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• As we all know, the Tuxedo Farms land development project has been going on for over 
25 years.  

• We know that Related Properties and the school district had verbally agreed to a 
donation of $2.5 million and 40 acres of land

• As we will see shortly, there was even an agreement to deveolop more definitive 
contractual terms 

• Therefore purpose of this discussion on the background is to provide some clarity and 
get back to the real purpose and intent of the donations and that is, 

(1) the developer wants to build 1,600 homes in the Town
(2) this development will have an impact on the school and community
(3) the developer agreed to donate cash and a useable parcel of land to help 

mitigate the impact of the development
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• This first map was from 2004.  This was the initial 40 acres that Related wanted to 
convey to the school district.

• This area was chosen due to its proximity to the development and surrounding homes in 
the District to minimize student travel time and transportation costs

• But concerns were soon raised about the acute slope of the property; it is in effect a cliff
• The costs of excavating the site for the purpose of developing fields, parking lots and a 

building structure were prohibitive
• There were even concerns about rocks and boulders rolling down the hills causing 

damage to property and/or personal injury.

5



• In 2005 Related proposed this site.  
• It was still in the same area as the previous parcel with one big improvement:

• The benefit here was that this parcel did not contain as large a section of the 
cliff as the prior parcel did

• In April 2005, Related filed this map with Orange County.  It has been on the tax maps 
ever since.

• No adjustment or amendment was made by Related to this map at the County level 
ever since. 
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• The following year, in 2006, a proposal was made to add easements to the 2005 map.  
That is the map you see on the left.  

• These easements were to accommodate for different structures that Related built or 
planned to build on the land they intended to donate to the District.

• The structures the easements were introduced to address included:
• A water tower
• A roadway 
• Storm drainage run-off

• The second map, which is the one on the right depicts a rendering prepared by an 
independent firm, EDAW, to determine how facilities, parking and fields would be laid 
out

• At this time the discussions held between Related and the School District included the 
idea that clearing the pads to accommodate the facilities, parking and fields and running 
utilities to them would be absorbed by Related Properties.  

• Memos were drafted of these considerations and we have them.
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• In 2008, Related created yet another map.
• This map was a return to the original parcel of land proposed in the 2004 map, an idea 

that had been long abandoned due to the cilff.  
• Because the District objected to this change, Related developed another 2 maps in July 

2008; Option A and Option B
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The Option A map was created to illustrate to the school district that the original parcel 
could be used to accommodate a new school building, parking and track and field facilities
This map depicts the 3 pads that would be created by Related so that the District could 
develop on this site.
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• The Option B map was created to illustrate to the school district that the original parcel 
could be used to accommodate parking, and track and field facilities should the District 
decide not to construct a new school building.

• This map depicts only 2 pads to be created by Related so that the District could develop 
on this site.

10



• The previous two maps depict the pads to be built by Related which would enable 
development by the District

• This particular map shows not only the pads just mentioned, but the full build out of a 
building fields and parking.

• Important to note, that although Related kept trying to entice the District to go back to 
their original parcel of land offer, at no time did the District agree to it due to the cliff on 
the eastern side of the parcel as well as obvious liability issues.
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• As I alluded to earlier, in 2014 Related drafted an agreement to create a “definitive 
document” with the school district

• While drafts were created no “definitive document” was written until finally late last 
week a draft was sent to our attorney

• What is absent from this document is any commitment to prepare the land to 
enable use by the school district, such as extending utilities and site preparation.

• The document received last Thursday has a general statement regarding The 
Reserve addressing environmental issues by the time of the conveyance.   
Clarification has 
been sought from the attorney for The Reserve.
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• In the summer of 2016 through the spring of 2017 Related Property began to install the 
infrastructure on the Tuxedo Farms property.  This work included road ways, sewers, 
storm drains, fire hydrants, etc.  

• While all of the heavy equipment and crew were on site and this work was going on, 
Related did not prepare the proposed school site nor did they make the land ready for 
utilities.  

• Additionally, Related built an access road that encroached on the school district’s 
existing Euvard Field property.  No prior permission was sought.  Trees were cut down 
and the grade of the land was changed all without even conferring with the District.  

• This image represents a survey prepared at District expense after Related insisted the 
road did not incur on District property.  This map clearly shows that it did.  
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These maps show the 2005 county filed map/tax map and the changes from the 2005 map 
to an amended map that was created in 2018.  In 2018 that map was submitted to the 
Town for approval after the construction was complete (to match the roadway and the 
infrastructure that was put in place in 2016-2017).  It also was submitted without 
notification or approval of Tuxedo UFSD.  The 2018 map was also generated one year after 
the Farms encroached on schools existing property and was questioned about the validity 
of the construction being done on the roadway which included the easement. (David 
Maikisch of the Town was on site in 2017 and Henri the foreman of Related prop. when the 
encroachment was brought to his attention prior to the survey being done to prove the 
encroachment)
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According to the Technical Memorandum our enrollment is projected to increase by 
approximately 377. We did not discuss in the meetings, but we based our capacity study on 
the projected enrollment of 377 less 10% to reflect students that may attend non-public 
schools.  Again, this is being conservative in our approach, not trying to “inflate” numbers 
for our advantage.
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The impact of the enrollment increase is as follows.  We also stated the increase in Special 
Education may extend beyond just a single room, but we were again, being conservative
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As the elementary and middle/high school share gymnasium space (which currently 
presents scheduling problems), the projected enrollment will require the demolition of the 
existing gymnasium and the construction of a two-station gymnasium allowing for 
simultaneous use by the elementary and middle/high school programs
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So here again is an aerial view of the proposed school site.  You can see why this site is not 
financially feasible for either a building, parking or athletic fields/playgrounds all of which 
are needs based on our expanded enrollment due to the Tuxedo Farms development. 
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The estimates provided were completed by a professional civil engineer, and based upon 
the development plans previously presented by Related for the development of 3 buildable 
“pads” or shelfs of land for the purpose of constructing a new track & field complex, 
associated parking, and a future school building including students of whatever grade
levels.  The estimates also are based upon Prevailing Wages which would be required if the 
district performed this work. We also discussed the difficulties in meeting accessibility 
standards given the significant elevation differences between the various developed 
“shelfs” which would require significant lengths of rampway or potentially the use of 
outdoor elevators to navigate between the different levels.  

20



• When we consider the projections of additional staffing, special education, 
transportation, utilities, maintenance costs, etc. we believe that the increased 
assessments would cover it, assuming the market valuation is accurate.

• However, once we start considering capital expenditures and the related debt service 
payments It all depends on whether we get 40 acres of USEABLE land OR not

• The additional cost to remove rock and clear the property will make this project tax 
negative.  And this estimate assumes an accurate market value as determined by AKRF 

• Related Properties hired engineering firm AKRF to develop estimates on, among other 
things, the financial impact

• After reviewing this financial information from AKRF we now know that 
• (1) their estimate of State Foundation Aid is off by $750K per year or 100%
• (2) the equalization rates used are off by over 20% using 2023 estimates, 

which is the most current information we have
• (3) and the 800lb gorilla in the room is the accuracy of the market valuation.  

We have no way of knowing the accuracy of this number at this time. 
• We would have to defer to the tax assessor on that.  Has anyone even 

asked the town assessor for a market valuation analysis?  This seems 
fundamentally necessary

Either way, the 40 acre parcel will determine whether this is positive, negative or neutral.  
The accuracy of market valuation will determine by how much
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• In order to execute any plan properly it must be started relatively quickly.  Architectural 
designs take time to prepare, and we need to get approval from the NY State Education 
Department.  We are under the gun.

• It is clear that the proposed site for donation is not a viable building site
• The elevation change across the site is over 100 feet.  Access would be EXTREMELY 

difficult especially considering federal universal access laws
• In conversations with the Town prior to early June we have been assured that the 

School District would be satisfied with the deal.  
• After June 2nd the message we received was that the District had a deal with Related 

and we should work with them
• In fact, there was no “definitive deal” 
• Any time we tried to discuss the 40 acres of property with Related, they were 

unresponsive. 
• I have been asking for a meeting of all three parties since June.
• We need the assistance of the Town in ensuring that all of our needs are met prior to 

the approval of the permit
• As we all know this development will have an enormous impact.  We are hoping to work 

together to make it a positive one
• We discussed the urgency of the issue with the elementary population, given Related’s

plans to begin construction of the housing units this year, and the impact of being out of 
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space at the elementary school by Year 4 of their schedule for the roll out of units.  We 
expressed the timeframe to bring on any new construction (additions) is at minimum 4 to 
5 years to account for voter authorization, design time, approval by the State Education 
Department, the public bidding process, and construction. 
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A successful school district will increase property values and increase home sales
A successful school district makes the Town a more attractive place to live
A useable piece of property will ensure a tax neutral or tax negative impact on the 
community and will ensure appropriate facilities and staffing for the students.  We want 
affordability for the new and existing homeowners.
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