
medium, and planter strip or island size and soil volume;
Exclusion of invasive plant species, requiring the expert to consult the USDA or the state
agricultural extension service when making this determination;
Reduction of water consumption for landscape irrigation by 50 percent from a calculated
midsummer baseline case using water-efficient strategies, including water-efficient plant species,
plant density and microclimate factor, and irrigation efficiency; and
Other water efficient landscaping techniques, such as:
o Planned water-use zones;
o Shadow profiles of landscape areas;
o A landscaping site map that shows, among other things, topography and sun and wind
exposure;
o Climate-tolerant native or adaptive plants;
o Mulch; and
o Water-efficient irrigation technology.

VI. Analysis of Design Principles and Standards
Town of Pleasant Valley Code Sections 98-31 and -47 present building and street design standards for
development in the HR and hamlet districts, respectively. Below, this analysis compares these
requirements to pedestrian-friendly building design recommendations in TGM Sections 4.1 through 4.6,
as well as street design recommendations outlined in Sections 3.1, 3.3, 3.6 to 3.9, 3.13, 3.14, and 3.18,
which encourage sustainable pavement, walkable sidewalks, street connectivity, narrow streets, on-street
parking, green streets, and light pollution reduction.13

13

The Town’s design standards in Code Sections 98-31 and -47 also include provisions relevant to TGM Sections
4.7 Historic District and Landmark Regulations, 3.21 Wetland and Waterbody Conservation, and 4.11 through 4.18,
which address development standards for building, energy, and plumbing codes; however, this audit does not
address these provisions as they are beyond scope of this document, which focuses on ways to amend the HR and
H-PV district zoning to encourage pedestrian friendly, mixed-use development.
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Pedestrian-Friendly Building Design
The design standards analysis begins by comparing Pleasant Valley’s Hamlet Residential Design Standards
in Town Code Section 98-31 and Site Design and Architectural Standards for Nonresidential Development
in Code Section 98-47 to building and parking design recommendations outlined in TGM Sections 4.1
Building Entries on Front Façades, 4.2 Building Entries at Minimum Intervals, 4.3 Ground-Floor Retail, 4.4
Transparent and Interesting Façades, 4.5 Elevated Finished Floors, and 4.6 Garage, Service Bay, and
Parking Lot Location and Design. These TGM sections describe how LEED-ND promotes varied building
façades through specific design criteria for building entrances, doors, and windows; ground-floor features;
and parking structure placement in order to encourage a more interesting and safer walking environment
that attracts pedestrians.
Both Sections 98-31 and -47 include building design standards that coincide with TGM recommendations.
Section 98-31(B) requires primary residences in the HR district to be placed at the front of the lot, facing
the street where the building would be in proximity to sidewalks. Similarly, Section 98-47(J) requires
nonresidential buildings in the H-PV district to be “located at the front of the lot along the street and
within zero to 20 feet of the sidewalk.” Section 98-47 also requires non-residential buildings to comply
with the following building and parking design standards:





A focus on creating a mix of uses within the H-PV and other Hamlet Districts, including groundfloor retail, upper floor residential, services, businesses, civic, and offices (Section 98-47(C)).
A ban on mirrored, coated, smoked, or reflective glass in windows (Section 98-47(K)(5)(c)).
Parking lots located to the rear or side of buildings but never in front of the building line and
connected by rear lanes when possible (Section 98-47(F)(4)).
Screening for existing corner parking lots (Section 98-47(F)(4)) and along front property lines
where buildings are separated by vacant lots, parking lots, or preexisting large front setbacks
(Section 98-47(H)(6)).

TGM Sections 4.1 through 4.6 offer several ways the Town can strengthen its design standards and
principles to enhance the pedestrian experience in the HR and H-PV districts. The Town should consider
amending its building design standards to add the following LEED-ND design standards for both residential
and nonresidential development:


To ensure building entrances throughout the HR and H-PV districts that offer direct access to
sidewalks and pedestrian routes and create a more interesting and safer walking environment,
require:
o All new building frontage to have a principal functional entry on the front façade that
faces a public space. Public spaces include streets, squares, parks, paseos, or plazas, but
not parking lots. These entries should connect to sidewalks or equivalent provisions for
walking. If an entrance opens to a square, park, or plaza, that amenity should be
landscaped to prevent empty “dead” space in the front of the building. The amenity also
must be at least 50 feet wide at a point perpendicular to each entry (Section 4.1); and
o All buildings to have functional entries that occur at an average of 75 feet or less along
nonresidential or mixed-use buildings or blocks. Functional entries are those that
encourage pedestrians to enter or exit the building from a street or other public space.
Service entries, emergency exits, nonfunctioning doors, secondary side doors, and doors
facing alleys, parking lots or other nonpublic spaces are not functional entries (Section
4.2).
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To further promote interesting ground-level façades that offer a sense of safety and comfort by
providing a clear view into the building with no large blank walls or shuttered windows, require:
o All ground-level retail, service, and trade uses that face a public space to have clear glass
on at least 60 percent of their façades between three and eight feet above grade (Section
4.4);
o Blank walls without doors or windows to be limited to no more than 40 percent of the
façade that abuts a sidewalk (or 50 feet, whichever is less). To further break up blank
walls, projects should include landscaping, murals, articulation of the wall plane, and
street furniture (Section 4.4); and
o Ground-level retail, service, or trade windows to be kept visible and unshuttered at night,
and security bars over windows must allow a view of interior spaces (Section 4.4).
To provide privacy for ground-floor dwelling units adjacent to sidewalks, require at least 50
percent of ground-floor dwelling units to have an elevated finished floor no less than 24 inches
above sidewalk grade (Section 4.5).
To limit garage, service bay, and parking lot intrusions on the pedestrian experience throughout
the entire WF district, require:
o No more than 20 percent of street frontages to be faced directly by garage, service bay
openings, or surface parking lots (Section 4.6);
o Parking structures that are designed and placed in locations where visibility from active
areas is reduced (Section 4.6); and
o Projects to include architectural elements that enhance any parking structure and break
up its mass, as well as parking structure design that blocks the visibility of vehicle
headlights from outside the structure (Section 4.6).
To add interest and retail destinations to the pedestrian realm, if feasible require:
o At least 50 percent of office buildings to include ground-floor retail along 60 percent of
the length of the street-level façade; and
o All mixed-use buildings to include ground-floor retail, live-work spaces, or ground-floor
dwelling units along at least 60 percent of the street-level façade. The street-level façade
calculation should include all street frontages and driveways, entryways, service entries,
and similar areas.

Prior to adopting these design standards, Pleasant Valley planning staff should consult with legal counsel
to ensure the standards will avoid legal attacks alleging they are void because they are not specific, and
the Town should ensure that its comprehensive plan contains clear, descriptive policies that support these
design standards.

Sidewalks & Driveways
The analysis then compared Pleasant Valley’s Hamlet Residential Design Standards in Town Code Section
98-31 and Site Design and Architectural Standards for Nonresidential Development in Code Section 98-47
to sidewalk and driveway recommendations outlined in TGM Section 3.8 Walkable Sidewalks and
Driveways, as well as Section 3.1 Sustainable Pavement. Above, Section III of this report provides a
description of recommendations from TGM Sections 3.1, which promotes pervious, reflective, and
recycled-content pavement strategies. Additionally, TGM Section 3.8, LEED-ND encourages a
comprehensive network of continuous, uninterrupted, and unobstructed sidewalks or other pathways
that allow pedestrians to reach their destinations safely by foot.
Code Sections 98-31 and 98-47 already include provisions to enhance sidewalks and minimize driveways.
Section 98-31 requires residential development within the HR district to:
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Include a network of sidewalks connecting development to a nearby Hamlet district with
sidewalks at least five-feet wide and constructed of concrete, brick, or other acceptable
aggregate, excluding asphalt (98-31(C)).
Keep number of curb cuts to a minimum and minimize number of driveways via narrow, rearlot lanes (98-31(D).

Similarly, Section 98-47 requires nonresidential development within the H-PV district to:
 Include sidewalks at least five-feet wide but preferably eight- to 12-feet wide when adjacent to
commercial uses and buffered from traffic via on-street parking and landscaping strips (9847(D)).
 Minimized curb cuts through shared access and rear-lot connections and removal of excess curb
cuts (98-47(F)).
Pleasant Valley should consider amending its street design standards to incorporate sustainable
pavement recommendations listed above in Section III of this report. To further support pedestrianfriendly sidewalks, the Town could amend its street design standards to require the following LEED-ND
standards for all development:
 To create wide, continuous sidewalks, require retrofitted or new sidewalks, or all-weathersurface footpaths, that are continuous along both sides of a street or frontage. Sidewalks should
be at least eight feet wide on retail or mixed-use blocks and should lead directly, continuously,
and safely to all important destinations, such as schools, parks, and neighborhood and
commercial centers.
 To minimize driveway crossings on sidewalks and restrict the number of potential points of
conflict between pedestrians and vehicles, allow crossings with existing or new driveways along
no more than 10 percent of the sidewalk length within a project. Also require sidewalk
appearance and elevation to be maintained across driveways and driveway aprons that do not
extend into sidewalks. For more information, consult Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares:
A Context Sensitive Approach.14

Streets and Circulation
Because the Town’s Hamlet Residential Design Standards in Section 98-31 and Site Design and
Architectural Standards for Nonresidential Development in Section 98-47 both include provisions for
streets and circulation, the analysis continues by comparing these provisions to recommendations in TGM
Section 3.3 Street Connectivity. TGM Section 3.3 advocates increased street connectivity, or number of
publicly accessible street intersections per square mile, between and within neighborhoods to make
walking and biking more attractive, relieve traffic congestion, and make services, public spaces, and
transportation options more accessible through direct routes.
Pleasant Valley’s design standards for streets and circulation also encourage street connectivity. Code
Section 98-31(E) requires new streets in the HR district to be arranged in a grid-like pattern, providing
“connections to nearby streets whenever possible and practical” and limits cul-de-sacs. Likewise, Section
98-47(E) requires new streets in the H-PV district to be “connected and organized in an interconnected
street pattern to the greatest extent possible,” allows the Planning Board to require rear-lot connections
via narrower rear lanes, and also limits cul-de-sacs.

14

Institute of Transportation Engineers & Congress for the New Urbanism, Designing Walkable Urban
Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach 2010, available at http://www.ite.org/css/.
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To strengthen street connectivity requirements, Pleasant Valley should consider amending its street
design standards to require:







The grid of continuous and interconnected streets and alleys to provide multiple direct
connections between residences, employment, and local destinations such as parks, schools,
and neighborhood or commercial centers.
Development projects to have internal connectivity that is at least 140 to 300 intersections per
square mile, all of which must be publicly accessible.
Development projects to have a through-street or nonmotorized right-of-way intersecting or
terminating at the project boundary at least every 400 to 800 feet or at existing abutting street
intervals and intersections, whichever is the shorter distance.
A pedestrian or bicycle through-connection in at least 90 percent of any new cul-de-sacs.
Limited or no dead end streets and gated street entryways.
Where streets cannot be networked, a system of pedestrian and bicycle paths to ensure direct
and continuous connectivity with major destinations and transit stops. On-site pedestrian
walkway systems should separate pedestrians from vehicles using sidewalks or paseos, include
well-marked pedestrian crossings, and provide site amenities that offer safety and comfort,
which can include shade, drinking fountains, and benches.

When drafting these requirements, consider sketch planning techniques and travel forecasting models to
estimate demand, spacing, and capacity needs, as well as walkability criteria. For more information,
consult Designing Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach.15

Street Widths
This analysis next compares Town Code Section 98-47(E)(4), which requires narrow streets in the H-PV
district, to TGM Section 3.7 Street Widths that Enhance Streetscape. TGM Section 3.7 encourages
narrower street widths to create a comfortable, walkable environment by lowering traffic speeds and
enhancing the pedestrian street wall, which provides a sense of enclosure in the public realm. Town Code
Section 98-47(E)(4) requires new streets in the H-PV district to “be narrow enough to act as a trafficcalming device and promote pedestrian activity, while also allowing for the accommodation of emergency
vehicles.”
To further encourage narrow street widths in new developments, the Town should consider amending its
street design standards for all new developments to require retrofitted or new streets with 10- to 11-foot
lanes for walkable, lower-speed urban thoroughfares. Streets can be narrowed by requiring wide
sidewalks, bollards or planters, on-site parking, and bicycle lanes. To ensure access for safety vehicles,
consider requiring mountable median and shoulder curbs, as well as alternate emergency routes. Consult
traffic engineers and resources such as Sustainable Urbanism: Urban Design with Nature16 and Designing
Walkable Urban Thoroughfares17 when making these changes.

15

Institute of Transportation Engineers & Congress for the New Urbanism, Designing Walkable Urban
Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach 2010, available at http://www.ite.org/css/.
16
Douglas Farr, Sustainable Urbanism: Urban Design with Nature 2007, available at
http://www.wiley.com/WileyCDA/WileyTitle/productCd-047177751X.html.
17
Institute of Transportation Engineers & Congress for the New Urbanism, Designing Walkable Urban
Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach 2010, available at http://www.ite.org/css/.
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On-Street Parking
Both Town Code Sections 98-31(G) and 98-47(G) include provisions addressing on-street parking, which
this analysis compares to LEED-ND recommendations in TGM Section 3.9 On-Street Parking. TGM Section
3.9 encourages on-street parking to protect pedestrians on a sidewalk from vehicles on the street,
increase street activity, and reduce the need for off-street parking, which consumes buildable land,
requires driveways, and interrupts sidewalks. Pleasant Valley’s design standards facilitate on-street
parking through Code Section 98-31(G), which encourages on-street parking along residential streets in
the HR district and Section 98-47(G), which also encourages on-street parking for nonresidential
development in the H-PV district and requires that on-street parking begin at least 25 feet from any
intersection and “include curb extension at intersections to shelter the on-street parking and shorten
crosswalk distances.”
To further facilitate on-street parking, Pleasant Valley should consider amending its street design
standards for all development to require projects to provide on-street parking along a minimum of 70
percent of both sides of all existing and new streets. The Town could require applicants to calculate the
percentage of on-street parking by dividing the length of street designated for parking by the total length
of the curb along each street, including curb cuts, driveways, and intersection radii. Corner bulb-outs
(within 24 feet of the intersection), transit stops, and motorcycle or bicycle parking could be counted as
designated for parking in this calculation.
Prior to making this amendment, assess how much on-street parking is required. This amount depends
on street characteristics, traffic capacity, and access needs for adjacent land uses. When drafting these
requirements, consider parallel or angled parking, accessibility requirements, metered parking to enforce
time limits, appropriate parking lane widths, and spacing requirements for trees, poles, fire hydrants, bus
stops, curb cuts, driveways and intersection radii. When making these changes, consult Designing
Walkable Urban Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach.18

Landscaping and Tree Protection
Both Code Sections 98-31(F) and 98-47(H) include landscaping and tree removal provisions that are
addressed in TGM Sections 3.6 Green Streets, 3.13 Water-Efficient Landscaping, and 3.18 Tree
Preservation and Protection. See Section III of the report above for a description of landscaping
recommendations from TGM Sections 3.6 and 3.13, which promote street trees and shade and waterefficient landscaping. TGM Section 3.18 advocates tree preservation and protection requirements to
prevent tree destruction that leads to barren conditions, negative impacts on community character, and
increased urban temperatures. Pleasant Valley’s street design standards address these concerns. Section
98-31(F) requires native street trees along residential streets in the HR district, spaced at least 20 to 30
feet apart. Similarly, Section 98-47(H) requires native street trees, at the same interval, along streets in
the H-PV district and with a minimum caliper of three and a half inches, a broad canopy, and tolerance for
urban conditions.
Although the Town’s minimum street tree interval is more stringent than the LEED-ND recommended
minimum interval of 40 feet, Pleasant Valley should consider amending its street design standards to
incorporate other landscaping recommendations listed above in Section III of this report. Additionally, the

18

Institute of Transportation Engineers & Congress for the New Urbanism, Designing Walkable Urban
Thoroughfares: A Context Sensitive Approach 2010, available at http://www.ite.org/css/.
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Town should consider reducing impacts from tree destruction by amending its design standards to require
all development to maintain or replace on-site trees in accordance with the following standards:






A required site survey that identifies trees in good or excellent condition, heritage or champion
trees of special importance to the community, all trees larger than six inches in diameter at
breast height (dbh), and any invasive tree species that threaten other trees on site. Applicants
should conduct surveys using an International Society of Arboriculture (ISA)-certified arborist
and a government forester.
Preservation of (1) heritage and champion trees whose dbh exceeds 50 percent of the state
champion dbh for the species, (2) at least 75 percent of noninvasive trees larger than 18 inches
dbh, and (3) 25 percent of all noninvasive trees larger than 12 inches dbh if deciduous and six
inches dbh if coniferous. Tree condition ratings should be based on an ISA-certified arborist’s
assessment using ISA-approved measures.
Development of a plan, with the help of an ISA-certified arborist, to maintain and protect these
trees during construction. The plan must require protective fencing located one foot for each
one-inch caliper from the trunk or at the tree drip line, whichever is larger. The plan also should
specify that any necessary trenching or other disturbance within the protected zone must be
performed by hand. Further, the plan should prohibit any permanent excavations greater than
three feet deep within 15 feet from a protected tree’s drip line and require the removal of any
invasive vegetation that threatens protected trees.

Light Pollution Reduction
This analysis concludes by comparing lighting provisions in Town Code 98-47(I) to TGM Section 3.14 Light
Pollution Reduction. TGM Section 3.14 describes how LEED-ND aims to minimize light trespass, improve
night sky access, and minimize glare and adverse effects on wildlife by encouraging night lighting controls.
Likewise, Code Section 98-47(I) includes lighting provisions for nonresidential development in the H-PV
district that prescribe lighting ranges of one-tenth to one foot candle (fc) in public areas, approximately
one fc in parking lots, and two to five fc in high security areas. Additionally, Section 98-47(I) requires all
lighting to be focused downward, with no light projecting above the horizontal plane into the night sky
with some exceptions. However, Section 98-47(I) does not include the rigorous detail embodied in LEEDND light pollution reduction criteria.
To further reduce light pollution, the Town should consider implementing LEED-ND standards by
amending its design standards to require, as appropriate:





At least 50 percent of external luminaires to have fixture-integrated lighting controls that use
motion sensors to reduce light levels by at least 50 percent when no activity is detected for 15
minutes;
Automatic controls that turn off exterior lighting during the day and when unnecessary at night;
Total exterior lighting power allowances that vary by development density in lighting zones
defined by LEED-ND GIB Credit 17 (see GIBc17 Table 1 and Table 3 in Appendix B); and
Maximum allowable trespass and uplight requirements that vary by lighting zone (see GIBc17
Table 2 in Appendix B) or backlight and glare requirements (see in GIBc17 Table 4 in Appendix B).

SECTION VIII: NEXT STEPS
Presented below are the consulting team’s suggestions for building upon the findings of this study and
moving the Town Center concept forward.
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Determine Impact of Infrastructure on Build-Out
The market analysis suggests the possibility that Pleasant Valley could absorb a significant amount of new
mixed-use development. However, the market potential for new real estate development is dependent
on the capacity of current and future infrastructure systems including roads, sewers, and water to
accommodate land use intensification including higher stories. Given the Town’s current challenges with
regards to water contamination, it is imperative that the Town engage engineers to study the maximum
land use potential under existing infrastructure conditions, as well as, under scenarios for future
infrastructure enhancements and connections. Without this analysis, it is not possible to know whether
or not the Town Center concept is truly viable in spite of the market basis for new construction.

Conduct a Community Based Visioning Study
If the Town’s infrastructure studies conclude that land use intensification is indeed possible within the
Pleasant Valley hamlet, then the Town’s next step should be to undertake a community based visioning
process. Typically, a visioning study entails the assembly of a wide cross-section of stakeholders in a three
to six month planning process that culminates in a conceptual land use plan for a specific area and
identifies its benefits to the entire Town. The value of this kind of process is that it allows the Town to
better assess the specific types of experiences that the community would like to have made available in
their Town Center while also helping to identify any potential challenges that may impede
implementation. By actively engaging the community throughout this planning process, the Town is more
likely to produce a plan that generates enthusiasm and support rather than opposition.

Update the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Regulations
Once the Town has completed the visioning study, the Town’s next step would be to update the
comprehensive plan especially with regard to the goals that pertain to the hamlets, land use, and
economic development. Once the comprehensive plan has been updated, the Town may then undertake
a revision of the zoning codes in the Town Center area in conformity with the recommendations outlined
in this document. It is important, however, that the Town first apply the LEED ND informed
recommendations to a core area such as the current H-PV district. This approach will ensure that the Town
Center truly becomes a concentrated area of dense mixed used development and forestalls the possibility
of competition with land use intensification in peripheral areas. Once the new zoning results in a fully
developed core, the Town can then begin consideration of expanding the Town Center either by extending
the zoning changes to the HR district or alternatively, by expanding the scope of the H-PV district.

Engage the Local Development Community
The Town should engage the local development community early on and as part of the visioning process.
Input from established real estate developers will provide the Town not only with updated market
information but also insights into the physical opportunities and constraints of building on specific sites.
However, the Town is not advised to prematurely partner with a real estate developer on any specific plan
until the community based vision is established and the comprehensive plan is updated. Once the planning
framework is complete, the Town should then re-engage the real estate development community in two
important ways. First, the Town should issue an RFP that solicits proposal from developers to build on
Town owned properties in conformity with the community based vision. Second, the Town should
facilitate connections between private developers and private land owners interested in maximizing their
development rights. Although the Town should not act as an official broker in these discussions, it can at
least make sure that all parties have full access to the Town’s administrative resources and a clear
understanding of the development opportunities that were identified in the community planning process.
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APPENDIX B
Residential Uses Required--Example Supplementary Legislation
This code excerpt provides a regulatory example that requires development projects to include residential
uses in a high intensity mixed-use district.
Bloomington, MN
Chapter 19. ZONING
Section 19.29. HIGH INTENSITY MIXED USE WITH RESIDENTIAL (HX-R) DISTRICT
§ 19.29(f). Residential Uses Required
(1)

Minimum Density. Development within the HX-R zoning district must include at least 30
residential dwelling units per acre of gross site area, with the following exceptions.
(A)

Residential uses are prohibited in areas forecast to have average future aircraft
noise levels at or above 70 dB DNL.

(B)

For the purposes of calculating the required number of residential dwelling units
for a site within the HX-R zoning district, the land area, as calculated by Town
staff, of the site forecast to be exposed to average future aircraft noise levels at
or above 70 dB DNL will be subtracted from the overall site area.

(C)

On sites in which over two-thirds of the site area is forecast to be exposed to
average future mitigated aircraft noise levels at or above 70 dB DNL, residential
uses in the area with less than 70 dB DNL are allowed but not required.

(D)

Forecast aircraft noise levels will be determined based on the most recent MSP
Part 150 aircraft noise contour map approved by the Federal Aviation
Administration that incorporates the aircraft noise impacts of Runway 17-35.
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(2)

(3)

Phased Developments. When a mixed-use development is constructed in phases, it is the
intent of the HX-R zoning district that the residential components of the development not
be set aside until the final development phase(s). Therefore, when residential uses are
required on a site, Final Development Plans may not be approved for a structure or
structures that would increase the total non-residential floor area on the site to over 50
percent of the total non-residential floor area on the site approved in the Preliminary
Development Plan unless:
(A)

construction has commenced on at least 50 percent of the total number of
residential dwelling units on the site approved in the Preliminary Development
Plan;

(B)

the structure or structures include both non-residential and residential uses and
its construction would bring the number of residential dwelling units on the site
to at least 50 percent of the total number of residential dwelling units on the site
approved in the Preliminary Development Plan; or

(C)

the Town Board determines that the approval satisfies the intent of the HX-R
zoning district.

The multiple-family residence requirements of Code Section 19.41 (b) and 19.62 do not
apply within the HX-R zoning district.
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APPENDIX C
LEED-ND GIB Credit 17 Light Pollution Reduction Tables19
Table 3: Allowable lighting power densities by lighting zone

Table 4: Lighting Zones



For all shared areas, exterior lighting meets the light trespass and uplight requirements in Table 5
that are structured according to lighting zones defined in Table 4. If two or more different zones
border the project, use the most stringent uplight requirements, and use light trespass
requirements for the adjacent zone. Roadway lighting that is part of the project should meet the
requirements for the appropriate zone. For illuminance generated from a single luminaire placed
at the intersection of a private vehicular driveway and public roadway accessing the site, the
applicant may use the centerline of the public roadway as the site boundary for a length of two

19

The LZ0 and LZ1 lighting zones are not relevant here. Recreate tables excluding these lighting zones if Town
includes light pollution reduction standards in the checklist.
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times the driveway width centered at the centerline of the driveway when complying with the
trespass requirements. Compliance with the light trespass requirements may alternatively be met
by using only luminaires that comply with Table 6 ratings for backlight and glare.
Stipulate covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CC&R) or other binding documents to require
continued adherence to the requirements.

Table 5. Allowable light trespass and uplight, by lighting zone

Table 6. Allowable backlight and glare, by lighting zone.
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