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I. INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been prepared in compliance with the rules 
and regulations of the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQR). This FEIS 
addresses comments provided by the public, interested and involved Agencies at the SEQR public 
hearing held on December 15, 2016 and continued on December 19, 2016 and during the specified 
SEQR comment period which ran from the DEIS filing date of November 21, 2016 until January 
17, 2017.   
 
A. Description of the Project Site 

The Project Site is generally located south of NYS Route 17, at exit 125, on the east side of the 
Town of Goshen.  The Project Site has street frontage on Harriman Drive and extends south of 
Conklingtown Road and as far east as Arcadia Road.  See Project Location Map, Figure 1. 

Figure 1: Project Location   

 
Source: NYSDOT Digital Raster Quadrangles for Goshen and Warwick and Lanc & Tully Engineering 
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The Project Site consists of 15 total tax parcels consisting of 521.95 total acres broken down as 
follows:  

Table 1: Tax Parcels by Size and Land Use 
Tax Map Designation  Parcel Size  Current Land Use 

11-1-45  18.243 Communications tower 

11-1-46 104.88 Vacant 

11-1-47  .80 Residential 

11-1-58  108.74 Vacant 

11-1-49.2 103.58 Vacant 

15-1-59 166.72 Vacant 

11-1-60* 2.68 Vacant/ Utility 

11-1-62* 7.66 Vacant/ Utility 

11-1-63* .81 Vacant /Utility 

11-1-64* 1.34 Vacant/ Utility 

11-1-65* 0.50 Vacant/ Utility 

11-1-66* 2.13 Vacant /Utility 

11-1-67* 0.19 Vacant/ Utility 
11-1-68* 2.09 Vacant /Utility 

11-1-69* 1.57 Vacant /Utility 

*Currently owned by the Town of Goshen  

Merlin Entertainments is the contract vendee of all of the parcels comprising the Project Site with 
the exception of certain parcels identified above which were created for a planned but unbuilt 
phase of the Arcadia Hills subdivision.  Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-63, 11-1-64, 11-1-65, 11-1-
66, 11-1-67, 11-1-68, and 11-1-69 were deeded to the Town of Goshen on July 25, 1984 by the 
County of Orange following the County’s foreclosure on those lots due to nonpayment of taxes.  
Merlin Entertainments proposes to acquire certain of those parcels from the Town of Goshen for 
their fair market value.   
 
Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-65 and 11-1-67 contain wells and/or associated improvements that 
are owned by the Town of Goshen Arcadia Hills Water District.  Those lots do not meet current 
New York State Department of Health requirements for wellhead protection.  Merlin 
Entertainments proposes to transfer sufficient land area from the surrounding lots to the Town of 
Goshen in order to provide the Town of Goshen with well improvement lots that meet current 
Department of Health requirements if possible, and if not possible, then to the greatest extent 
practicable given adjoining property constraints.  Merlin Entertainments will not be requesting to 
purchase any portion of the Town-owned properties that contain such wells and improvements. 
 
Lot 11-1-45, which is 18.243 acres in size and presently owned by PC Reservoir LLC, is improved 
by an existing communications tower.    Lot 11-1-45 would be subdivided to create an 
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approximately 1 acre remainder lot that would be retained by PC Reservoir LLC.  Access to the 
remainder lot would be via easement over the property of the Project Sponsor. 
      
Two ground water wells which were installed for the previously proposed Lone Oak residential 
subdivision but are not currently in use or part of the Arcadia Hills Water District are located on 
parcel 11-1-58.  Two new lots would be created to facilitate the donation of the two Lone Oak 
wells to the Town of Goshen for future connection and use by the Arcadia Hills Water District.   
 
As part of the Proposed Action the 15 parcels which make up the current Project Site will be 
merged into a single lot under common ownership. From this lot, a 1-acre lot will be created for 
the communications tower enclosure. All existing associated communications infrastructure will 
remain operational on the site. Several lots will also be created for the existing water supply wells 
and infrastructure for dedication to the Town of Goshen for the Arcadia Hills Water District. 
 
Existing zoning districts on the Project Site include Rural (RU) and Hamlet Residential (HR). 
Portions of the site are within the AQ-3, Scenic Road and Stream Corridor & Reservoir Overlay 
Districts. The majority of the Project Site is also located within Orange County Agricultural 
District #2.  
 
Surrounding land uses include residential development.  Glen Arden and Elant senior housing and 
congregate care facility is located immediately to the west of the site in the Village of Goshen as 
well as Orange and Ulster County BOCES also located on Harriman Drive. See DEIS, Figure III-
15 and Section III-K for a map and more detailed description of surrounding land uses.   
 
Existing utilities on the Project Site include Orange and Rockland high-tension electric 
transmission lines.  In addition to the two ground water wells which were installed for the proposed 
Lone Oak residential subdivision but are not currently in use, one additional well was also drilled 
for the Lone Oak residential subdivision and is located on parcel 11-1-49.2; this well is proposed 
to be properly closed and abandoned as it is located within the proposed development area. One 
Arcadia Hills Water District well is located on parcel 11-1-67.  Arcadia Hills Water District well 
and pump house are located on parcel 11-1-65 and one Arcadia Hills Water District well is located 
on parcel 11-1-49.2 and two (2) undeveloped Arcadia Hills Water District wells are located on 
parcel 11-1-62.  It is noted that the Arcadia Hills well located on parcel 11-1-49.2 is not currently 
on land owned by the Town of Goshen and the other Arcadia Hills wells do not have adequate 
town-owned land around them to meet the 100 foot ownership and 200 foot control wellhead 
protection requirements of the NYS Department of Health. A sewer force main is available in 
Harriman Drive which would be extended onto the Project Site.  

There are several existing easements on the Project Site.  A 50-foot wide easement runs from 
Harriman Drive to existing tax lot 11-1-45 providing access via gravel drive to a fenced enclosure 
containing a communications tower and multiple equipment cabinets.  A second easement, varying 
in width but generally approximately 80 feet wide, runs east-west through the entire property, 
approximately 3,700 feet from Harriman Drive controlled by Orange and Rockland Utilities to 
allow for the operation and maintenance of electrical transmission lines.  Easements exist along 
both sides of roads which were rough graded as part of a proposed expansion of the Arcadia Hills 
residential development.  The site is not subject to any other legal agreements.  
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Readily available information has been reviewed to develop a history of the previous uses of the 
subject property which included aerial photography, historical USGS topographic quadrangle 
maps, and historical Sanborn fire insurance maps.  Based on these records, historic use of the 
property has including a restaurant and hotel on tax parcels 11-1-45 and 11-1-46, a residential use 
built on parcel 11-1-47 in approximately 1920 and agricultural uses on portions of parcels 11-1-
58 and 11-1-49.2.  A communications tower, built in 1998, currently operates on parcel 11-1-45 
within a fenced enclosure.  Apparently in the 1970s, construction of the eastern half of the site was 
initiated for an expansion of the Arcadia Hills single-family residential development that was never 
completed.  However, the gravel road system, drainage improvements, and developed wells are 
still evident in the field.  Utility easements in favor of Orange and Rockland Utilities were also 
created as part of the unbuilt portions of Arcadia Hills. 
 
B. History of SEQR 

Merlin Entertainments submitted a Full Environmental Assessment Form with the application 
package to the Town of Goshen on June 3, 2016 to initiate the SEQR process.  On June 16, 2016 
the Town of Goshen Planning Board declared its Intent to be Lead Agency for the review of the 
Project.  A Notice of Intent was circulated to the Involved Agencies on June 17, 2016.  After 
waiting the required 30 days, and receiving no written objections, the Town of Goshen Planning 
Board declared itself Lead Agency and adopted a Positive Declaration requiring the preparation 
of an Environmental Impact Statement on July 21, 2016.  On July 21, 2016 there was a public 
scoping hearing.  The Scoping process culminated in the acceptance of the Scoping document, 
with the final version incorporating the Planning Board’s required modifications on August 18, 
2016. A Draft Environmental Impact Statement was prepared and initially submitted to the Town 
of Goshen Planning Board September 28, 2016.  The document was reviewed by the Lead Agency 
and its consultants and subsequently revised and resubmitted November 3, 2016.  Upon review of 
the revised document, the Planning Board, as Lead Agency, accepted the document as adequate 
for public review on November 17, 2016 subject to several revisions which were made prior to the 
filing and distribution of the DEIS on November 21, 2016.  A public hearing was held on that 
DEIS, as well as the proposed site plan, subdivision, special permit, clearing and grading permit, 
the sale of Town parcels to the Project Sponsor, the development and gifting of wells on the 
property to the water district serving the Arcadia Hills development, and an amendment to the 
Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan and proposed zoning amendment (Town of Goshen 
Introductory Local Law Nos. 5 and 6 of 2016), on December 15, 2016 and was held open for a 
subsequent night on December 19, 2016.  Written comments were accepted until January 17, 2017.   
 
C.   Description of the Proposed Action 

Merlin Entertainments, as Project Sponsor, proposes to construct a theme park and resort on 
approximately 150 acres of a 521.95 acre site consisting of 15 total parcels located off Harriman 
Drive in the Town of Goshen.  The park, to be called LEGOLAND New York, will include rides 
and attractions, an aquarium, theaters, restaurants, a hotel and various back-of-house facilities 
including offices and staff areas as well as associated parking and drainage facilities See Figure 2:  
Project Layout.  Merlin Entertainments will own and operate the site. Generally, the site is laid out 
with the park in the center of the site. Restaurants, shops, rides and attractions within the park are 
organized into eight themed areas, surrounded by a ring road. Architecture within the park will 
vary between the eight themed areas. Buildings vary in height, design, color and façade materials 
based on its theme within the park. 
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Main access to the park will be from Harriman Drive. Vehicles will enter at one main gate and 
circulate south to the main parking area.  The entrance road will be designed with two lanes in 
each direction and a 10-foot, planted median in the center for the first 700 feet to soften the 
appearance from Harriman Drive.  The length of this road will allow for stacking of approximately 
500 vehicles.  The main guest parking area is located to the south of the park, the hotel is located 
in the south eastern corner of the site with its own separate parking and direct park entrance. The 
back-of-house uses such as offices, maintenance buildings, and other staff areas are located in the 
northeastern corner of the site with separate access from Harriman Drive.  Any loading or 
deliveries would be via the back-of-house area.  Deliveries would normally occur during normal 
park business hours and would be from local vendors and commercial courier service such as 
United Parcel Service or Federal Express. Deliveries are typically by appointment so as to stagger 
truck arrivals.  
 
A twenty-five foot wide gravel emergency access way will be provided along an existing gravel 
drive from Arcadia Road to the site which will be gated with access via a Knox box. 
 
A total of 5,046 parking spaces are proposed onsite.  The main guest parking lot has 3,388 at-grade 
spaces, including 70 spaces for busses, and an additional 650 underground parking deck spaces. 
The hotel parking lot provides 252 at-grade parking spaces.  The staff parking lot in the back-of-
house area contains 756 parking spaces.  All employees will park in this area.  Parking attendants 
will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure efficient and expedited parking of 
guest vehicles.  Each of the lots will have the required number of ADA accessible spaces as 
required by law. 
 
The Project Sponsor proposes to seek public water and sewer services from the Village of Goshen.  
Sewer and water mains are accessible in Harriman Drive.  New water and sewer mains will extend 
service to the site. A water booster station will be installed to provide domestic and fire suppression 
at the park and a 559,000 gallon water storage tank will be provided.  Fire hydrants will be installed 
at all high points and at a maximum of 600’ along the length of the water main.  Onsite sewer 
collection will be a gravity system generally following the proposed service road which will flow 
to a sewer pump station near the back-of-house access road. The system is comprised of 
approximately 9,200 linear feet of 8” sewer main and approximately 4,067 linear feet of SDR21 
6” PVC forcemain and related air-relief and clean out manholes as required.  The Project will be 
an out-of-district user of Village utilities.  No additional utility districts are proposed to be formed. 
Figures 3 and 4 depict onsite system layouts with engineering design reports provided in Appendix 
I.  
 
Orange and Rockland will provide electric service to the Project Site. Electric service for the park 
will be derived from the high-tension wires which cross the site.  A Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been prepared for the site to mitigate stormwater drainage impacts.  
The site has been designed to limit post-development flow rates to less than or equal to pre-
development flow rates at all study points.  The property owner will be responsible for ownership 
and maintenance of all stormwater and utility infrastructure within the properties boundaries 
(excluding any wells and related infrastructure which may be dedicated to the Town of Goshen).  
 
Two wells which currently exist on parcel 11-1-58 are proposed to be offered for dedication to the 
Town of Goshen for municipal purposes along with a lot surrounding each well which provides a 
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minimum 100’ radius.  These wells were drilled in 1996 and previously tested in 1999 as part of 
the investigation for a previously proposed residential subdivision on the Project Site.  Wells were 
preliminarily tested at 15-25 and 50-65 gallons per minute respectively.  Access easements would 
be provided to the Town of Goshen for future maintenance. As part of this Action, no access road 
or physical disturbance would occur at the wells sites as this area is within the NYSDEC wetland 
area and any disturbance would require a permit.  There would be no current or future use of these 
wells by LEGOLAND New York.  
 
Operations 

Peak season hours of operation will be from 10:00AM to 8:00PM, seven days a week.  During 
non-peak season the park will be open from 10:00AM to 6:00PM on weekdays and 10:00AM to 
8:00PM on weekends.  Annual pass holders and hotel guests will be able to access the park up to 
one hour earlier than general park opening.  Food service would not be open outside of park hours. 
Employees would be expected to be onsite approximately 2 hours prior to park opening and 
maintenance and cleaning staff would be expected on remain on site approximately 1.5 to 2 hours 
after park closing.  The park will be generally closed from November through March.  The hotel, 
offices, aquarium and indoor computer lab/classroom space in Bricktopia will be open year round 
but with reduced staff and significantly reduced numbers of visitors. Indoor areas will be limited 
to hosting educational classes and groups by appointment. This portion of the park is located 
adjacent to the main entrance and all guests will be escorted by park staff.  The public will not 
have open access to park areas during winter months.  
 
The Proposed Park will also include a 250-room hotel, 20,000 square foot aquarium, 81,000 square 
feet among five buildings in the back-of-house area (including administration offices, maintenance 
warehouse, landscaping building and trash collection) and a theme park consisting of 
approximately 26 rides and attractions, 2 theaters, 10 retail areas, and approximately 15 restaurants 
(including both dine-in, counter service and food kiosks) in eight themed areas.  All operations at 
the park are designed and intended for children ages 2 to 12.  No alcoholic beverages will be served 
inside the park including all of the internal restaurants.  Alcohol will be offered in the hotel with 
hours and regulations consistent with all applicable NYS laws and regulations. The entire proposed 
commercial recreation facility, including all structures, venues, shops, restaurants and outdoor park 
areas will be consistent with the American with Disabilities Act and NYS Building Codes. 
 
Based on similar-sized LEGOLAND parks, between 1.5 and 2.5 million annual visitors are 
anticipated to the site.  According to the industry standard classification system utilized by the 
International Association of Amusement Parks and Attractions (IAAPA), based on number of 
annual visitors and its family-oriented nature, LEGOLAND would be classified as a “family park”.   
 

Zoning and Comprehensive Plan amendment  

While the Proposed Project is consistent with the 2009 Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan goal 
#4 to develop a strong and balanced economic base and to attract tax positive commercial 
developments to offset existing tax exempt lands and to pay for services required by the growing 
population, Section 1.2, 3.1 and 5.0(2) of the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Goshen are 
proposed to be amended as part of this overall Action to specifically encourage additional 
commercial uses in the Town along State Route 17 to increase tax and other revenues to offset the 
costs of providing residential services to Town residents. 



I-7 
 

The Project Site is currently located in the Hamlet Residential (HR) and Rural (RU) zoning 
districts.  The proposed commercial recreation use is not permitted under Town zoning.  As part 
of the Proposed Action, Introductory Local Law 6 of 2016 will create a zoning overlay district to 
allow a Commercial Recreation District on the 15 parcels which make up the Project Site.  This 
overlay district would establish a process of approval for the district, specifies which uses will be 
permitted and states that the Overlay District shall terminate and cease to exist without further 
action by the Town Board if the Town Planning Board does not approve a Special Permit and Site 
Plan for a Commercial Recreation Facility within six (6) months of the effective date of this local 
law or, if so approved, the Commercial Recreation Facility is thereafter not built or otherwise 
abandoned. 
 
Subdivision / Lot Merger  

As part of the Proposed Action the 15 parcels which make up the current Project Site will be 
merged into a single lot under common ownership. From this lot, a 1-acre lot will be created for 
the communications tower enclosure. All existing associated communications infrastructure will 
remain operational on the site.  Wells and infrastructure on the Project Site which are currently 
part of the Arcadia Hills Water District system, to the extent not entirely on Town-owned property 
with the State mandated wellhead protection areas, will also be subdivided from the property and 
offered for dedication to the Town of Goshen for municipal purposes. An 8.06 acre area of the site 
which will contain the new Exit 125 roundabout and on and off ramps will be dedicated to the 
State of New York.  The final lot area of the LEGOLAND property after these dedications will be 
507.43 acres (see Figure 5: Subdivision and Lot Merger Plan). 
 
Sale of town properties  

Within the Project Site, Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-63, 11-1-64, 11-1-65, 11-1-66, 11-1-67, 11-
1-68, and 11-1-69 were deeded to the Town of Goshen on July 25, 1984 by the County of Orange 
following the County’s foreclosure on those lots due to nonpayment of taxes.  Merlin 
Entertainments proposes to acquire those parcels, or portions thereof, from the Town of Goshen 
for their fair market value.   
 
Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-65 and 11-1-67 contain wells and associated improvements that are 
owned by the Town of Goshen Arcadia Hills Water District.  Those lots do not meet current New 
York State Department of Health requirements for wellhead protection.  Merlin Entertainments 
proposes to transfer sufficient land area from the surrounding lots to the Town of Goshen in order 
to provide the Town of Goshen with lots that meet current Department of Health wellhead 
protection requirements.  Merlin Entertainments will not be requesting to purchase any portion of 
the Town-owned properties that contain such wells and improvements, or wellhead protection 
areas. 
 
The Town Board has the authority to sell town-owned land.  Following the completion of the 
SEQR review for the Project, the Town Board may determine to sell all or a portion of the town-
owned lots to the Project Sponsor.  Fair market value would be established by one or more 
appraisals, and determined by the Town Board (see appraisal in Appendix J by Project Sponsor; 
the Town has commissioned its own appraisal, which has not been completed).  Under State law, 
the value of the town-owned lots may consider the corresponding benefit to the Town that would 
result if the lots, or portions of lots, with town-owned wells would be reconfigured by land 
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donations by the Project Sponsor to enlarge them to meet current NYSDOH wellhead protection 
area standards. 
 
If the Town Board declines to sell all or a portion of the town-owned lots to the Project Sponsor, 
the Proposed Action would proceed with an alternative design that does not include the Town-
owned lots as part of the Proposed Project.  In that event, due to overall site constraints, the Project 
Sponsor would not donate to the Town of Goshen the two wells, and surrounding areas that are 
currently located on parcel 11-1-58, as there would need to be some re-design of the project if 
some of  these Town-owned lands were not acquired, at greater expense to the Project Sponsor. 
 
Village well  

As part of a potential separate action, not part of the LEGOLAND project, the Village of Goshen 
may construct a new well on the existing Village well parcel located off Stony Ford Road in the 
Town of Wallkill.  The Project Sponsor has offered to reimburse the Village the costs of 
developing this new well.  Currently there are two wells and a monitoring well on this property in 
a fenced enclosure on this site. A 12-inch watermain connects these wells to the Village of Goshen 
public water supply system.  The Village has hired an independent hydrogeologist and engineer to 
drill one or more additional wells on this site to supplement the Village’s public water supply. The 
new well is to be located approximately 200 feet west of the Village’s two existing wells.  Testing 
of potential wells is currently ongoing, and appears that the new well will yield a significant 
amount of water without significantly impacting the amount of water from the existing wells. The 
new well and all associated infrastructure will be owned and maintained by the Village of Goshen.  
The Project Sponsor will bear the costs related to the study, drilling and development of this well, 
not as part of the LEGOLAND project, but as an additional monetary benefit to the Village for 
being the host water source community. Any development of this new well has not been studied 
in the SEQRA review for this LEGOLAND project, as the Village of Goshen presently has 
sufficient water to satisfy the needs of the project without the addition of this third well. Any 
SEQRA review necessary as a result of undertaking, funding or approval of this new well will be 
the responsibility of whatever SEQRA lead agency is tasked for such a project. 
 
Off-site improvements 

As part of the Proposed Project the Project Sponsor will replace the sewer force main in Harriman 
Drive from the site to an existing man hole approximately 800 feet east of South Street replacing 
an existing, aging pipe in this location currently serving the Arcadia Hills subdivision.   
 
Proposed off-site traffic improvements are summarized in subsection D below. 
 
D.  Changes to the Proposed Action since the submittal of the DEIS 
 
Project Layout  
 
Based on comments received, various changes to the overall Project layout have been made since 
the plan which was provided in the DEIS.  These changes are in the nature of additional mitigations 
to the project based upon governmental agency and public comments on the DEIS. Layout changes 
include a new emergency access route which will connect the main entrance boulevard directly to 
the service loop-road to allow a reduced response time.  After the point of this new emergency 
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access, the main guest entrance road has been reduced in width as in circulates around the guest 
parking area.   
 
The proposed hotel has been moved further west on the site. This allows to reduced grading and 
better access from the hotel to the park. Given the hotel was the largest structure proposed on the 
site, both in terms of footprint and height and found to be most visible structure in the DEIS, the 
Post Development Impacts provided in the DEIS have been updated to illustrate visual impacts of 
the revised layout from the 2 main receptor locations where visibility of site from surrounding 
areas was determined possible (see Post Development Images 1 and 2 in Appendix M).  
 
Based on several comments regarding the size of the parking lot and related stormwater and 
grading concerns, the total number of parking spaces has been reduced to 5,046.  The main guest 
lot will include 3,388 at grade spaces, including 70 spaces for busses, and an additional 650 
underground parking deck spaces.  The hotel guest parking lot will provide 252 parking spaces 
and 756 employee parking spaces will be provided in the back-of-house area.  ADA accessible 
parking spaces will be provided in all lots as required.   
 
Other minor shifts in internal park buildings have been made to reduce grading and make the park 
more accommodating to guests.  Based on this revised layout, total disturbance of the site is 
projected to be approximately 149.9 acres with approximately 73.58 acres to remain impervious 
post-construction. A new stormwater management plan has been prepared consistent with 
NYSDEC regulations and provided in Appendix D.   
 
The Project Sponsor will implement a landscaping plan that includes the planting of approximately 
5,000 trees, exclusive of shrubs and other plantings.  There are approximately 40 different species 
of tree to be planted, including wetland species that will be planted in areas of the site for the 
creation of new wetlands and adjacent area habitat improvements. 
 
Grading Plan 
 
To work with the existing topography more closely, retaining walls are generally scattered 
throughout the site rather than being concentrated in specific areas. Walls along the guest entrance 
road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The 
tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade 
change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for 
the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park range from 4’ 
to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high. The tallest walls interior of the park are located 
on the northerly side of the “Bricktopia” cluster and within the “Miniland” area. See Figure 7: Cut 
and Fill Analysis.  
 
By comparison the DEIS plan showed a maximum retaining wall height of 56’, and the majority 
of walls in the park ranged from 30-40’. 
 
Revised Traffic Mitigation Plan 
 
As a result of the numerous comments received on the DEIS from the public, the Planning Board, 
and their consultants, as well as with input from NYSDOT, several modifications to the proposed 
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access plans and traffic mitigations to be completed in association with the LEGOLAND 
development have been made.  The DEIS analyzed several alternatives for improvements at the 
NYS Route 17 Exits 124 and 125 and as a result of input from NYSDOT and FHWA, these refined 
and modified alternatives have been explored and the new preferred alternative has been more 
thoroughly evaluated in the FEIS Traffic Study (see Appendix E).  Other traffic alternatives, 
including the original mitigation plan discussed in the DEIS are still analyzed in the traffic study 
for comparison.   
 
The Adopted Scope required the Project Sponsor to evaluate the feasibility of a direct access from 
Route 17 to the Project Site, as an alternative to the Project Sponsor’s originally proposed traffic 
improvement plan which utilized local roads such as Route 17M and South Street for visitors 
traveling to the Project Site.  The direct access alternative was commonly referred to as the 
“flyover”.  However, as part of their comments on the flyover alternative, the NYSDOT noted that 
a flyover would not meet current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) standards.  This meant 
that if constructed, the flyover would prevent this portion of Route 17’s future conversion to 
Interstate-86.  The conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 will provide federal funding for the 
roadway’s future maintenance, and is a long-term goal of New York State. 
 
To address concerns from the public to provide a direct access to the Project Site from Route 17, 
and yet not preclude any future interstate conversion, the Project Sponsor has refined and revised 
the originally proposed traffic mitigation plan and now includes the relocation and reconfiguration 
Exit 125 on Route 17, including building a bridge over NYS Route 17.  The existing Exit 125 east 
and westbound ramps would be closed.  The relocated Exit 125 would be a full access interchange 
for both westbound and eastbound vehicles on Route 17.  The new bridge will connect to a two-
lane roundabout and provide a more direct point of access to and from the LEGOLAND New York 
theme park as well as other existing institutions located on Harriman Drive, including Glen Arden 
and Orange-Ulster BOCES.  The new Route 17 Exit 125 eastbound and westbound ramps will be 
constructed together with the upgrades along Harriman Drive and new bridge crossing over Route 
17.  Once all new ramp construction, including the widening for acceleration and deceleration 
lanes, as well as the added lane and/or associated restriping on Route 17 is completed, and the new 
system is ready for opening, then the existing Exit 125 on and off ramps will be closed.  The 
unnecessary portion of the pavement associated with the existing on and off ramps will then be 
eliminated.  Those areas where the pavement will be removed will be top-soiled and seeded as per 
the requirements of the NYSDOT.  These areas will all remain part of the NYSDOT Route 17 
right-of-way. 
 
The proposed improvements also include a new fully actuated traffic signal at the proposed main 
entrance drive to the park on Harriman Drive, an upgrade to the existing traffic signal at the 
intersection of South Street and Route 17M and widening of South Street and Route 17M at this 
intersection to accommodate additional turning lanes, an upgrade of Harriman Drive which will 
improve sight distance and widening to accommodate turning lanes at the main entrance to the 
Project Site and direct connection to NYS Route 17, new acceleration and deceleration lanes on 
Route 17 and extension of a third, westbound lane on NYS Route 17 from the relocated Exit 125 
to the exiting third lane just east of Exit 124 (a distance of over 5,000 feet).  
 
The relocation of Exit 125 would address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads by 
removing LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. It would also 
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help solve geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.  This reconfiguration of Exit 
125 would be designed to meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist with 
Route 17’s future conversion to Interstate-86. 
 
These revised plans respond to public comment on the DEIS during the SEQR process where 
members of the community expressed concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads.  While 
the Project Sponsor believed that the originally proposed DEIS traffic mitigation plan would have 
adequately mitigated traffic concerns, the relocation of Exit 125 will provide a direct means of 
access for visitors traveling to and from the Project and thus reduce traffic impacts on local roads, 
including South Street, Route 17M, and the western portions of Harriman Drive in the vicinity of 
the BOCES Arden Hill Campus, Glen Arden and Elant facilities.   
 
The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to the relocation 
of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project.  The Project Sponsor has requested that 
New York State participate in the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 improvements, which 
resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-
86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New York State with this future 
conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding contributions for the 
future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86.  While funding assistance will be sought, all 
design and construction of traffic improvements will be performed by the Project Sponsor, and 
will be completed and operational prior to the park being opened to the public.  While FHWA does 
not have approval authority over the Project or the proposed off-site roadway improvements, 
NYSDOT has indicated that an FHWA Advisory Opinion will be sought prior to issuance of a 
Highway Work Permit to confirm that the proposed interchange modification and associated 
improvements meet current FHWA standards and that the proposed improvements will not 
prohibit any possible future conversion of NYS Route 17 to Interstate-86. The Project Sponsor 
will assist NYSDOT in obtaining this Advisory Opinion by preparing a Preliminary Design Report 
as part of the NYSDOT Highway Work Permit process.  
 
Concurrently, New York State has advanced the $150 million reconstruction of the Woodbury 
Transit and Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The transit and economic 
development hub Project will likely reduce congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-Hudson region. 
Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 corridor, replace 
the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, and reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State 
Thruway (I-87). This State improvement project will also add a solar-powered bus station, an 
expanded commuter parking lot, and an intelligent transportation system that adapts to changing 
traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements, including the addition of cashless tolling, will 
improve access and reduce delays due to traffic congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 
131 interchange has long functioned as a bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 
and the Thruway. 
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will likely decrease 
the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as reduce to some 
degree legacy traffic congestion on Route 17.  An updated traffic study which provides a full 
analysis of these improvements as they relate to the Proposed Project, is located in Appendix E. 
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In addition to the proposed roadway improvements, LEGOLAND also proposes to implement a 
Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) which will encourage use of mass transit, 
including shuttles to and from Mid-Hudson train stations, during peak times by coordinating 
express bus service to and from the site. It will also use variable message signs and interactive 
traffic information updates to patrons via social media. Information will be provided to park 
attendees to inform them of conditions on Route 17 during those periods. LEGOLAND will also 
develop programs to encourage patrons to avoid those peak travel times by either staying at the 
park later or to schedule their departure accordingly to help avoid those peaks and lessen any 
potential impacts during those Peak Summer Sundays. It should also be noted that at the request 
of the NYSDOT, a Post Implementation Traffic Study will be completed by the Project to help 
fine tune the traffic signal timings, overall signal operations, and other minor necessary 
adjustments.   
 
As stated in the DEIS, the peak daily traffic generation is in the order of 4,500 to 5,000 entering 
vehicles over the course of the day, with a peak hour generation of approximately 1,500 entering 
trips, based on the proposed operation. 
 
The following public roadway improvements are proposed as part of the Project Sponsor’s revised 
traffic mitigation plan.  Many of these improvements are subject to approval by the NYSDOT or 
other agencies.  See Figure 6: Proposed Traffic Improvements and Appendix E for the full revised 
Traffic Impact Study.  
 

 A relocation of the Exit 125 interchange with new westbound on and off ramps connecting 
to a new bridge over Route 17, which will in turn connect to a reconstructed Harriman 
Drive and a relocated Exit 125 eastbound on and off ramps (preferred alternative), which 
will satisfy FHWA interchange spacing requirements and thus facilitate the future 
conversion of NYS Route 17 to I-86. The Exit 125 relocation/reconstruction plan (preferred 
plan) is being designed to accommodate the Project traffic as well as to provide improved 
access to users along Harriman Drive and access to the south of NYS Route 17. This plan 
also includes extending the three lane section on Route 17 westbound from the new Exit 
125 on-ramp and connecting with the existing three lane section, which begins in the 
vicinity of the existing Exit 125 westbound ramps. 
 

 Modify the traffic signal timings and actuation at the intersection of the Exit 124 westbound 
on/off ramp with the North Connector.  
 

 Widen the intersection of South Street and NYS Route 17M to provide separate left turn 
lanes on the east/west approaches and a separate right turn lane on the northbound 
approach. Reconstruct the sidewalks at this intersection to meet ADA requirements 
(Exhibit 9.4).  
 

 Monitor the intersection of South Street and Harriman Drive for potential future 
signalization. 
 

 Interconnect traffic signals and install adaptive signal technology including video 
detection, software and hardware in accordance with NYSDOT requirements, as specified 
in their June 28, 2016 letter to the Town of Goshen, at the intersection of NYS Route 
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17M/South Street and NYS Route 17M/Exit 124 westbound off ramp and Harriman 
Drive/LEGOLAND Main Access.  
 

 The relocation and reconstruction of the eastbound Exit 125 interchange will include 
additional stacking for the new off ramp as well as construction of additional geometric 
improvements including a new on ramp and a roundabout as part of the proposed 
interchange modification. 
 

 Signalize the intersection of Harriman Drive and the Glen Arden access drive.  
 

 Reconstruct the existing vertical curve on Harriman Drive east of Glen Arden to improve 
sight distances consistent with the roadway design speed.  
 

 Implement other various signing and striping improvements  
 

 Install additional actuation and provision of the cable modem as per NYSDOT 
requirements at the intersection of Route 207 and Main Street/Church Street.  
 

 The Heritage Trail has three crossings in the area for which data was collected and 
analyzed.  These include the crossing at Old Chester Road, at Duck Farm Road and at 
South Street.   

 
a) The Duck Farm Road crossing has very low traffic volumes, however, the close proximity 

to Route 17M was also considered.  Based upon the existing conditions, recommendations 
for improvements include replacing signage in conformance with the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and restriping the crossing with thermoplastic or 
epoxy striping to increase visibility.  Also, clearing of vegetation on either side of the rail 
trail in the vicinity of the intersection to improve visibility for both motor vehicles and 
bicyclists/pedestrians. Install a guiderail along the approaches closest to Route 17M and 
a solar powered “Rapidly Flashing Beacon” in advance of the crossing to advise motorists 
of the crossing location.   
 

b) At the South Street Heritage Trail crossing, the traffic volumes are already significant and 
will increase with LEGOLAND traffic.  This crossing is proposed to be a fully signalized 
crossing, which would be actuated by pedestrians and would stop vehicles on South Street. 
Textured pavement and new pavement markings are also proposed to enhance the safety 
and visibility of this crossing.  Other vegetative pruning/clearing and signing updates are 
also recommended at this location.   
 

c) At the intersection of the Heritage Trail crossing and Old Chester Road, the crossing is 
more visible than the other two crossings.  However, new signing should be installed on 
both of the Old Chester Road approaches as well as the rail-trail approaches and the 
striping of the crossing should be done with either an epoxy or thermoplastic striping for 
better visibility.  Some minor pruning of vegetation in the northwest and northeast 
quadrant of the crossing would also improve visibility for motorists and trail users.  At 
each of the crossings, in addition to the “Stop” signs on the rail crossing approaches, 
advanced “Stop Sign Ahead” intersection signing will also be installed. 
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All public road improvements would be owned and maintained by the respective agency which 
currently has jurisdiction over the road, including Harriman Drive, which would be maintained by 
NYSDOT. Improvements within the Heritage Trail would be owned and maintained by Orange 
County.  While funding assistance will be sought, all design and construction of traffic 
improvements will be performed by the Project Sponsor, and will be completed and operational 
prior to the park being opened to the public.  A post implementation traffic monitoring study is 
being required by NYSDOT as a condition of its highway work permit. The results of that study 
will be made directly to NYSDOT, with a copy to the Town of Goshen.  The Town will have an 
opportunity to comment on the study and its results, but the decision to make any modifications to 
the traffic improvements, and the implementation of any such improvements, will be solely the 
responsibility of NYSDOT and not the Town. 
 
Traffic-improvement-related land disturbances 
 
Based on the revised traffic improvement plan, additional land will be disturbed along Harriman 
Drive and on the north side of Route 17.  The Project Sponsor has prepared an evaluation of the 
new areas which included the preparation of several additional studies. The off-site topography 
map has been revised (see Figure 8: Off-site Topography) to show areas proposed for the preferred 
traffic mitigation (previously shows areas around Route 17, Exit 124).  This map shows the 
proposed area of disturbance for the relocation of Exit 125 is relatively flat as this area has been 
previously disturbed for construction and grading for NYS Route 17.   As a result of the new traffic 
improvement plan, Harriman Drive must be extended further east than previously proposed and 
will disturb additional wetlands along Harriman Drive. Various layouts were evaluated with the 
NYSDOT and Federal Highway Administration and the selected layout was determined to be the 
only viable option which meets all regulations, satisfies the objectives of the NYSDOT with 
respect to the new Exit 125 interchange and provides adequate traffic mitigation for the visitors to 
the Proposed Project.    
 
Wetlands have been delineated in and around the additional areas of disturbance by the Project’s 
biologist. As shown on Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation, 0.440 acres of federally 
regulated wetlands disturbance will result from the development of LEGOLAND New York.  The 
wetland disturbances resulting from the revised traffic improvement plan consist of 1.654 acres of 
Federal wetlands and 0.084 acres of NYSDEC wetlands that are located within the NYS Route 17 
right of way.  Wetland impacts have increased over the DEIS plans due to the relocation and 
reconfiguration of Exit 125, which plans have been advanced as a result of comments from the 
public and NYSDOT.   Previously, wetland impacts associated with the off-site traffic 
improvements were unquantified given that a preferred improvement plan was not identified.  
However, all of the traffic improvement plans, including the DEIS traffic improvement plan, 
would have resulted in additional impacts to wetland resources.  Additionally, it was previously 
unclear whether the NYSDOT or the Project Sponsor would pursue needed approvals for wetland 
disturbances.  The NYSDOT has requested that the Project Sponsor pursue approvals for the 
wetland disturbances on behalf of NYSDOT.   
 
Wetland disturbances will require the following approvals:    
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(1) Coverage under Nationwide Permit #39 from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers for 0.440 acres of wetland disturbances resulting from the 
development of LEGOLAND New York;  
 
(2) An Individual Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 3.39 
acres of wetland disturbances resulting from the revised traffic 
improvement plan; 
 
(3) An Article 24 wetland disturbance permit from the NYSDEC for 0.45 
acres of wetland disturbances resulting from the revised traffic 
improvement plan; 
 
(4) § 401 water quality certificates from the NYSDEC for the federal 
wetland disturbances; and 
 
(5) A clearing and grading control permit from the Town of Goshen for site 
preparation within wetlands or within a one-hundred-foot buffer strip of 
wetland. 

 
The Project Sponsor has submitted a Pre-Construction Notification (PCN) to the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers for coverage under Nationwide Permit #39 from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
for 0.440 acres of wetland disturbances resulting from the development of LEGOLAND New 
York.  A copy of PCN is included as Appendix H.  The other wetland disturbance applications are 
forthcoming. 
 
To compensate for the total wetland impacts, including increased impacts resulting from the 
revised traffic improvement plan, the Project Sponsor proposes to create up to 6.97 acres of 
wetlands on the Project Site to compensate for wetland disturbance.  See Figure 9, which shows 
the disturbances and mitigation areas. 
 
Wetland mitigation areas will be constructed to match the character of the existing wetlands. Minor 
grading will be required to construct the areas.  Once created, these wetland mitigation areas would 
be subject to the same regulations as other wetlands. The timing of the creation of the mitigation 
wetland areas will be determined by the permit conditions established by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and the NYSDEC.  The total amount of wetland disturbances and mitigation will be 
subject to the final traffic design as approved by NYSDOT.  Figure 9 shows that up to 6.97 acres 
of land suitable for wetland creation has been identified around existing onsite wetland areas.  As 
shown on Figure 9, the onsite disturbance can be mitigated by the removal of an onsite roadway 
which currently runs through wetland ‘A’ and the creation of 0.47 acres of wetland in that area.  
Mitigation wetlands shall be planted with hydrophytic plants (those which are listed on the most 
up to date U.S. Army Corps of Engineers National Wetland Plant List, Northeast (Region 1)) with 
preference given to those plant species which currently occupy the onsite wetlands such as Red 
Maple, Pin Oak, Winterberry, Spicebush, Highbush Blueberry, Wool Grass and Fox Sedge (see 
landscaping plan in plan set). No invasive species will be planted (regardless of their listing).  A 
monitoring program will be implemented for the first five years after construction to monitor water 
levels in the new wetland areas and to ensure planting survival. Annual reports regarding the post-
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construction status of the mitigation wetlands will be submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and the NYSDEC with copy to the Town of Goshen.  
 
A Phase 1 environmental site assessment (ESA) of both the Project Site and the areas identified 
for off-site traffic improvements found no recognized environmental conditions.  The Phase I ESA 
of the Project Site was included as Appendix I in the DEIS.  The off-site Phase I ESA is included 
as Appendix T to the FEIS. 
 
The Area of Potential Effect for the Archeological provided in the DEIS covered all land which is 
to be disturbed for the Proposed Project, including off-site areas within the NYS Route 17 right of 
way.  
 
Any proposed roadway improvements and landscaping modifications along the NY Route 17 
mainline will be within the existing NYSDOT right-of-way and will require limited clearing of 
existing vegetation.  Any proposed roadway improvements outside of the NYSDOT right-of-way 
will occur on the Proposed Project property, and any clearing of vegetation to facilitate these 
improvements have been considered as part of the Proposed Action. 
 
Conservation Easement  
 
Consistent with the Town Open Space and Farmland Protection Plan, and in response to public 
comment expressing concern over maintaining and preserving wetlands, open space, and the 
provision of buffers to neighboring properties, the Project Sponsor proposes to place a permanent 
conservation easement on portions of the Property.  A map showing the areas to be preserved is 
included as Figure 10: Conservation Easement.  The Project Sponsor proposes the permanent 
preservation of 150.1 acres, which amounts to 28.76% of the overall Project Site.  The Project 
Sponsor proposes to gift the conservation easement to the Town of Goshen, which would be in the 
best position to monitor and enforce the terms of the easement in the future for the benefit of Town 
residents.  The property will be owned by the Project Sponsor, and the conservation easement will 
be consistent with the Town Code definition of a conservation easement (i.e., perpetual restriction 
created in accordance with Article 49, Title 3 of the ECL and GML § 247).  The conservation 
easement would preclude future development within the protected areas, with the exception of 
necessary utility and access improvements. 
 
Reduction to the Commercial Recreation Overlay Zoning District 
 
In response to public comment expressing concern over the potential incompatibility of a 
commercial use adjacent to residential uses, the overall extent of the proposed Commercial 
Recreation Overlay Zone has been reduced so that the existing zoning on areas of the site adjacent 
to neighboring properties remains unchanged.  Coupled with the creation of the conservation 
easement as discussed above, the reduction in the Commercial Recreation Overlay Zone will 
enhance the buffers to neighboring properties and further minimize the potential impact of the 
Proposed Project on existing residential uses. 
 
A map showing the reduction in the proposed Commercial Recreation Overlay Zone is included 
as Figure 11. 
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Increased PILOT and Fiscal Benefits 
 
Based on comments received, the Project Sponsor will now pursue a 20-year Payment in Lieu of 
Taxes (PILOT) agreement for the proposed LEGOLAND New York theme park, instead of the 
previously proposed 30-year PILOT agreement. The 20-year PILOT agreement was suggested by 
the Orange County Industrial Development Agency (IDA) and evaluated as part of the IDA’s 
independent Economic Impact Review Report prepared by KPMG in February 2017.  While the 
initial proposal of a 30-year PILOT would have generated significant economic benefits to the 
Town of Goshen, the Goshen School District and Orange County, the Project Sponsor, in response 
to public feedback, has modified its request to a 20-year agreement. This agreement will provide 
$184,150 to the Goshen Central School District, $35,600 to the Town and $30,250 to Orange 
County in year one.  The updated proposal will provide even greater economic benefits to the 
community over the term of the agreement. The KPMG report notes that a 20-year PILOT will 
generate $87 million in PILOT payments and property tax revenue over a 30-year period, 
compared to the Project Sponsor's initial proposal which would have generated approximately $61 
million in payments over a 30-year period.  Annual payments to the Town, County and Goshen 
School District will start at a lower total amount and increase more quickly at 5% annually (instead 
of the previous 1.5%) to reach the full assessed value of the property within 20 years, rather than 
30 years under the initially proposed payment schedule. A copy of the KPMG report is included 
as Appendix K.   
 
The Project Sponsor, at the request of representatives of the Town of Goshen Town Board, 
increased the proposed host community benefits of LEGOLAND New York for Goshen residents, 
and on May 15, 2017 the Town Board authorized the Town Supervisor to sign a revised Host 
Community Benefit Agreement (“HCBA”), which shall only take effect if and when the 
LEGOLAND project receives a Resolution of Approval from the Town Planning Board.  The 
benefits of the HCBA are in addition to, and not in lieu of, whatever monies are otherwise owing 
by LEGOLAND New York to the Town by operation of law or other agreements, including, but 
not limited to, real property tax payments (subject to any PILOT Agreement determined by the 
IDA), and fees, escrow payments, and bonds required under the Town Code, by virtue of any 
condition of approval by the Town Planning Board, or any other State or local law. The HCBA 
was entered into on May 22, 2017 and provides in part as follows: 
 

 LEGOLAND New York will pay the Town of Goshen a Host Community Fee for every 
visitor to the Park. For each visitor up to 2 million, LEGOLAND New York will pay the 
Town of Goshen 65 cents, and 20 cents for each visitor thereafter – with no cap on 
payments. This would provide the Town of Goshen with an estimated $1.3 million 
annually, based on 2 million visitors, and substantially more depending on the success of 
the Park. A minimum Host Community Fee shall be paid to the Town each year based upon 
the fee owing for 800,000 visitors, regardless if the amount of visitors falls below 800,000. 
LEGOLAND New York would pay the Town of Goshen $500,000 of the Host Community 
Fee at the beginning of each calendar year, with the balance depending on actual attendance 
paid at the end of the calendar year. The Host Community Fee shall increase annually by 
1.5%. These payments would continue for 30 years, even though LEGOLAND New York 
has reduced its PILOT request from a 30-year to a 20-year term.  The Town will receive 
full tax revenue and the host community fee simultaneously between years twenty and 
thirty of the HCBA. 
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 Every year, LEGOLAND New York will host two Community Days for the Town of 
Goshen and donate 50 percent of the revenue from the sale of tickets to the Park on those 
days to the Town of Goshen, creating a unique opportunity for fundraising by the Town. 
This program will be similar to Community Days at other LEGOLAND Parks.  Since 1999, 
LEGOLAND California, Community Day has provided $899,259 in cash donations to 
community organizations. In addition, the Town will also receive the Host Community Fee 
referenced below on each visitor to the Park on those days, regardless of whether the ticket 
is sold by the Town or LEGOLAND New York. 

 A 50 percent discount on standard one-day tickets to LEGOLAND New York for all 
Goshen residents for their own use, which can also be used as a partial credit toward a 
season pass. Valid proof of Goshen residency will be required for each ticket. 

 
Over 30 years, it is estimated that the Town of Goshen will receive approximately $71 million in 
revenue from the Host Community Fee, PILOT payments and tax payments.  
 
E. List of Involved Agencies and Requires Permits and Approvals  

The following Involved Agencies have permitting authority over the Proposed Action:  

 NYS Department of Environmental Conservation – SPDES (Stormwater Discharges), 
Municipal Sanitary Sewer Extension, and wetland disturbance (Article 24 Wetlands Permit 
and 401 Water Quality Certification) 

 NYS Department of Transportation – Highway Work Permit(s) for NYS Route 17 and 
NYS Route 17M and possible Utility Work Permit(s) 

 Orange County Department of Health – On-site water main and off-site Municipal Water 
Service Extension 

 Orange County Industrial Development Agency 
 Town of Goshen Town Board – Approval of Introductory Local Laws 5 and 6 of 2016, 

sale of properties to Project Sponsor, and (on behalf of water district serving Arcadia Hills) 
acceptance of wells from Project Sponsor 

 Town of Goshen Planning Board – Site Plan, Subdivision and Special Permit Approval 
 Town of Goshen Zoning Board of Appeals – Potential Area Variance(s)  
 Town of Goshen Highway Department – Highway Work Permit(s) for Harriman Drive and 

Arcadia Road 
 Village of Goshen Board of Trustees – Sewer and Water Service Agreements 
 Village of Goshen Department of Public Works – Street Opening Permit for South Street 

 
 
INTERESTED AGENCIES 

The following agencies have been deemed Interested Agencies for the Proposed Action:  
 US Army Corps of Engineers  
 US Fish and Wildlife Services 
 NYS Department of Agriculture and Markets  
 New York State Department of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation  
 Empire State Development Corporation 
 Orange County Department of Planning  
 Orange –Ulster BOCES 
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 Goshen Central School District 
 Goshen Environmental Review Board 
 Goshen Fire District  
 Town of Goshen Police Department 
 Village of Goshen Police Department 
 Goshen Volunteer Ambulance Corp. 
 Town of Chester  
 Village of Chester 
 Village of Kiryas Joel  
 Town of Wallkill  
 Federal Highway Administration  
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ONSITE WETLAND DISTURBANCE AREAS
Location Wetland ID ACOE NYSDEC
(1) Onsite Emergency Connection Guest Access Rd
to Service Rd ACOE Wetland "C" 0.039 ± AC.
(2) Guest Access Drive ACOE Wetland "C" 0.030 ± AC.
(3) Guest Access Drive ACOE Wetland "C" 0.040 ± AC.
(4) Onsite Near East End of Guest Parking Area ACOE Wetland "G" 0.073 ± AC.
(5) Back of house access drive ACOE Wetland "E" (NYSDEC Eligible "A") 0.179 ± AC.
(6) Harriman Drive near back of house entrance ACOE Wetland "E" (NYSDEC Eligible "A") 0.063 ± AC.
(7) Emergency Access to Arcadia Road ACOE Wetland "T" 0.016 ± AC.

Total Wetland Disturbances 0.440 ± AC. 0.00 ± AC.

MITIGATION AREA FOR ONSITE DISTURBANCES
Location Wetland ID ACOE NYSDEC
Existing Site Access Road ACOE Wetland "D" & "E" (NYSDEC Eligible "A") 0.47 ± AC.

TOTAL POTENTIAL WETLAND MITIGATION PROVIDED 0.47 ± AC.
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OFFSITE WETLAND DISTURBANCE AREAS FOR HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENTS
Location Wetland ID ACOE NYSDEC
<1> NYS RT 17 New West Bound On-Ramp ACOE Wetland 0.061 ± AC.
<2> NYS RT 17 New West Bound Off-Ramp NYSDEC Wetland (GO-41) 0.084 ± AC. 0.084 ± AC.

<3> Harriman Drive West End Reconstruction ACOE Wetland 0.210 ± AC.

<4> Harriman Drive North Side ACOE Wetland 0.541 ± AC.

<5> Harriman Drive South Side ACOE Wetland "D" (NYSDEC Eligible "A") 0.049 ± AC.

<6> Harriman Drive South Side ACOE Wetland "E" (NYSDEC Eligible "A") 0.470 ± AC.
<7> NYS RT 17 New East Bound On-Ramp NYSDEC (GO-41), ACOE Wetland "F" 0.323 ± AC.

Total Wetland Disturbances 1.738 ± AC. 0.084 ± AC.

MITIGATION AREA FOR OFFSITE HIGHWAY IMPROVEMENT WETLAND DISTURBANCES
Location Wetland ID ACOE NYSDEC
Southwest End of the Site ACOE Wetland "A" (NYSDEC Eligible "B") 0.247 ± AC.

Southwest End of the Site ACOE Wetland "A" (NYSDEC Eligible "B") 0.150 ± AC.

Southwest End of the Site ACOE Wetland "A" (NYSDEC Eligible "B") 0.876 ± AC.

Southwest End of the Site ACOE Wetland "A" (NYSDEC Eligible "B") 1.449 ± AC.
South End of the Site Below Goshen Reservoir
Dam NYSDEC Wetland "I" (GO-41) 3.209 ± AC.
South End of the Site Below Goshen Reservoir
Dam NYSDEC Wetland "I" (GO-41) 0.569 ± AC.

TOTAL POTENTIAL WETLAND MITIGATION AVAILABLE 6.500 ± AC.
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II. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
A. Public Hearing Comments  

The following comments were made at the public hearing held on December 15, 2016 at C.J. 
Hooker Middle School in the Town of Goshen and December 19, 2016 at Goshen High School. 
 
In accordance with the guidelines established by the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation (DEC) – the governmental agency that promulgated the SEQR regulations – only a 
summary of the public hearing comments should be part of the text of the FEIS.  A full copy of 
the hearing transcript can be found in Appendix A of this document.  Further, as directed by the 
NYSDEC:  

 
(i) only substantive comments warrant a response, i.e., comments that are relevant to 
identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or which raise important, new 
environmental issues that were not previously addressed,  
 
(ii) general statements of objection or support need no response,  
 
(iii) comments may be grouped by topic,  
 
(iv) repetitive comments need to be responded to only once; repetitive comments do not 
need individual responses,  
 
(v) speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations 
or data need no response, and  
 
(vi) comments identifying minor discrepancies in wording or typographical errors in the 
DEIS can be corrected in the FEIS if warranted, without meriting a specific response to 
such a comment. 

  
 A.1.  Denise Tzougnatos, Town resident 

Comment A.1.1:  The reason I'm here tonight is because I want to bring to your attention the 
division that this Project has given our town. We have had neighbor versus neighbor, we have had 
people on social media destroying each other, not speaking to each other and it has carried over 
into our school . . . it has carried over into all aspects of life.  This Project has affected us deeply 
and the reason we are against it is because we are opposed to changing the Master Plan.   
 
Response:  Town Law § 272-a(10) provides that all comprehensive plans be periodically 
reviewed.  Indeed, Comprehensive Plans are intended to be reviewed, amended and revised from 
time to time To this end, the Town’s Comprehensive Plan states the following: “A Comprehensive 
Plan is a statement of a community’s land use goals that takes into consideration the growth, scale, 
location, intensity, and diversity of development desired, and strategies for the location of 
commercial and industrial uses to improve the local economy… It is not in every respect a detailed 
instruction manual that identifies exactly what to do or what will happen. It does not predict the 
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future, although it does look ahead and expresses the Town’s goals for the future. It does not 
always prescribe exact courses of action, because certain actions must be developed with care in 
response to a wide variety of situations that may arise after the Comprehensive Plan is adopted 
and before its next revision. It would be short-sighted to mandate only one way to accomplish a 
community’s goals in a Comprehensive Plan, when creativity and responsiveness to public input 
and evolving community needs over time may result in better solutions. A Comprehensive Plan is 
also a living document, intended to be reviewed and revised as needed.”  
 
Comment A.1.2:  We now have issues with traffic, as you know, and I know you know all of 
it…but it has caused a rift in our family of Goshen that I don’t know we’ll be able to heal at this 
time.  Rockland did have this issue and they - the mayor did come forth and say, this is causing 
too much of a problem in our town, it's not going to heal.  Please take that into consideration.   
 
Response:  Traffic impacts were evaluated for the Proposed Action in Section III-H of the DEIS 
with the full study provided in Appendix G. This information is hereby supplemented with the 
additional study provided in Appendix E.  Although the Applicant considered a site in Rockland 
County for possible use, no application for an approval was ever filed.  The Rockland County site 
did not have direct highway access, which is available at the Proposed Project Site. This site is 
appropriate based on the location directly adjacent to NYS Route 17 with access to public utilities 
and land on the site to provide buffers between site development and adjacent land uses.   
 
 A.2.  Martha Bogart, Village of Goshen resident  

Comment A.2.1:  I am writing to inform you of an omission to the second DEIS document relative 
to LEGOLAND.  On Page 140, in the section under "Historic and Aesthetic Resources," neither 
my home, nor my neighbor’s home are included. My home is located at 156 South Street, which 
is extremely close to the proposed development area, it is known as the Everett-Bradner House, 
and it has been on the national registry of historic places since 2004.  
 
My neighbor's home is located at 145 South Street and is, therefore, even closer to the proposed 
site for LEGOLAND, it is known as the George T. Wisner home – House and has been on the 
national registry of historic places since 2005. 
 
Response: The commenter is mistaken. There was no omission in the DEIS concerning the 
referenced homes.  Both of the referenced homes were clearly identified in the DEIS. Page 141 of 
the DEIS accepted by the Planning Board as Lead Agency and released to the public states the 
following under the Historic and Aesthetic Resources heading: “No designated historic resources 
are in the immediate vicinity of the site.  The closest sites on the National Historic Register are the 
Everett-Bradner House and the George Wisner House.  Also in the vicinity are Goshen’s First 
Presbyterian Church and its associated Historic District which includes properties along South 
Street, north of NYS Route 17.  Other Town-designated historic resources within the vicinity of 
the site include the S.S. Fitzgerald House (Reservoir Road), George Conkling House 
(Conklingtown Road), N.C. Coleman House (Reservoir Road), Tyler House (Arcadia Road), 
District #6 Schoolhouse (Reservoir Road), Mabee-Dunning Cemetery (Reservoir Road), the 
Young Cemetery (South Street), and the Conklingtown Burial Ground (Conklingtown Road).  The 
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Project Site is not visible from any National, State or local historic or aesthetic resources.”1 The 
commenter’s reference to page 140 refers to an earlier, interim draft of the DEIS, improperly 
obtained by the commenter; it was not the DEIS version that was released to the governmental 
agencies and public upon which comments were received.   
 
Comment A.2.2:  I would like you to know that I had an appraisal done on my home by Mr. Eldred 
Carhart.  Appraiser Carhart stated, if the proposed LEGOLAND planned theme park is actually 
constructed, then the value of the subject property could be reduced due to its proximity to 
Reservoir Road and the Route 17 overpass on South Street by locational depreciation, increased 
traffic with related noise and air pollution, as well as further strains on the Village's municipal 
services in an amount up to 25 percent of the value of the appraised home. 
 
Response: Mr. Carhart’s conclusion is not supported by the facts.  There is no evidence that the 
Proposed Project will have any negative impacts on surrounding home values, given trends at the 
LEGOLAND Florida location and elsewhere, let alone the 25 percent allegedly concluded by Mr. 
Carhart.  The Polk County Property Appraiser’s Office has provided a sales analysis of single 
family residences within a one-mile radius of the LEGOLAND Florida Resort in Winter Haven, 
Florida and has provided the following data:   
 

SALE YEAR # of Sales Average Home 
Size 

Median Sale 
Price 

Median Price per 
Square Foot 

2011 140 1,810 $110,000 $68 
2012 173 1,830 $110,000 $66 
2013 184 1,975 $128,450 $75 
2014 206 1,800 $128,750 $80 
2015 239 1,870 $150,000 $86 
2016 230 1,880 $154,250 $94 

  
As shown in the chart, median home prices per square foot have risen 38% in the immediate 
surrounding area of the park since the park’s opening in 2011.  Although many factors weigh in 
on the median sale price of homes (including general market recovery from the recession, other 
positive developments in the area, etc.), the information provided by the Polk County Property 
Appraiser’s Office does not support the comment that the construction of this theme park would 
necessarily cause home prices to depreciate in the area.  Also, a March 28, 2017 analysis of market 
values provided by Orange County’s Real Property Tax Service Agency specifically concludes 
that there would be no negative impact on home values even within one mile of the proposed 
LEGOLAND site.  This County analysis is supported by actual data in the area and taking into 
consideration several studies analyzing the impact of theme parks on housing prices in other areas 
of the country. In contrast, Mr. Carhart’s analysis and comparables relied upon were not provided 
so that the bald conclusion asserted provides the Lead Agency with no basis to attribute to it any 
measure of reliability.  Finally, Mr. Carhart’s conclusion was apparently based on the projected 
increase in traffic to Reservoir Road and the Route 17 overpass on South Street when the majority 

                                                 
1 As per the Town of Goshen 2009 Comprehensive Plan. 
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of the project traffic was scheduled to use that route.  There is now an entirely different traffic 
pattern being proposed as the preferred alternative, which substantially reduces the previously 
projected traffic counts for the Reservoir Road and the Route 17 overpass on South Street, which 
renders Mr. Carhart’s conclusion outdated.  See also, Appendix K. 
 In any event, in accordance with court decisions and DEC guidance documents, the 
potential for a project’s impact on surrounding real estate values is not an “environmental” impact 
to be considered in an Environmental Impact Statement, but instead is an “economic” impact, not 
appropriate for review in an Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
Comment A.2.3:  We need a flyover directly into the LEGOLAND park to accommodate all the 
traffic on Route 17 West. 
 
Response:  A fly-over (i.e., a direct vehicular connection from Route 17 to LEGOLAND New 
York) was determined by the NYSDOT not to be consistent with Federal Highway Administration 
standards.  However, in response to comments from the public, elected officials, and the NYSDOT, 
the Project Sponsor is relocating and reconfiguring Exit 125 on Route 17, including the 
construction of a bridge over Route 17 as part of its proposal for LEGOLAND New York.  The 
relocation of Exit 125 addresses some concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads by 
removing most LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. It assists in 
solving geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange in accordance with current 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.  This reconfiguration 
of Exit 125 is designed to meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist with 
Route 17’s future conversion to Interstate-86. Although this new plan will not technically be a 
“fly-over,” because there will not be a direct connection to LEGOLAND property, it will have 
many of the same benefits, including safety benefits.  The relocated Exit 125 will be a full access 
interchange for both westbound and eastbound vehicles on Route 17 that, with the new bridge, will 
provide a more direct point of access to and from the LEGOLAND New York theme park, as well 
as other existing institutions located on Harriman Drive, including Glen Arden and Orange-Ulster 
BOCES. The new traffic mitigation would not adversely impact the total existing volume of traffic 
traveling Westbound New York State 17.  The Project Sponsor is committed to obtaining all 
required permits for and constructing all off-site roadway improvements. See revised Traffic 
Impact Study in Appendix E of this document.  The Project Sponsor is committed to fully 
permitting, with the appropriate associated agencies, and constructing, all off-site roadway 
improvements. While funding assistance will be sought, all design and construction of traffic 
improvements will be performed by the Project Sponsor, and will be completed and operational 
prior to the park being opened to the public. 
 
 A.3. Maureen Halahan, President and CEO, Orange County Partnership  

Comment A.3.1: The Orange County Partnership is the most successful economic development 
office in New York State in terms of quantity and quality of jobs that are created and capital 
investment garnered…LEGOLAND will have a greater impact on jobs with the greatest economic 
value on opening day than any other Project in the entire region that's slated right now, Orange 
County and the Town of Goshen is the envy of our peers.  
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I’ve been approached by other community leaders throughout the County asking us to bring 
LEGOLAND to the Town of Wallkill, New Windsor and other communities.  The calculable 
advantages of this Project is evident and it's envied by many.  I have been approached by my 
colleagues in Rockland County that tell me again and again, don't blow this. 
 
They have nothing but regret and embarrassment over the job loss and the negative economic 
impact there is incalculable…When we lose the confidence of, say, commercial brokers and 
investors, who will not even consider Goshen in the future because the perception would be that 
we are closed for business, we will never know the opportunities that we may have had moving 
forward. 
 
Response: The Proposed Project’s benefits are provided in Section II-C of the DEIS with updated 
information provided in Section I of this FEIS.   The benefits noted include benefits to the Town 
of Goshen, as well as Orange County and the surrounding region, with PILOT payments, host 
community fees, sales taxes, hotel taxes, educational opportunities and by attracting tourists to the 
area who will likely visit other local and regional attractions.  
 
Comment A.3.2:  In a very short time, Goshen has become a town with a strategy, a vision to grow 
and sustain itself economically.  It's clear that you don't want to be the town that traffic just drives 
through on 17 and no one stops.  We want Goshen to be a destination where people stop, shop, 
stay, spend money and spend time. 
 
Response:  The Town’s existing Comprehensive Plan, as well as the proposed amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan, discusses the need for Goshen to have a sustainable economic and 
commercial base.  Also, see response to Comment A.3.1 above. 
 
 A.4. Bill Hecht, Superintendent, Orange-Ulster BOCES 

Comment A.4.1:  At the regular meeting on December 8, 2016, the Orange- Ulster BOCES 
Property Board approved a Project resolution that would add new students to the Regional 
Education Center at Arden Hill and Harriman Drive.  This would allow for additional growth.  This 
Project will increase the number of students who attend the site, along with the volume of buses 
in the next few years.  The Board discussed the proposed construction of LEGOLAND theme park 
and the potential impact given this new information.  The Board also had a brief report on the draft 
environmental impact statement and information provided in the traffic study, which included the 
proposed flyover to Harriman Drive.  BOCES and the cooperative board would like the Planning 
Board to consider filing additional points and a potential impact they could have on BOCES when 
making decisions about the Project.  One recently approved plan to build out classroom space at 
the second floor at Arden Hill, along with the third floor in the future, and that work, we hope, will 
begin this summer of 2017, the anticipated growth in student enrollment at this campus and the 
increase in the volume of bus transportation that this will bring to Harriman Drive in the next two 
to five years and then the impact that the proposed flyover would have on decreasing the volume 
of traffic in and around the Regional Education Center of Arden Hill and alleviate safety concerns.  
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Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3.  Any traffic impacts resulting from a proposed 
expansion of the Arden Hill campus would be required to be studied by BOCES, as necessary, and 
mitigated.  General information was obtained from Orange/Ulster BOCES for the future expansion 
of their facilities.  Using this information, the growth factors used and applied to their turning 
movements during peak hours account for increased bus and passenger car movements.  It is also 
anticipated that the Post Implementation Monitoring Study will provide an update of actual traffic 
conditions at that time, and will include the evaluation of potential signalization at their access. A 
post implementation traffic monitoring study is being required by NYSDOT as a condition of its 
highway work permit. The results of that study will be made directly to NYSDOT, with a copy to 
the Town of Goshen.  The Town will have an opportunity to comment on the study and its results, 
but the decision to make any modifications to the traffic improvements, and the implementation 
of any such improvements, will be solely the responsibility of NYSDOT and not the Town. 
  
 A.5.  Robert Kahler, Local Business Owner 

Comment A.5.1:  I ask tonight that this Board and both boards give every consideration to the 
approval of this for Orange County and the Goshen community.  The new jobs and financial 
windfall to the community will only make Goshen a much better place to live and certainly not 
worse.  LEGOLAND wants to come here as a great contributing neighbor, not a corporate bully 
to disrupt the community and its way of life. And let's not forget about the value to our children, 
and in my case, grandchildren, and whom this will be a cherished, cherished place for them to 
come and visit and take part of.  To have this venue here in Goshen is a tremendous treasure and 
it should be welcomed with open arms, and…I . . . respectfully ask that this Project continue 
through the process to approval. 
 
Response:  The purpose of the environmental impact process of SEQRA is to allow 
“environmental” issues to be injected into the decision-making process by the Planning Board and 
the Town Board.  Environmental issues are defined broadly under SEQRA, but they do not include 
every impact of a Project. Purely economic factors cannot form the basis to either approve or deny 
a Project.  NYSDEC guidelines do note that negative economic impact issues of a Project, such as 
diluting profits from existing businesses or reduction in property values, are not “environmental” 
factors to be considered in the SEQR review. The SEQRA Lead Agency is allowed, however, to 
consider the positive economic benefits of a Project and the economic needs of a community in 
concluding that the Lead Agency can accept certain adverse environmental impacts as a result.  
The Proposed Project’s benefits are provided in Section II-C of the DEIS with updated information 
provided in Section I of this FEIS. 
 
 A.6.  Dan Connor, Superintendent, Goshen Central School District  

Comment A.6.1: Our concern from a district standpoint, certainly, is getting students to and from 
there.  I know it's been said… your kids go to school before 8 o’clock and they leave at 3:00 but 
there are a number of buses, and I mean two dozen or three dozen of our busses every day that go 
midday…so I know… the DEIS… makes reference to a flyover, and I'm encouraged that the State 
has contributed $3 million more, I just hope that every consideration, we want our kids to get there 
in a timely fashion, BOCES is an important part of our education program.   
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Response:  See response to Comment A.4.1.  The traffic impact study that was prepared for the 
Proposed Project considered BOCES’s busing times in the analysis.  See Appendix E. 

 
 A.7.  Gerry Argenio, Orange County resident 

Comment A.7.1:  There is a common thread with all of these [planning board] applications… I’m 
sure you will agree, to one degree or another, a neighbor or resident, or . . . group, or company or 
somebody is impacted, and for the most part, human nature does not like change, or a disruption 
to the routine; that is who we are. This Project is no different. This is the same thing.  The 
significant difference … here is that if I had to choose for most all of the development proposals I 
have reviewed [as a Town of New Windsor Planning Board member], . . . I would choose this type 
of Project… I’ve seen trucking terminals, residential developments, big and small, cluster 
development, light bulb manufacturers, factories, office buildings; et cetera. The type of impact 
that LEGOLAND represents … is probably in the upper 10 or 15 percentile of desirable impacts 
that I would want in my town, in my opinion.  
 
I can also tell you that as a planning board chairman, I would do all in my power, had I had the 
opportunity, to help the Applicant in the process for the benefit of my town, not for the Applicant, 
for the benefit of my town.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.5.1 above.  
 
Comment A.7.2:  Not only is the Applicant asked to, but they are required by law to mitigate their 
impact.  The Planning Board… you need to compel them to do this, that’s your job, that’s why the 
supervisor appointed you.   
 
Response: As identified by NYSDEC guidance on this point, the Planning Board as Lead Agency 
has the obligation to ensure that the Project either avoids or minimizes the identified adverse 
environmental impact to the maximum extent practicable.  Not every adverse impact need be 
mitigated completely.  The Planning Board is required to, and will, incorporate as conditions to 
any Project decision those mitigative measures that are practicable, while balancing, among other 
things, the positive economic impacts of the Project. 
 
Comment A.7.3: I’m sure there's significant benefit to the town, the fire, the police, the ambulance, 
the school district, you guys cannot in good faith push this development proposal away with all of 
this on the table.  You owe it to the residents of this town and the residents of this county and their 
children to see this thing through. 
 
Response: The Planning Board, as Lead Agency, is allowed to consider the positive economic 
benefits of a Project and the economic needs of a community in concluding that the Lead Agency 
can accept certain adverse environmental impacts as a result.  The Proposed Project’s benefits are 
provided in Section II-C of the DEIS with updated information provided in Section I of this FEIS. 
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A.8.  James O’Donnell, Orange County Legislator Elect for the 21st District 

Comment A.8.1:  As public servants, our Number 1 priority is public safety.  LEGOLAND needs 
to have their own flyover now, not two or three or four years from now, after they open. In fact, 
LEGOLAND should not be approved to go forward unless the flyover is open on day one.  
Emergency response plans, crisis management plans, all start with worst-case scenario. They 
end when everything possible, everything within reason has been done and planned for to save 
lives, limit the damage and restore public confidence.  Our job as public servants is to listen to the 
experts, analyze data, and make informed decisions.  Emergency response time matters.  Seconds 
matter.  That you, we, cannot find one person within the three disciplines of emergency response, 
police, fire, ambulance, the professionals that can stand before you and make a case to wait, delay 
or not have a flyover.  A flyover will save lives.  A flyover is a must.  To not have one also exposes 
our taxpayers to unnecessary liability in the form of negligence…If this Project is approved the 
flyover must be open on day one… If Arden Hill Hospital was still open today, would you even 
consider LEGOLAND without a flyover on day one?  Are the family and friends we have at 
BOCES, Elant, Glen Arden and the surrounding neighborhood any less deserving of our protection 
and due diligence than Arden Hill Hospital patients and employees would have been? … They are 
deserving of our protection. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3.  In addition, the Planning Board has required the 
Applicant to coordinate with local emergency service providers to ensure their concerns are 
addressed and incorporated into the Proposed Project. 
 
 A.9.  Brian Rye, Goshen Business owner 

Comment A.9.1:  As we know, there's so much manufacturing that's left the area for a lot of 
different reasons, regulation, taxation, a lot of other things going on, it’s certainly a thing called a 
recession.  During that period, I [lost] my position … because as the manufacturing went, so did 
the need for my services… You would have to search far and wide for a quality company that you 
are having right here and now.  Job opportunities are going to be given to a lot of people who, in 
the last number of years, have either lost their jobs and don't see a way forward.  And just think of 
the brain trust you're losing in the next generation of people, young people who do not see an 
opportunity for them to stay in this county.  This is a prime opportunity that I guarantee you, if 
you lose it, you’re going to regret [it]…  It’s going to provide [for; and] salvage a lot of families, 
it’s going to give people a lot of opportunities, it’s going to give the college kids in the summertime 
something to do, other than getting in trouble, and … it might give a few people in the back, which 
deserve it, a good job.   
 
Response:  The Proposed Project is estimated to create 500 full time jobs as well as 300 part-time 
jobs, 500 seasonal jobs and 800 construction jobs.  Also, see response to Comment A.7.3. 
 
 A.10.  Marcia Mattheus, Village of Goshen 

Comment A.10.1:  I must say one of the difficulties here is once you change zoning, you open up 
the Town of Goshen, which includes the Village of Goshen, to lawsuits.   
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Response:  To date, the SEQR process, site plan and subdivision review, as well as the review 
required for the proposed Local Laws have been undertaken consistent with New York State law.  
Changing zoning, provided it is accomplished as required by law, will visit no liability upon the 
Town of Goshen. Although lawsuits may be filed as to any municipal action taken, the Town will 
incur no expense in defending against any lawsuits filed in connection with the proposed change 
in zoning, were it to occur; the Applicant will pay all legal fees to defend the Town in connection 
with the proposed Project. 
 
Comment A.10.2:  If you look online at the DEIS…page 160, unavoidable adverse impacts that 
cannot be mitigated and you try to get a list, you will be sent to a picture of a tree. You cannot 
coordinate what it says is on the listing with where the information is in the document…It makes 
it extremely difficult for us to make genuine comments here.  
 
Response:  The DEIS page 160 properly notes the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts of 
the Project.  Admittedly, there was a brief, temporary problem with the one on-line version that 
was posted the Town’s website.  The problem was quickly corrected and has been available since 
that time, and well in advance of the opportunity for public comment at the public hearings. 
However, owing to the initial brief delay in having a corrected digital copy on the Town’s website, 
and other concerns to lengthen the time for public input on the DEIS, the comment period was 
extended to January 17, 2017.  In addition, hard copies of the DEIS were always available for 
review at the Town Hall, Village Hall, the Goshen Public Library, and the LEGOLAND New York 
Welcome Center.   
 
Comment A.10.3:  I'm delighted that you took it [the comment period] past Chanukah and 
Christmas and New Year because this timing was so adverse to public participation. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.10.2.  SEQR requires a minimum comment period of 30 
days on the DEIS.  The comment period begins with the filing and circulation of the Notice of 
Completion, which was accomplished on November 21, 2016.  The Planning Board extended the 
time period to submit written comments to January 17, 2017.  Consequently, the public and 
governmental agencies were given fifty-seven (57) days to comment on the DEIS.     
 
Comment A.10.4:  Mr. O’Rourke represents LEGOLAND very well, as does Lanc & Tully, who 
used to be the engineers for the Village of Goshen. [The Village of Goshen] hired someone else 
… to represent [the Village for the review of] water and sewer, but no one else to represent us on 
any other levels of impact; character of the community, traffic, none of these things… If you are 
from the Village of Goshen, you have no representation here.   
 
Response:  As the SEQR Lead Agency the Planning Board is the agency charged with the 
responsibility to ensure a proper environmental review of the Project for all concerned.  
Additionally, the Town Board of Goshen represents all of the residents and property owners in the 
Town, including those in the Village of Goshen. The Village of Goshen also has the ability to, and 
has, weighed in on this Project. It has received copies of all SEQR related correspondence, and 
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Village residents were permitted to speak at the public hearing and provide written comments on 
the DEIS to the Planning Board.   
 
Comment A.10.5:  I was mayor during the worst drought in 150 years.  Our water supply has no 
aquifer.  It is fed by runoff. We are surrounded by LEGOLAND’s parking lots, chemicals that are 
used and any of the dirt that is there is now going to impact our water supply, which will also 
impact what you’re giving to LEGOLAND.   
 
Response:  The Village has supplemented its water supply with groundwater wells located in the 
Town of Wallkill.  Based on reports from the Village’s water and sewer consultant, the Village 
has adequate water supply to serve the Proposed Project, and build-out of the Village, under 
drought conditions, without the addition of any new wells.  It is not correct that the Village’s water 
supply is “surrounded” by Proposed Parking lots, or that chemicals, if any, and dirt will impact the 
Village’s water supply. To address stormwater quality, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(“SWPPP”) consistent with NYSDEC requirements has been prepared and was provided in the 
DEIS and revised herein. The treatment of stormwater will be provided utilizing underground 
stormwater sand filters, bio-retention areas, a rain garden and dry swales.  Treated stormwater 
from the Project Site will not affect the Village’s water supply, given that stormwater from the site 
flows in the opposite direction of the Village’s reservoir.  See the revised SWPPP in Appendix D.  
 
Comment A.10.6:  Once you approve [the Project] you’re making the Village and Goshen town 
residents liable for what you approve. 
 
Response: It is unclear as to what is meant by this statement that the residents of the Village and 
Town will be “liable” for what may be approved.  If it is intended to refer to legal liability, then 
the comment is incorrect.  Legal liability does not rest with residents of a municipality as a result 
of legislative decisions, i.e., if the Project were to be approved any legal damage caused by the 
Project would not be the responsibility of the Village or Town.  If by “liable” it is meant that the 
Town and Village residents will see the consequences of that approval, then it is a correct 
statement. That said, as the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan summarized, “A community is 
developed over the years by hundreds of individual and group decisions – decisions by private 
citizens to build houses, by corporations to locate in the Town, by Town officials to create new 
public facilities, and so on. The ultimate accomplishment of the Comprehensive Plan, as modified 
from time to time, requires the cooperative action of many people and agencies. All interests, 
whether public or private, have a stake in an attractive, orderly and environmentally sound 
community.” 
 
Comment A.10.7:  We have to have an exit, [this] never should have been even approached for 
this Project without them having to provide their own exit and entrance off the highway.  Who’s 
going to have to foot the bills, once you who represent us, approve this, we have to pay for it.  The 
taxpayers of the Town and Village of Goshen. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3 above. The Town and Village of Goshen are not 
contributing to the cost of the new exit and bridge preferred alternative.  The Applicant is 
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responsible for the full costs of this Project, including any and all infrastructure costs, although 
they are free to request that the State direct some transportation monies previously budgeted by 
the State to this Project.  Whether the State agrees to do so is a decision by the State. 
 
 A.11. George Smith, Village of Goshen business owner 

Comment A.11.1:  As I go around the Village [of Goshen] and as I talk to people in the Village, I 
notice the economic malaise from the merchants. Steve, of Steve's Deli, complains to me all the 
time, Linda, of Linda's Office Supplies, complain to me all the time about the economic malaise 
that exists in the Village of Goshen, all you have to do is look at the glut of office space that's 
available for rental.  Honestly, that economic malaise dates back many, many years, even prior to 
the Government Center closing…  Of all the potential projects that could go on that property, this 
would seem to be the least impactful and the most beneficial it will bring jobs to the Village, it 
will bring jobs to the people in the room and it will bring jobs to teenagers.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.9.1 above.   
 
Comment A.11.2:  I've been involved with master plans and they're meant to be changed, as times 
change and situations change, master plans are meant to be changed, they're not meant to be static 
and written in cement. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.1.1.   
 
Comment A.11.3:  I think [some teachers] fail to see the educational benefits that could come to 
this area from a LEGOLAND, not just for the school district of Goshen, but for all the school 
districts.  LEGOLAND has a devotion to STEM and I’m sure they will reach out, not just to 
Goshen schools, but to [other local schools] and the kids from those schools will also have great 
educational opportunities at this Project.   
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has committed to offering free annual passes to all educators in 
Orange County as well as class trips for school children with reduced-price tickets to promote 
interaction with school districts and educational opportunities for children.  As NYSDEC guidance 
provides the SEQR process allows “considerable discretion” to the Planning Board and Town 
Board to consider and make their decisions based upon positive public, social and economic 
benefits of the Project “even if all environmental impacts cannot be totally avoided or mitigated.” 
Although adverse environmental impacts must be avoided or minimized through mitigation 
measures, “the more a Project provides important, public, social and economic . . . benefits, the 
more [the Planning Board and Town Board] may conclude that it can accept certain adverse 
environmental impacts.” 
 
Comment A.11.4:  I have to think that overall the property values in this area will increase because 
of this Project.   
 
Response:  The Orange County’s Real Property Tax Service Agency provided an analysis of the 
potential impact of the Proposed Project on surrounding property values, which specifically 
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concluded that there would be no negative impact on home values even within one mile of the 
proposed LEGOLAND site.  This County analysis is supported by actual data in the area and 
taking into consideration several studies analyzing the impact of theme parks on housing prices in 
other areas of the country.  A copy of the County analysis is included as Appendix K. 
 
Also, the Polk County Property Appraiser’s Office has provided a sales analysis of single family 
residences within a one-mile radius of the LEGOLAND Florida Resort in Winter Haven, Florida 
and has provided the following data:   

SALE YEAR # of Sales Average Home 
Size 

Median Sale 
Price 

Median Price per 
Square Foot 

2011 140 1,810 $110,000 $68 
2012 173 1,830 $110,000 $66 
2013 184 1,975 $128,450 $75 
2014 206 1,800 $128,750 $80 
2015 239 1,870 $150,000 $86 
2016 230 1,880 $154,250 $94 

  
As shown in the chart, median home prices per square foot have risen 38% since the park’s opening 
in 2011 in the immediate surrounding area of the park. Although many factors weigh in on the 
median sale price of homes (including general market recovery from the recession, other positive 
developments in the area, etc.), the information provided by the Polk County Property Appraiser’s 
Office does not support the comment that the construction of this theme park would necessarily 
cause home prices to depreciate in the area.  
 
In any event, in accordance with court decisions and DEC guidance documents, the potential for a 
project’s impact on surrounding real estate values is not an “environmental” impact to be 
considered in an Environmental Impact Statement, but instead is an “economic” impact, not 
appropriate for review in an Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
 
 A.12.  James Caggiano, Goshen resident 

Comment A.12.1:  First of all, in regard to the DEIS, reviewed Section 4, Page 160, in regard to 
the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts, that part is true, because it talks about what's 
going to happen with traffic and noise, but it doesn't say how it's going to be controlled, it just says 
it's going to happen.  So it is incorrect…and needs to be properly addressed.  
 
Response:  The referenced section of the DEIS lists unavoidable adverse impacts as required by 
the Adopted Scope and the SEQR regulations. As per NYSDEC guidance, “[c]ertain adverse 
environmental impacts can be expected to occur regardless of the mitigation measures employed; 
for example, there is typically permanent loss of vegetation when building a new facility and any 
related parking. Because such unavoidable impacts must be factored into final agency decision-
making, the SEQR regulations provide that an EIS must contain an identification and assessment 
of impacts that cannot be avoided or adequately mitigated. The discussion of unavoidable impacts 
must meet the same substantive requirements as all other discussions of impacts and alternatives.”  
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More specific impacts and mitigations are discussed in individual topic sections in Chapter III of 
the DEIS.   
 
Comment A.12.2: The noise levels that it talks about during construction and then while in 
operation could be addressed very similar to the Tappan Zee Constructors, who under Governor 
Cuomo's task force, was instructed to install temporary and permanent sound barriers…This is 
‘Echo Ridge’…you see the sign, if you go out on Reservoir Road, it's a giant sign, it's a natural, 
acoustical phenomena, and it will transmit noise for miles in all directions, and I'm talking miles.   
 
Response:  During scoping, several residents noted that the Project Site was in or near an area 
referred to as “Echo Ridge”.  The exact location of Echo Ridge is not known and could not be 
determined, although by the recollection of various people there was previously a historic marker 
sign located on Reservoir Road.  The historic marker was reported to be located on Reservoir Road 
over 2,900 feet from the nearest point of the development of the Project.  Town and Village of 
Goshen Historian, Edward Connor was contacted2 and had no recollection of hearing or reading 
about an acoustical echo phenomenon in the vicinity of the Project Site.  He believed the historic 
marker was identifying a farm property on Reservoir Road.  
 
A noise study was completed for the Project which simulated noise levels at the Project Site to 
understand how that noise would potentially impact the various noise receptors around the site. 
Based on data collected at LEGOLAND California Resort, sound levels resulting from the Dragon 
Coaster were between 57 and 58dBA which would equate to sound levels in the low 60s at the 50-
foot range (while the sound horn that was utilized in the study produced a sound level of 82 dBA 
at the same range).  As shown in the noise study (Table N-1 of Appendix N) the difference in noise 
levels at all recorded receptors was less than three decibels.  Based on standards set forth by the 
NYSDEC publication, Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, increases in noise of under 3 dBA 
are anticipated to have no appreciable effect on receptors. 
 
Additional tree plantings will buffer noise from the park.  In the vicinity of the access road closest 
to the Glen Arden Retirement Community, the majority of the road is at a depressed elevation and 
a 20-foot high retaining wall is proposed between the main access road and the property line and 
areas at the property boundary are approximately 40 feet higher than the elevation of the road 
which creates a mitigating acoustic barrier from this adjoining property.  The proposed wall 
parallels the proposed entrance road for approximately 592 linear feet before the road curves to 
the east and provides greater separation from Glen Arden. 
 
During construction, equipment used on-site will be inspected periodically to ensure that properly 
functioning muffler systems are used on all equipment. No equipment will idle unnecessarily. All 
construction time restrictions will be adhered to. 
 
Comment A.12.3:  The documented water drought safe yield as used in the State of New York and 
nationwide is not 1.3 million gallons a day, but only 950,000 gallons a day and that's documented 

                                                 
2 Phone conversation with the Project Sponsor’s planner on October 31, 2016. 
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in the Healy report regarding the reservoir systems and also the remaining from the department of 
health permissible permit, so it totals 950, not 1.3, that's an error. 
 
Response:  This comment is inaccurate and the “Healy” report referenced therein is outdated.  The 
Village of Goshen’s independent civil engineer provided recently provided a report (See Appendix 
E of the DEIS), dated September 23, 2016, concerning the Village of Goshen’s permitted capacity 
for its public water system.  This present system consists not only of two surface water reservoirs, 
but also includes two groundwater wells that have been permitted as permanent water sources for 
the Village after the referenced Healy report was completed.  Based on the Village’s current 
NYSDEC water taking permit, the Village of Goshen is permitted to withdraw a maximum of 1.3 
million gallons per day from its system. 
 
Comment A.12.4:  The Project is regional and not just Goshen.  It will destroy the quality of life 
as it exists in Goshen.  
 
Response:  Quality of life is a conclusion drawn from the consideration of many factors, and is 
highly subjective to individualized points of view. As the NYSDEC guidance provides, assertions 
that are not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response.  Indeed, it is impossible 
to fashion a response to a statement that generally notes that the entirety of the quality of life in 
Goshen will be destroyed by the existence of a single Project. It would be similarly impossible to 
respond to someone who places value on the economic benefits that the Project may bring who 
states that the general quality of life in Goshen will be greatly enhanced. 
 
Comment A.12.5:  It [the Project] will destroy the wildlife and the environment at Otter Creek.  
Otter Creek sits right in the middle of this proposed development. Otter Creek is one of your main 
feeds to the Goshen Reservoir system.  If that creek and, in your own report, the Town of Goshen’s 
July 2003 report clearly states that Otter Creek has to be preserved as a major feed to your reservoir 
system, you could lose half a million gallons a day if Otter Creek gets damaged and it's in your 
own biodiversity reports and it's factual. 
 
Response:  The Otterkill Creek is not situated in the middle of the Proposed Project.  It lies 
approximately 200 feet away from the Project’s edge of development.  We assume that you are 
referencing the Town of Goshen Open Space and Farmland Protection Plan (also dated July 2003).  
Consistent with that report, the Project Sponsor will be placing a conservation easement over 150.1 
acres of the Project Site.  The Otterkill Creek drains away from the Goshen Reservoirs to the 
Moodna Creek and eventually to the Hudson River.  In any event, no disturbance is proposed to 
the Otterkill Creek, its surrounding Stream Overlay, or within the larger wetland area surrounding 
this resource.  The onsite portion of the Otterkill is protected by the Town’s Stream Corridor and 
Reservoir Watershed Overlay District, as well as the NYSDEC, as the Otterkill flows through 
wetlands or adjacent areas of wetlands that are under the jurisdiction of the NYSDEC.   
 
The Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan identifies the Otterkill tributary and surrounding habitat 
areas as an area of interest and mapped hub.  However, the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan is 
emphatic that mapped areas of interest need not be preserved in their entirety. Rather, these areas 
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must be carefully reviewed with an eye toward appropriate development that will allow the 
environment to maintain its current biodiversity. For example, the Plan states “Mapped areas are 
not being recommended solely for land preservation.” The Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan 
recommends further that: 
 

Preservation of all of the mapped hubs, biotic planning units and connecting 
corridors is not feasible, nor do we recommend such measures. Many of the mapped 
areas are privately owned lands that contain homes and contribute, through taxes, 
to the economic health and stability of the towns. Instead, within the mapped areas 
we propose a balanced approach to conservation and development. 

 
The Proposed Project provides a balanced approach to conservation and development.  Only 149.9 
acres of the 521.95 acre Project Site will be developed and 150.1 acres will be permanently 
preserved.   

As to the referenced biodiversity report, as made clear in the FEIS to the Town’s Comprehensive 
Plan, “The Biodiversity Plan provides policy and planning recommendations to support the 
establishment of a regional, multi-town approach to the conservation of wildlife and habitats. 
While certain recommendations of the Biodiversity Plan are consistent with the Town Board’s 
Comprehensive Plan, such as placing conservation easements over open space reservations and 
revising the formulas to calculate housing density yields, the Biodiversity Plan was not prepared 
in association with the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan nor was it ever intended to be 
incorporated into the Town of Goshen Updated Comprehensive Plan.” 

 
 A.13. James Wood, Scotchtown Resident 

Comment A.13.1:  I support LEGOLAND because it's a safe entertainment for children and jobs, 
jobs, jobs, that's all. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.9.1. 
 
 A.14. Peter Giordano, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.14.1:  I bought my beautiful dream house on 80 Old Chester Road, I sit on my back 
porch, when I look to the right, I see Arden Hill, all right, I look directly across from me, I'm going 
to be looking at LEGOLAND. I got this registered letter, because my property butts up against 
LEGOLAND, 300 feet, so I got a registered letter. I come from Brooklyn, New York.  If I 
wanted noise, if I wanted traffic, I would stay in Brooklyn.  But I moved to Goshen, because I 
wanted a life for me and my family… I came here for my peace and quiet, never mind the traffic, 
I know on the other hand, it will create jobs for people, but you know what, LEGOLAND can go 
someplace else… I came here for peace and quiet.  I pull out of my house, Old Chester Road, when 
you make a right, you hit Old 17, on the weekends the traffic is backed up.  You have to definitely 
build some type of overpass, it's insane if this Project goes through, I don't want LEGOLAND, I 
got to be honest, for the noise, for the traffic. 
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Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3.  The revised Traffic Impact Study provides new 
mitigation measures to reduce traffic volumes on local roads.  (See Appendix E.)  An evaluation 
of noise impact was completed for the Proposed Project (see DEIS Section III-I and Appendix H) 
and additional information is provided in Appendix N herein which discusses the new mitigation 
measures.  See also response to Comment A.2.3.  Based on that study and the results at Receptor 
Site 5, which was located on the north side of Route 17 on the Orange County Heritage Trail in 
the vicinity of the Old Chester Road, the Proposed Action will cause an increase in noise of 
approximately 1.2 dBA.  Based on NYSDEC noise guidelines, any increase of less than 3 dBA 
should have no appreciable effect on receptors. 
 
The LEGOLAND facility and the additional traffic generated, as well as effects of the planned 
roadway improvements and modifications, will not result in a significant increase in noise levels 
above ambient levels in the area. The primary noise source will continue to be NYS Route 17 for 
those receptors closer to the NYS Route 17 Corridor and for those more remote receptors, such as 
Receptor 8 (Echo Ridge area) and those along Conklingtown Road; the distance separation from 
the facility will provide attenuation to maintain levels consistent with the ambient levels occurring 
in those areas. It should also be noted that the measurements taken were taken with a “leaf off” 
conditions, i.e. vegetation without leaves. When foliage is present it would actually result in a 
further attenuation of any levels generated on the site. 
 
 A.15. Ana Wood, Scotchtown resident 

Comment A.15.1:  I'm here to support LEGOLAND and its community's economic future 100 
percent.  This goes back to what I've seen develop over the first of several months, I've seen an 
opposition with a utopian ideology that is clearly anti-capitalism and anti-economic prosperity for 
the growth of this community.  It's very easy to put in your tracking measures and look down your 
nose and claim Goshen doesn't need these jobs. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project, or to the commenter’s characterization of those opposed to the Project. 
Responding to the issue of jobs, see the response to Comment A.9.1. 
 
Comment A.15.2: LEGOLAND is good, this is one of the nicest companies that I have had the 
privilege to get to know. They care about their employees, they want to do what is good for kids. 
This is something that I know with children, when you build, when you create, when you have that 
expansion of your mentality, instead of sitting behind a little box, you know, playing Nintendo 
games, this is something that's going to bring creativity, it's going to inject intellectual knowledge 
into our kids.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project. Responding to issue of children’s creativity and knowledge and the Project, 
the proposed Project has noted its intention to offer year-round educational opportunities to 
schoolchildren throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Math) education. 
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Comment A.15.3:  You cannot help people and their ability to live with unrealistic fanatical 
thoughts, look what happened when California farmers lost their livelihoods because Nancy Pelosi 
cut their water supply to save a little fish called the smelt.  It crippled production, it destroyed 
working America and families, and it never affected her because she was an elite.  It destroyed 
American families, people are sick and tired of these ideological protestors, just look at what 
happened in November; we elected a businessman to fix our country and to make America great 
again.  Let’s make Goshen great again.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project or to the characterization of others, or events unrelated to the Project 
 

 

 

  

A.16. Mary Ann McDonough, Orange County  

Comment A.16.1:  This is a public hearing and yet, the first presentation we hear is on behalf of 
LEGOLAND, so it kind of gets me a little concerned that it's skewed, just the concept of a public 
hearing, that you allow LEGOLAND, A, to speak; and B, to speak first, that's my first concern.  
 
Response:  It is the practice of the Planning Board for all projects under its review to request an 
applicant give a presentation at the beginning of a public hearing to provide an overview of the 
Proposed Project.  This practice informs and orients Board members and the public with the 
particulars of a project, and the approvals being requested.  There was no need to deviate from this 
standard practice simply because the Project was LEGOLAND. 
 
Comment A.16.2:  If this is such a great company, why do they need all our money?  They got 4 
million when they were in Rockland, they picked up another 3 million, you or the Orange County 
IDA or the Goshen IDA or however many IDAs there are, are going to give them tax write-offs. 
This is a billion dollar company, if they're that great, they should be killing us to come here without 
asking for our money in order to get here. 
 
Response:  Projects large and small many times request funding, grants and tax breaks that are 
legally available to them by various governmental agencies. LEGOLAND is no different. The 
Town of Goshen is not granting any tax forgiveness to the LEGOLAND Project, and there is no 
Goshen Industrial Development Agency (IDA).  The record before this Lead Agency includes 
information that there has been a request by the LEGOLAND Project to the Orange County IDA 
to allow the Project a 20-year Payment-in-Lieu-of-Taxes (PILOT) agreement. The Orange County 
IDA, like all IDAs, is an independent public authority created by special legislation of the New 
York State Legislature.  It is not part of Orange County government or the Town of Goshen 
government. It is granted powers directly by the State of New York, one of which is to allow it to 
enter into agreements with certain commercial projects to phase in full real estate taxation by the 
use of PILOT agreements (although special district taxes, such as Fire District taxes, must receive 
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their full share of taxation at all times), and to provide other tax and other funding options. The 
stated purpose behind these public benefits is to provide monetary incentives to attract businesses 
that may not otherwise locate here. However, in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines the SEQR 
environmental review being conducted by the Planning Department, purely economic factors such 
as the proposed PILOT agreement or State contributory monies cannot form the basis to either 
approve or deny a Project.  Also see response to Comment A.5.   
 
Comment A.16.3:  There are many other issues.  There are reservoir issues, there are water issues, 
the list of issues go on. 
 
Response:  Village of Goshen reservoirs are located immediately south of the Project Site, on 
Conklingtown Road (Reservoir #2) and west of the Project Site on the opposite site of Reservoir 
Road (Reservoir #1).  Based on the stormwater analysis in the DEIS, the Otter Kill flows through 
Reservoir #2 before entering the Project area downstream and then flows north (away from the 
site) through several culverts, along the west side of Arcadia Hills, where it splits again before 
rejoining at the NYS Route 17 culvert crossing.  Based on the direction of flow of the Otter Kill 
and the location of the two reservoirs, stormwater runoff from the site is not anticipated to impact 
Village reservoirs.   
 
Water supply for the Project Site will be provided by the Village of Goshen whose system includes 
the two surface water reservoirs as well as two wells located in the Town of Wallkill.  Based on 
an evaluation of the Village’s water supply system capacity and current usage, as well as potential 
future usage, the Village’s independent civil engineer determined that the Village has the capacity 
to provide water to the Proposed Project without the addition of any supplemental wells (see 
Appendix D of the DEIS).   
 
Comment A.16.4:  The one thing I want to speak on is a Town zoning code called 97-10.  My 
understanding is that is prohibits amusement parks and junk yards.  Why are we changing our 
Town zoning law for LEGOLAND and with doing that will open up a Pandora’s box of lawsuits 
that will come about because other people have tried to have the zoning changed and you have 
chosen not to change it for them, but you are willing to spot zone for Merlin and for LEGOLAND. 
 
Response: The Project as proposed is not a traditional amusement park as likely intended by the 
present zoning prohibition, although it has some elements in common with other amusement parks.  
The Proposed Project is designed to be a seasonal theme park and resort, including a year-round 
hotel and aquarium. 
 
In any event, no decision has yet been made to change the zoning for the LEGOLAND Project.  
No zoning change can legally take place until after the SEQR process is completed, and the Town 
Board considers the adverse impacts of the Project and the mitigation measures proposed, together 
with their own determinations as to whether such a comprehensive plan change and the zone 
change will be in the overall best interests of the entire Town.  Zoning actions are discretionary 
actions by the Town Board, and approving or disapproving one request for a zone change does not 
necessarily require the Town to act in a similar manner for a future request for a zone change, 
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particularly when the circumstances vary between such zone change requests. Such decisions by 
the Town Board do not subject the Town to any lawsuit of merit. Further, the proposed rezoning 
of this land does not fit the definition of illegal spot zoning for several reasons, including the size 
of the parcel and the concomitant comprehensive plan amendment under consideration. 
 
 A.17. Tim Mullard, Orange County resident 

Comment A.17.1:  I'm here tonight to speak in support of Merlin Entertainment's LEGOLAND 
Project.  Merlin is committed to build a world-class park, a place where families and their young 
children can go and enjoy themselves in a creative, safe environment, a local place that 
grandparents can take their grandkids to for the day, a place where kids can have fun creating 
whatever their imagination will allow, and at the same time, learn through their experiences. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.17.2:  People have voiced their concerns about traffic, Merlin is working on a 
comprehensive traffic mitigation program and I feel confident that once this Project has gone 
through the review process, a solution, with all parties involved, will be reached.  The purpose of 
these hearings is to voice concerns and to have them addressed.  I feel that this will be done to 
everyone’s satisfaction.   
 
Response:  A revised Traffic Impact Study has been prepared which is intended to address 
additional traffic concerns which were raised during the review process, and which includes the 
relocation and redesign of NYS Route 17 Exit 125 to allow for a more direct connection to 
Harriman Drive, reducing the overall volume of traffic on local roads. See a summary of Project 
revisions in Section I-D above and the full revised traffic study in Appendix E.   
 
Comment A.17.3:  I feel that Merlin and LEGOLAND will make great contributions in the area 
through their community awareness and with their various charitable programs.   
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has committed to having the same dedication to the community 
residents, businesses and organizations in Goshen as the company has demonstrated in other 
locations.  Public Benefits of the Proposed Project, including the charitable Merlin’s Magic Wand 
Program are further discussed in Section II-C of the DEIS.  See also, Comment B.7, from Winter 
Haven Chamber of Commerce CEO, Katie Worthington, infra, for a discussion of additional 
contributions to the local community in Winter Haven.   
 
Comment A.17.4: I feel Orange County needs a place for families to spend more good, quality 
time together, and I feel that the safe and creative environment that LEGOLAND offers is that 
place. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project. 
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 A.18.  William Seton, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.18.1:  The most compelling reason that LEGOLAND must be stopped and that is the 
unconscionable give-away of corporate welfare going to them.  As [another speaker] mentioned, 
$7 million from the State to this profit-making corporation.  And then they aren't even willing to 
pay their own way, like we all do and they need to have a 30-year PILOT.  That’s a very poor 
neighbor and a poor corporate citizen and I see no reason why we should be subsidizing 
multimillion dollar foreign corporations. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.16.2 above.  In addition, and based on comments received, 
the Project Sponsor will now pursue a 20-year Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) agreement for 
the proposed LEGOLAND New York. The 20-year PILOT agreement was suggested by the 
Orange County Industrial Development Agency (IDA) and evaluated as part of the IDA’s 
independent Economic Impact Review Report prepared by KPMG in February 2017.  While the 
initial proposal of a 30-year PILOT would have generated significant economic benefits to the 
Town of Goshen, the Goshen School District and Orange County, the Project Sponsor, has 
modified its request to a 20-year agreement. This agreement will provide $184,150 to the Goshen 
Central School District, $35,600 to the Town and $30,250 to Orange County in year one.  The 
KPMG report notes that a 20-year PILOT will generate $87 million in PILOT payments and 
property tax revenue over a 30-year period, compared to the Project Sponsor's initial proposal 
which would have generated approximately $61 million in payments over a 30-year period.  
Annual payments to the Town, County and Goshen School District will start at a lower total 
amount and increase more quickly at 5% annually (instead of the previous 1.5%) to reach the full 
assessed value of the property within 20 years, rather than 30 years under the initially proposed 
payment schedule. A copy of the KPMG report is included as Appendix K.    
 
In addition, the Project Sponsor, at the request of representatives of the Town of Goshen Town 
Board, increased the proposed host community benefits of LEGOLAND New York for Goshen 
residents, and on May 15, 2017 the Town Board authorized the Town Supervisor to sign a revised 
Host Community Benefit Agreement (“HCBA”), which shall only take effect if and when the 
LEGOLAND project receives a Resolution of Approval from the Town Planning Board.  The 
benefits of the HCBA are in addition to, and not in lieu of, whatever monies are otherwise owing 
by LEGOLAND New York to the Town by operation of law or other agreements, including, but 
not limited to, real property tax payments (subject to any PILOT Agreement determined by the 
IDA), and fees, escrow payments, and bonds required under the Town Code, by virtue of any 
condition of approval by the Town Planning Board, or any other State or local law. The HCBA 
was entered into on May 22, 2017 and provides in part as follows: 
 

 LEGOLAND New York will pay the Town of Goshen a Host Community Fee for every 
visitor to the Park. For each visitor up to 2 million, LEGOLAND New York will pay the 
Town of Goshen 65 cents, and 20 cents for each visitor thereafter – with no cap on 
payments. This would provide the Town of Goshen with an estimated $1.3 million 
annually, based on 2 million visitors, and substantially more depending on the success of 
the Park. A minimum Host Community Fee shall be paid to the Town each year based upon 
the fee owing for 800,000 visitors, regardless if the amount of visitors falls below 800,000. 
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LEGOLAND New York would pay the Town of Goshen $500,000 of the Host Community 
Fee at the beginning of each calendar year, with the balance depending on actual attendance 
paid at the end of the calendar year. The Host Community Fee shall increase annually by 
1.5%. These payments would continue for 30 years, even though LEGOLAND New York 
has reduced its PILOT request from a 30-year to a 20-year term.  The Town will receive 
full tax revenue and the host community fee simultaneously between years twenty and 
thirty of the HCBA. 

 Every year, LEGOLAND New York will host two Community Days for the Town of 
Goshen and donate 50 percent of the revenue from the sale of tickets to the Park on those 
days to the Town of Goshen, creating a unique opportunity for fundraising by the Town. 
This program will be similar to Community Days at other LEGOLAND Parks.  Since 1999, 
LEGOLAND California, Community Day has provided $899,259 in cash donations to 
community organizations. In addition, the Town will also receive the Host Community Fee 
referenced below on each visitor to the Park on those days, regardless of whether the ticket 
is sold by the Town or LEGOLAND New York. 

 A 50 percent discount on standard one-day tickets to LEGOLAND New York for all 
Goshen residents for their own use, which can also be used as a partial credit toward a 
season pass. Valid proof of Goshen residency will be required for each ticket. 

 
Over 30 years, it is estimated that the Town of Goshen will receive approximately $71 million in 
revenue from the Host Community Fee, PILOT payments and tax payments.  
 
Comment A.18.2:  I also agree with the previous speaker's comment that the Comprehensive Plan 
must not change, that if it changes for LEGOLAND, then who knows what it will change for next. 
 
To preserve Goshen as it is, we need to keep the zoning the same as it is and stop LEGOLAND.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.1.1 above. 	
 
 A.19. Pramilla Malick, Orange County resident 

Comment A.19.1:  I regret that the Board refused to extend the comment period to allow the public 
an appropriate amount of time to fully evaluate the DEIS for personal, community and region-
wide impacts. It is shameful that this is being held right before the holidays, public participation 
is the heart of the integrity of the SEQR process.  SEQR directs lead agencies to allow for a 
minimum of 30 days from the date of the public release of the DEIS, which was not made available 
on the Town’s website until well after the Thanksgiving holidays. 
 
Response:  The DEIS and required Notice of Completion was filed with the Town of Goshen on 
November 21, 2016 and was made available on the Town’s website and local public library the 
same day.  The minimum 30-day comment period required by SEQR commences from the date of 
the filing and circulation of the Notice of Completion, during which time a public hearing must be 
held.  SEQR further requires a 10-day period after the close of the public hearing, during which 
written comments must be accepted on the DEIS. In order to allow additional review time, to 
compensate for brief problems with the Town of Goshen website’s initial posting of the DEIS, and 
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to accommodate holiday schedules, the Town of Goshen extended the written comment period 
until January 17, 2017, well beyond the 30-day comment period required.   
 
Comment A.19.2:  A Project of this magnitude will have regional impacts, especially in terms of 
traffic and water effecting many municipalities.  I believe that all these townships should be listed 
as interested agencies, for example, the Town of Warwick will undoubtedly see significant changes 
in traffic patterns due to visitors from New Jersey.  
 
Response:  Both local and regional impacts of the LEGOLAND Project have been studied and 
discussed in the DEIS, including traffic and water impacts. Neighboring municipalities such as the 
Village and Town of Chester and the Town of Wallkill were listed as Interested Agencies.  The 
Village of Kiryas Joel is also listed as an Interested Agency at the request of its attorney.  All 
SEQR documents are provided on the Town’s website as well as at Town Hall, Village Hall, the 
Goshen Public Library, and the LEGOLAND New York Welcome Center for review for any 
person or agency, even if not formally listed as an interested agency. 
 
Comment A.19.3:  Furthermore, these regional impacts coupled with the fact that this is a 
protected, agricultural district and contains numerous archeological, as well as ecological 
resources, warrant that the New York State NYSDEC should assume lead agency status or at the 
very least, be co-lead agency to safeguard these critical resources of statewide significance. 
 
Response:  The NYSDEC received a Notice of Intent from the Town of Goshen Planning Board 
which indicated the Town of Goshen Planning Board’s intent to serve as Lead Agency for this 
Proposed Action.  The NYSDEC provided a letter dated July 14, 2016, clearly indicating that the 
NYSDEC had no objection to the Town Planning Board serving as Lead Agency; the NYSDEC 
did not request to be Lead Agency, even though it had that right to do so.  The property is not 
located in a “protected agricultural district”.  A portion of this property is located in Orange County 
Agricultural District #2. The County of Orange has designated two Agricultural Districts (#1 and 
#2).  Much of the County falls within one or the other of these Districts.  The County of Orange 
also has a Comprehensive Plan, which designates the proposed area of the Project as a Priority 
Growth Area and along a Mixed Use Corridor; it is outside of the County’s designated Agricultural 
Corridor and natural/Scenic Corridor. The Town of Goshen has zoned this property Rural (“RU”) 
and Hamlet Residential (“HR”), which permit primarily residential dwellings, with some 
commercial facilities.  Under consideration by this SEQR review is the Town Board’s potential to 
adopt a Commercial Recreation Overlay District, which would apply to this property.  The 
proposed overlay zoning district would not eliminate the present zoning, but would allow 
development in additional to present zoning that is consistent with the Commercial Recreation 
Overlay District regulations.  The Orange County Planning Department, in its detailed comments 
on the LEGOLAND DEIS, posed no objection to the proposed Project on the basis that a portion 
of the property is within one of the County’s Agricultural Districts.    
 
Archeological and ecological resources were inventoried on the site and potential impacts analyzed 
in the DEIS.   
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Comment A.19.4: Glaringly absent in the DEIS is a cumulative impact analysis of LEGOLAND, 
along with the CP Valley power plant.  Ironically the DEIS identifies 13 other projects, but fails 
to mention the elephant in the room of Orange County, the CPV plant.  SEQR requires such 
analysis.  That absence is troubling given that CPV recently claimed that LEGOLAND will depend 
on it for power.  All these issues must be evaluated through this framework, including cumulative 
impacts on air quality, energy use, traffic, endangered species, habitat, wetlands, water resources, 
cultural and archaeological resources and finally, impacts on visual resources.  If indeed CPV is 
needed for LEGOLAND, the public must be made aware of this.  If LEGOLAND does not need 
CPV, it must demonstrate that its power needs can be met without the power line upgrades that 
CPV would implement. 
 
Response:  The Planning Board as Lead Agency identified the surrounding projects it wanted 
studied in the DEIS in relation to the Proposed Project.  It enumerated those projects in the Adopted 
Scope, after considering the comments noted as part of the public’s input into the scoping process.  
Each of the projects identified is either located in the Town of Goshen or was believed to directly 
contribute to traffic volumes within the Project study area.  All relevant areas of inquiry included 
a consideration and cumulative impacts of these additional projects.  The CPV power plant, 
currently under construction approximately 8 miles from the Project Site, was not identified during 
scoping as a Project that needed to be analyzed relative to the Proposed Action as it will not be a 
significant traffic generator during their operations.    
 
Additionally, power will be supplied to the Project Site by Orange and Rockland Utilities (ORU). 
The Project engineer met with representatives from ORU during Project planning.  No power 
supply concerns were identified by ORU.  ORU provided a will-serve letter to LEGOLAND New 
York indicating that ORU has the capacity and capability to serve the proposed Project with all of 
its electricity needs.  There is no connection between the proposed Project and the CPV power 
plant that is currently under construction in the Town of Wawayanda.    
 
Comment A.19.5:  I request that the New York State Department of Health be made an Involved 
Agency, the DEIS asserts that noise levels would be between 46 and 64 decibels; however, the 
World Health Organization, has identified that decibel levels 40 and above are known to cause 
human health impacts, including heart disease, neurological deficits and learning disabilities.  This 
is just one of the several public health issues, such as impacts from traffic, that this Project raises 
that were not identified in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Involved Agencies are those that have permitting authority for a Proposed Action.  For 
Orange County, the New York State Department of Health permitting programs are overseen and 
administered by the Orange County Department of Health.  The New York State Department of 
Health has no permit jurisdiction over the Project, and, as a result, the NYSDOH is not an Involved 
Agency as that term is defined by SEQR.  
 
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation provides guidance regarding 
assessing potential noise impacts during environmental reviews.  The Project Sponsor conducted 
a noise analysis consistent with NYSDEC protocol and the Adopted Scope.  Current ambient noise 
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levels in the vicinity of the Project Site were recorded from 43 dBA to 63 dBA.  Higher background 
noises result from the proximity of New York State Route 17.  Increases in noise levels as a result 
the Proposed Action would be 3 dBA or less at the majority of receptor locations.  Based on 
standards set forth by the NYSDEC publication, Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, 
increases in noise of under 3 dBA are anticipated to have no appreciable effect on receptors.  The 
only receptor location to experience a noticeable (over 3 dBA) noise impact during the weekday 
build-condition was receptor 6 which is located at the western property line near the hotel and 
entrance to the main guest parking area.  This receptor location borders vacant land and is more 
than 1,000 feet from Glen Arden property or any residential dwellings.  Under the weekend build-
condition Receptor Locations 6 and Receptor 2 are projected to have noticeable impacts. Receptor 
2 is located on the eastern edge of the Project Site, near the terminus of Gumwood Drive in Arcadia 
Hills. 
 
Comment A.19.6: Finally, there is no mention of community character in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  While a specific study of community character was not required in the DEIS per the 
Adopted Scope, a discussion and map of surrounding land uses was provided.  This analysis 
showed residential and agricultural uses to the south and immediately east of the site, land west 
and north of the site containing educational uses, offices and various commercial uses along 
Harriman Drive and Route 17M.  Further west along Route 17A, just over 1 mile from the site are 
several manufacturing plants, medical offices, the Orange County DPW garage, a hotel and a car 
dealership.  Therefore the community character of the Town of Goshen is characterized by a dense, 
centralized village setting, surrounded by mainly small-lot single family residences with a diverse 
mix of larger commercial and industrial uses located along or immediately adjacent to commercial 
corridors such as NYS Route 17M, Route 17A and Route 17 with larger lot residential uses and 
agricultural uses filling in the remaining areas.  This characterization will remain intact with the 
construction of the Proposed Project, a commercial recreation facility, immediately adjacent to 
NYS Route 17, which is consistent with the recommendation of the 2009 Town Comprehensive 
Plan, which recommended the siting of commercial facilities along Route 17, and the Orange 
County Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Comment A.19.7: I once again request that the Board hold a referendum and allow residents to 
decide what kind of development they want in their town; lest Goshen become a town that is held 
hostage, rather than a host community. 
 
Response:  Permissive referenda are only allowed pursuant to New York State law in certain 
instances set forth by statute.  Permissive referenda for zoning and land use decisions are not 
permitted under New York State law.  However, a permissive referendum could be held should 
the Town Board determine to sell the Town-owned lots to the Project Sponsor.  However, such a 
referendum, were it triggered, would relate solely to the issue of the sale of such Town-owned 
parcels, and not as to the proposed Comprehensive Plan or Zoning Code modifications.   
 
 A.20. Michael Torelli, Orange County Alliance for Balanced Growth, Village of  

Goshen Resident 
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Comment A.20.1:  I support the following: One, the Comprehensive Plan amendments as written 
by the Town Board, Introductory Local Laws 5 and 6 by the Town Board, [and] the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for Project in question.  I also have to note that that DEIS, in 15 
years of experience, is probably one of the intensive DEISs I have ever read. 
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.20.2:  I want to fully support to keep the review this Project local and not in some 
statewide bureaucratic bureau that [has] no presence here.   
 
Response:  The proper and required SEQR process was followed to determine which 
governmental agency would be the Lead Agency to conduct the environmental review. The Town 
of Goshen Planning Board assumed Lead Agency status and there is no mechanism in the SEQR 
regulations to change that designation without the consent of the Town Planning Board.  The 
Planning Board, by assuming Lead Agency, agreed that is the most appropriate agency to serve as 
the Lead Agency for the review of the Proposed Project and is uniquely suited to protect the 
interests of the Town and review and evaluate the potential significant adverse environmental 
impacts.   
 
Comment A.20.3:  Everyone knows that you need positive commercial ratables.  As a percentage, 
we don’t have many commercial ratables in Goshen or in Orange County that we should, so 
rezoning property is key to actually balancing the equation when it comes to property taxes… The 
amendment, the laws, the DEIS and all the points to this position are a forward-looking approach.
   
 
Response:  The Proposed Project is consistent with recommendations of the Town’s 2009 
Comprehensive Plan in this regard.    
 
Comment A.20.4:  The reason why I fully support this Project is because it is in a Priority Growth 
Area, this is where this type of development is supposed to come, and it's on a priority growth 
corridor with all the infrastructure in place, it's going to be served by public utilities.  We're not 
talking about doing this in the middle of nowhere, we're talking about doing this on an economic 
development corridor in the Southern Tier of New York… I believe this is the perfect site and the 
perfect location for this Project.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.19.3. 
 
Comment A.20.5:  [The Project will have a] huge economic impact, the employment that's going 
to happen, it's going to increase the tax base, it's a quality developer and a quality Project and it's 
going to have quality jobs and they're promised to build it locally. 
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Response: See responses to Comments A.9.1 and A.3.1.  Merlin Entertainments has also made 
commitments to entering into a Project Labor Agreement to ensure construction jobs will all come 
from Orange County and surrounding counties.   
 
 A.21. Mary Jane Sorrell, Glen Arden resident 

Comment A.21.1:  I was fortunate to be able to go down and visit LEGOLAND in Florida and I 
was very anxious to find out the difference between LEGOLAND and any of the other amusement 
parks, like Six Flags and Disney World, et cetera.  It was a very pleasant surprise.  I was impressed 
with the quietness in comparison.  You don't have the carnie hawkers along the midway and all of 
that, you have cleanliness, the safety, security, the emergency room facilities right there on 
campus, and it just presents a very safe environment for families and young children. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.21.2: I was impressed with the classrooms and the facilities that were there, and open 
to all of the class – the local school system in Winter Haven.  That would be the same thing here, 
where you could have a class that's interested in robotics or design or architecture.  Elementary 
school kids could come, the teacher could make an appointment with LEGOLAND and get a 
reservation for a day at the park, but in the classroom and then go through their studies on that and 
the kids would be experimenting with all of the supplies that are there, the computers, the robotics, 
everything that you can imagine that would – the kids would enjoy and learn.  And they would be 
protected, and safely enjoying it.  Then they would have a chance to have a little fun out in the 
park after their classes. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will offer year-round educational opportunities to schoolchildren 
throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and 
Math) education. 
 
 A.22. Jerry Cook, Orange County resident 

Comment A.22.1:  I understand the Town will receive $0.65 a ticket for every ticket that’s sold for 
people to get into LEGOLAND.  I understand now that they might need a lot of workers and 
apartment buildings might have to be built, which means schoolteachers will have to be hired, 
computers and stuff like that, and our taxes will go up. 
 
Response: The economic analysis provided in the DEIS shows that municipal costs of the 
development are exceeded by the PILOT payments and further supplemented by the proposed host 
community fee, hotel bed taxes and sales tax that will be generated by the Proposed Action (see 
Section III-M of the DEIS).  No residential development is proposed as part of this Proposed 
Project.  Development of a residential Project would require Planning Board reviews and approvals 
and would need to provide its own SEQR analysis.   
 
Comment A.22.2: So in ten-years’ time, I’m wondering if not only our taxes go up, but the cost of 
living and the cost of operations for LEGOLAND could go up also.  If it's $98 to walk in the door 
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now, will be it $110 in ten years, $130 in 20 years, but my problem is, Goshen is stuck at the $0.65 
[host community fee] level all that time, so you've really got to sharpen your pencils on this, it's 
just not right. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor, at the request of representatives of the Town of Goshen Town 
Board and public comments received, increased the proposed host community benefits of 
LEGOLAND New York for Goshen residents, and on May 15, 2017 the Town Board authorized 
the Town Supervisor to sign a revised Host Community Benefit Agreement (“HCBA”), which 
shall only take effect if and when the LEGOLAND project receives a Resolution of Approval from 
the Town Planning Board.  The benefits of the HCBA are in addition to, and not in lieu of, whatever 
monies are otherwise owing by LEGOLAND New York to the Town by operation of law or other 
agreements, including, but not limited to, real property tax payments (subject to any PILOT 
Agreement determined by the IDA), and fees, escrow payments, and bonds required under the 
Town Code, by virtue of any condition of approval by the Town Planning Board, or any other 
State or local law. The HCBA was entered into on May 22, 2017 and provides in part as follows: 
 

 LEGOLAND New York will pay the Town of Goshen a Host Community Fee for every 
visitor to the Park. For each visitor up to 2 million, LEGOLAND New York will pay the 
Town of Goshen 65 cents, and 20 cents for each visitor thereafter – with no cap on 
payments. This would provide the Town of Goshen with an estimated $1.3 million 
annually, based on 2 million visitors, and substantially more depending on the success of 
the Park. A minimum Host Community Fee shall be paid to the Town each year based upon 
the fee owing for 800,000 visitors, regardless if the amount of visitors falls below 800,000. 
LEGOLAND New York would pay the Town of Goshen $500,000 of the Host Community 
Fee at the beginning of each calendar year, with the balance depending on actual attendance 
paid at the end of the calendar year. The Host Community Fee shall increase annually by 
1.5%. These payments would continue for 30 years, even though LEGOLAND New York 
has reduced its PILOT request from a 30-year to a 20-year term.  The Town will receive 
full tax revenue and the host community fee simultaneously between years twenty and 
thirty of the HCBA. 

 Every year, LEGOLAND New York will host two Community Days for the Town of 
Goshen and donate 50 percent of the revenue from the sale of tickets to the Park on those 
days to the Town of Goshen, creating a unique opportunity for fundraising by the Town. 
This program will be similar to Community Days at other LEGOLAND Parks.  Since 1999, 
LEGOLAND California, Community Day has provided $899,259 in cash donations to 
community organizations. In addition, the Town will also receive the Host Community Fee 
referenced below on each visitor to the Park on those days, regardless of whether the ticket 
is sold by the Town or LEGOLAND New York. 

 A 50 percent discount on standard one-day tickets to LEGOLAND New York for all 
Goshen residents for their own use, which can also be used as a partial credit toward a 
season pass. Valid proof of Goshen residency will be required for each ticket. 
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Over 30 years, it is estimated that the Town of Goshen will receive approximately $71 million in 
revenue from the Host Community Fee, PILOT payments and tax payments. Also, see response to 
Comment A.5.1. 
 
 A.23. Sam Fratto, Orange County businessman  

Comment A.23.1:  I don’t believe that you can make your decision based on where somebody 
moved to or why they moved there.  I feel that you should weigh the economic advantages that 
this will give our area in the next upcoming decades for people that are coming to the area, that 
are growing up in the area, and that are in the area that need jobs now.  
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.9.1, A.22.1 and A.22.2. 
 
Comment A.23.2: We all talk about the jobs, I hope that you also include in your facts that when 
LEGOLAND builds, of course, the construction jobs will be one thing, the people working there 
would be another thing, but I think another component…is that every time a business is created, 
there are a lot of other jobs that have nothing to do with that park, really.  They're going to need 
accountants, they're going to need people to fix their copy machines, they're going to need oil 
delivered, UPS will go to a new place, FedEx will go to a new place, the water guy will deliver, 
WB Mason is going to deliver, it's just goes on and on, I don't know if you could even gauge it. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.9.1.  Also, an analysis of secondary economic 
benefits is provided in Section III-M of the DEIS.   
 
Comment A.23.3: I think it's a good location and for someone to suggest that they don't want it 
here, it's going to ruin the world, but move it to Kingston, that doesn't give you credibility. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project, or to comments characterizing the credibility of others. 
 
Comment A.23.4: One of the items that I hear you will address and one of the most important ones, 
sounds to me like traffic and it sounds to me that between you and LEGOLAND, you guys are 
going to figure out what needs to get done to appease or try to appease both sides. 
 
Response:  As discussed in greater detail in Section I-D supra above a revised traffic mitigation 
plan has been designed for the Project which includes the relocation of the NYS Route 17 Exit 125 
interchange further east in order to provide a direct connection to Harriman Drive which will 
reduce traffic volumes on local roads. 
 
 A.24. Michael Sussman, Chester resident 

Comment A.24.1: First of all, the opponents to LEGOLAND are not attacking LEGOLAND as a 
company.  That must be made very clear.  LEGOLAND's tactics are one thing, LEGOLAND's 
approach to this site is one thing, no one is talking about the product, no one is talking about 
STEM, no one is talking about the children and the advantages to children.  The issue is a very 
simple issue, it's not an issue of jobs, because those of us who oppose this site do not necessarily 
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oppose LEGOLAND.  I love LEGOLAND.  LEGOLAND is seeking to build in the wrong 
location. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project is located adjacent to NYS Route 17 with the availability of 
public utilities and additional land to buffer the park from neighboring properties.  The site is 
located along State Route 17, which the 2009 Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan stated that 
such areas “along Route 17 are suitable for more intensive commercial and light industrial uses 
where appropriate.” 
 
Furthermore, in 2014, two years prior to the application for LEGOLAND New York, the Town 
Board sought the recommendations of the Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board (ERB) 
regarding future zoning amendments.  The ERB recommended to the Town Board that commercial 
uses be expanded along Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see memorandum in Appendix 
F). Additionally, according to the Orange County Comprehensive Plan: Strategies for Quality 
Communities (2010) the Project is located in a designated Priority Growth Area.  Also, see 
response to Comment A.19.3 above.  
 
Comment A.24.2: I object to the fact that there is one public hearing being held to consider five or 
six matters which are different matters and separate matters.   There should be serial hearings going 
on right now considering one matter, the second matter, etc. not all of this jumbled together. 
 
Response:   This request is inconsistent with the requirements of SEQR.  Section 6 NYCRR 
617.9(a)(4)(ii) of the SEQR regulations specifically require that when a hearing on a DEIS is held, 
“it should be conducted with other public hearings on the proposed action, whenever practicable.”  
This allows for residents and agencies to comment on various aspects of the Project at one time 
and not need to separate their comments and/or attend multiple meetings.  The Town of Goshen 
circulated a Notice of Completion of the DEIS and Notice of Public Hearing to all Involved and 
Interested Agencies and the NYSDEC Environmental Notice Bulletin on November 21, 2016 
(published in the November 30, 2016 ENB) as required and posted the Notice of Public Hearing 
in the Times Herald Record and Goshen Independent on November 30, 2016.   
 
All notices made clear the list of approvals and documents which were subject of the hearing 
reading as follows: “A public hearing on the DEIS, as well as the proposed site plan, subdivision, 
special permit, clearing and grading permit, the sale of Town parcels to the Project Sponsor, and 
Introductory Local Law Nos. 5 and 6 will be held on December 15, 2016 at 7:30 pm or shortly 
thereafter at C.J. Hooker Middle School, 41 Lincoln Avenue, Goshen, New York.  The purpose of 
the public hearing is to provide an opportunity for public input on the DEIS, as well as the 
proposed site plan, subdivision, special permit, clearing and grading permit, the sale of Town 
parcels to the Project Sponsor, and Introductory Local Law Nos. 5 and 6.”. 
 
Comment A.24.3: In 2009, this community adopted a Comprehensive Plan.  That Comprehensive 
Plan, which was adopted by the Town Board, the only entity entitled to adopt it in New York State, 
defined the particular area here in question as an environmentally sensitive area requiring the most 
sensitive development. 
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Response: This comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.19.3. The Project Site has not 
been designated as an environmentally sensitive area. The Project Site is located along NYS Route 
17, and the 2009 Comprehensive Plan stated that such areas “along Route 17 are suitable for more 
intensive commercial and light industrial uses where appropriate.”  While the Comprehensive Plan 
recommends protection of wetland areas which are contained on this site, the current zoning of 
over 271 acres on the northern end of the site, along Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet 
Residential (“HR”) which permits single-family dwellings, as well as two-family and multifamily 
dwellings, as-of-right. The HR District also permits commercial uses such as restaurants, service, 
retail and recreational businesses by special permit.  The remainder of the site is zoned RU 
permitting single-family dwellings.  
 
Comment A.24.4: In April of 2016, a developer came and proposed 300 housing units for this site 
or a subset of this site. Mr. Bloomfield spoke on the record, as did other Town Board members, 
they summarily denied his request for rezoning from a rural area of zoning to anything else and 
said there were traffic concerns and serious water concerns with regard to that development. 
 
Response:  As stated above, portions of this site are currently zoned Rural (RU) and portions are 
currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR).  The concerns stated by some of the members of the 
Town Board as to the referenced development by Goshen Land Owner LLC (GLO), the present 
owner of a portion of the Project Site.  GLO sought a zoning change that would allow a substantial 
increase in residential density on the property.  GLO noted its intention to use on site water, and 
made no representation that it was willing to perform any off-site traffic improvements to mitigate 
the traffic impacts of the proposed number of new housing units. The comments by some of the 
Town Board members indicated their lack of interest in such dense residential development that 
could not be supported by the lack of on-site water, and the developer made no effort to address 
the anticipated increase in traffic demand at that location.  The GLO zone change proposal cannot 
be compared to the present request for a rezone under consideration, which attempts to mitigate 
the impacts that may occur as a result of the requested rezone.   
 
Comment A.24.5:  That development is dwarfed by ten times by this development. 
 
Response:  This statement is incorrect.  The total development area of the proposed Lone Oak 
development was 103 total acres of land on an overall site consisting of 217.4 acres.  The proposed 
development for the land owned by Goshen Land Owner LLC was 383 residential units and 
100,000 square feet of commercial development on a site consisting of 271.6 acres.  The total area 
of disturbance for the Proposed Action, based on the revised plans, is approximately 149.9 acres 
on an overall Project Site consisting of 521.95 acres.    However, it is recognized that the intensity 
of development, traffic generation, and some other impacts for the Project Site are greater than the 
proposed Goshen Land Owner LLC, all of which have been and continue to be reviewed and 
analyzed by the Lead Agency to determine what mitigation measures must be required. 
 
Comment A.24.6:  Comprehensive Plans reflect the studied conclusion of a community as to how 
that community should develop.  The residents of Goshen have the ability to trust that the Town 
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Board did not implement that just on some frivolous basis, you did it after study of what this 
community needed. And nothing has changed with regard to the environmental sensitivity of that 
site, which is also reflected in your zoning, neither should be changed, both represent opportunistic 
spot zoning, which, in my view, is illegal. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.1.1 and A.24.3.  Further, the proposed rezoning of this 
land does not legally qualify as improper spot zoning for several reasons, including the size of the 
parcel, concomitant comprehensive plan amendment under consideration, and the potential public 
benefits of the rezoning that have been identified.   
 
The Project is consistent with the 2009 Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan goal #4 to develop 
a strong and balanced economic base and to attract tax positive commercial developments to offset 
existing tax-exempt lands and to pay for services required by the growing population.   
 
The Town Board is currently considering an amendment to the Town of Goshen Comprehensive 
Plan (see Town of Goshen Introductory Local Law #5 of 2016 in Appendix B of the DEIS) to 
amend Sections 3.3 and 3.5 to specifically encourage additional commercial uses in the Town 
along State Route 17 to diversify the Town’s economic base and increase tax and other revenues 
to offset the costs of providing residential services to Town residents.  
 
Prior to the Comprehensive Plan amendment currently under consideration by the Town Board, 
and two years prior to the application for LEGOLAND New York, the Town Board previous 
sought the recommendations of the Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board (ERB) 
regarding future zoning amendments.  The ERB recommended in 2014 to the Town Board that 
commercial uses be expanded along Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see memorandum 
in Appendix F). 
 
The Orange County Comprehensive Plan, last updated in 2010, sets Priority Growth Areas in its 
Land Use Plan in and around Villages and along transportation corridors.   The County Plan 
recommends the following for Priority Grown Areas: 
 

Priority should be given to the Growth Areas, and specifically the Villages and Cities within 
them, for County support, incentives, and investment in water and sewer infrastructure 
improvements/extensions, sidewalk construction, transportation infrastructure, opportunities 
for transit-oriented development, housing, and commercial development. 

 
The Project Site lies within one of the County Plan’s delineated Priority Growth Areas, which 
extends, along Route 17M from the Village of Goshen into the City of Middletown. The Plan 
recommends development within these areas to expand job growth and expand the tax base.  The 
Proposed Project is consistent with that recommendation. 
 
It should also be noted that the Proposed Project also follows the Orange County Economic 
Development Strategy (2015) and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Strategy 
updated annually by New York State and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development 
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Council. The Orange County Economic Development Strategy targets tourism as one of the main 
industries essential to economic development in Orange County. This plan recommends expanding 
tourism by both overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through the hotel 
occupancy tax and developments, which emphasize Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the 
Northeast. The Proposed Project is in accordance with these goals.   
 
The commercial recreation overlay district, if adopted by the Town Board, would allow for the 
development of the Proposed Project.  The Applicant has identified various benefits to the Town 
and County as described in the DEIS, including: 
 
• The generation of approximately $71 million to the Town of Goshen over 30 years in tax and 

fee revenues. The existing site currently generates only $91,185 annually in real property taxes. 
The Orange County Industrial Development Agency commissioned KPMG to conduct an 
independent analysis of the fiscal benefits of the Project which confirms this data.   

• The offer of year-round educational opportunities to schoolchildren throughout the region, 
with programs focused on STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and Math) education. 

• The participation in the local community, through its children's charity Merlin's Magic Wand. 
Merlin’s Magic Wand provides seriously ill, disadvantaged or disabled children and their 
families with a fun filled day out to any Merlin attraction of their choosing. Since 2012 
Merlin’s Magic Wand has donated over 40,000 tickets to children and families in the USA. 

• The support of local community institutions. By way of example, in 2015 LEGOLAND Florida 
remodeled the therapy rooms at The Howard Phillips Center for Children & Families. Also in 
2015 LEGOLAND California remodeled the waiting room at the Rady’s Children Hospital 
with interactive displays and more than 20 LEGO models, including a geyser periscope built 
from 17,000 LEGO bricks. LEGOLAND New York has represented that it will provide similar 
support to Orange County institutions. 

 
Comment A.24.7: The DEIS supported that our water study is fundamentally flawed, it does not 
analyze, in a materially convincing way, the water demand or the water supply issue.  
 
Response:  The DEIS does not support a conclusion that the water study was fundamentally 
flawed.  Water supply and projected demand was analyzed in Section III-E of the DEIS.  In that 
section, the Village of Goshen’s water supply capacity is provided from the Village’s engineering 
consultant based on the NYSDEC permit. Water demand is projected based on actual water usage 
at a similar, seasonal LEGOLAND park in Windsor, England.  An updated Water Report from the 
Village of Goshen’s engineering consultant with testing data from a new test water supply well 
under investigation by the Village is included as Appendix G. 
 
Comment A.24.8: The DEIS does not analyze the need for the traffic issues, it does not propose 
solutions for the traffic issues, which are meaningful.  The DEIS proposed, as was mentioned 
earlier, mitigation measures…are not outlined in the document as the New York State Department 
of Transportation and Orange County Planning Department made clear.  
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Response: This comment is inaccurate. Both the NYSDOT and the Orange County Planning 
Department comments on the DEIS recognized mitigation efforts identified in the DEIS.  They 
also referenced other traffic impacts that ought to be mitigated, which are addressed elsewhere in 
this FEIS. Proposed on-site and off-site traffic mitigations are discussed in the DEIS beginning on 
page 92.  A map of improvements was also provided (Figure III-13).  The proposed mitigation 
plan has since been revised based on public and governmental agency comments, including the 
NYSDOT, to provide further mitigation of the traffic impacts. A revised Traffic Impact Study can 
be found in Appendix E of this document with a summary in Section I-D of this FEIS.  All agency 
comments received during the SEQR comment period are being responded to in this FEIS.   
 
Comment A.24.9: The issue is not whether LEGOLAND should be built in our county. There are 
many communities where all of you could be working without this kind of opposition, because 
there are many sites which are not deemed environmentally sensitive, have been so zoned and so 
recognized. 
 
Response:  As above identified, this site has not been designated as environmentally sensitive 
(see, e.g., response to Comment A.19.3).  Additionally, as part of the SEQR analysis for this 
Proposed Action, a wetlands biologist delineated wetland areas on the site, specialists in 
endangered species evaluated the potential for various habitats on the site, and visually sensitive 
areas were photographed and analyzed.  Reports from each of these specialists were provided in 
the DEIS. The proposed layout has been designed in a manner sensitive to areas identified as 
having environmental significance, mitigating the impacts when necessary, and also considering 
the Town-designated overlay zones areas. Wetland disturbance has been minimized to the greatest 
extent possible, and the site has been redesigned to save additional mature trees from that which 
was proposed in the DEIS, although not all mature trees could be protected. No disturbance is to 
occur within the Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District nor is any proposed 
within the Scenic Road Corridor Overlay. 
 

 A.25. Scott Perry, Town of Goshen resident and Village of Goshen business owner 

Comment A.25.1: I remember when the Master Plan was put in place…and I think the Town took 
everything into accord when they came up with that plan, and if they're going to make a change or 
any overlay, I'm sure they'll take that same measured approach, whether it's for LEGOLAND or 
for someone else in the future.  Laws evolve and things change all the time, so I trust you'll do 
your due diligence however you decide. 
 
Response: The 2009 Comprehensive Plan concluded with the following statement:  “The 
Comprehensive Plan in itself does not change the zoning or other land use control regulations of 
the Town nor assure implementation of the proposals which it recommends. A community is 
developed over the years by hundreds of individual and group decisions – decisions by private 
citizens to build houses, by corporations to locate in the Town, by Town officials to create new 
public facilities, and so on. The ultimate accomplishment of the Comprehensive Plan, as modified 
from time to time, requires the cooperative action of many people and agencies.” Proposed 
modifications to the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan have been evaluated in the DEIS.  
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Comment A.25.2: I'll be a very close neighbor to LEGOLAND if the Project is approved.  I was 
happy they had large thousand-foot buffers and I hope that they will be maintained and you guys 
will make sure that that’s maintained if the Project is approved. 
 
Response:  In response to concerns about buffering and sensitive environmental features on the 
site, portions of the site along Conklingtown Road and within NYSDEC wetlands shall be placed 
in a conservation easement to ensure the protection of these areas in perpetuity, consistent with the 
Town Open Space and Farmland Protection Plan.  Significant buffers exist on the proposed site 
plan that surround much of the entire area proposed for development. These areas cannot be 
developed, if at all, without further consideration by the Planning Board and a further SEQR 
review.  In addition, the area that will be subject to the Commercial Recreation Overlay District 
will not reach to the boundaries of the proposed properties; in many instances the District will be 
100 feet back from the property boundary. The reduction of the area to be governed by the 
proposed zone district will provide further buffering of the site to existing neighboring residential 
uses from a zoning perspective (i.e., a buffer that cannot be altered without a subsequent zone 
change).  This proposed reduction in the Commercial Recreation Overlay District will require the 
proposed Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016 to be modified to reflect this change. 
 
Comment A.25.3: Someone said, LEGOLAND divided this town, LEGOLAND didn’t divide this 
town.  No applicant divided this town, no applicant can divide the town.  If we are divided it’s 
because of our own actions.  They have done nothing I see that’s caused that.   
 
Response:  Comment noted, no response necessary.  
 
Comment A.25.4: If they're worried about property values, if the property values haven't gone 
down after all those whacky Facebook posts, they're never going down, we'll be fine. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.2 above.   
 

 A.26. Michael Lopkin, Town of Goshen resident.   

Comment A.26.1: I pay close to $18,000 a year in taxes to the Town, and I have a six year old and 
a two year old and I want to say that if this Project gets approved, my family will be the first in 
line to buy season passes. However, I’ll be first in line to buy a season pass if [this Project] is in 
Newburgh or if this is in Kingston.   
 
Response: The greatest impact of any land use Project is the area immediately surrounding the 
location of the Project.  It is for this reason that the impacts expected by this Project to the Town 
of Goshen are being reviewed in this SEQR process by the Town Planning Board as SEQR Lead 
Agency. 
 
Comment A.26.2:  We are here, we have concerns, when the representatives [from our town] say 
that we need an overpass over Route 17 in order to mitigate the traffic circumstances and when I 
get a letter from LEGOLAND … that all the traffic will be great because most people will be 
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making rights… that was mind boggling...I agree 100 percent that there has to be a traffic overpass 
over Route 17 in order for this park to be opened. It is ridiculous to think that all those cars can go 
on our streets and have us just be rolled over. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3.  
 

A.27.  Michael Carriera, District Council 9, Painters and Allied Trades of the Hudson 
Valley  

Comment A.27.1: My membership and myself stand in full support of this Project that's being 
proposed.  This Project will bring the following: An economic boost to Goshen, create tax revenue, 
creating jobs, short and long, not just construction, allow taxpayers the opportunity to work where 
they reside. Opportunity for the younger generation to become crafted and skilled in a career.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.20.5.  LEGOLAND representatives have represented that 
they have met with officials from Orange Ulster BOCES, Orange County Community College, 
Mount Saint Mary’s and SUNY New Paltz to discuss the coordination of programs, internship 
programs and other opportunities for students at the Proposed Project. However, such 
representations are outside of the scope of the approvals being sought from the Planning Board.  
Such representations are, however, relevant to the Town Board’s decision on whether to exercise 
its discretion to grant a zone change, and the Town Board can request that such representations be 
part of a binding developer’s agreement if they so choose, and the Applicant agrees. 
 
Comment A.27.2:  The LEGOLAND programs, I have seen these programs firsthand over and 
they are over the top.  The learning skills, the educational programs, fun-filled programs and 
activities for the young children, I experienced these with my children down in Florida.  I sat in 
these meetings from the beginning to the end, Orange County needs this family-based educational 
park, Goshen is immensely and will be immensely – it's a win-win situation for everybody. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project has stated that it will offer year-round educational opportunities 
to schoolchildren throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Math) education.  The Proposed Project represents that it will partner with local 
schools and colleges to train and employ students interested in careers in hospitality, business, 
mechanical engineering, among other fields, and will offer special programs and discounted tickets 
to area schools, including all school districts within Orange County.  It has been represented that 
the cost for student field trips at other LEGOLAND parks start at $15 per student. The Proposed 
Project has also represented that it is committed to donating free tickets to area schools.  Free field 
trips and in kind donations at LEGOLAND California have been represented to have generated 
$1,000,000 in benefits to local schools.  It is further represented that LEGOLAND New York will 
offer free annual passes to all educators in Orange County to learn about the educational 
opportunities for their students.  There are about 5,000 full-time educators teaching in Orange 
County schools. See also, response to Comment A.27.1. 
 
 A.28. Bill Fioravanti, Orange County Partnership  
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Comment A.28.1:  I'm going to start by talking about the incentives. First of all, I am a huge 
proponent of incentives, especially in the State of New York, the most expensive, most highly 
regulated and onerous place to do business. We need incentives to level the playing field and 
bring projects like this here.  We talked about the $7 million from the State, let me clarify, that is 
money that's paid by all the taxpayers in New York, we fight to get that money to fund projects 
here, to bring projects and jobs here, if we don't do that and that money doesn't come here, it goes 
elsewhere, so we lose, so it's not like we're all paying in and we're getting hurt by that. 
 
Response:  Certain funding from New York State Empire Development Corporation is earmarked 
for economic development projects in the Mid-Hudson Region.  To be eligible, projects must be 
consistent with goals and objectives of the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development 
Council.  The Regional Economic Development Council initiative (REDC) is a component of 
Governor Andrew M. Cuomo's approach to State investment and economic development.  
LEGOLAND represents that in 2016 the REDC announced $83.3 million in grant funding awarded 
to 105 projects in the Mid-Hudson Region alone.   
 
Comment A.28.2: I also want to talk about the PILOT, because that is something that concerns 
people, and I get it, the 30 years scares people, but I want to explain, it's not like the 10- or 15-year 
PILOTs like what was awarded to Amy's Kitchen. It's not the same kind of PILOT, the PILOT that 
Amy's got, they start with low taxes, similar to taxes that the raw land was paying and it graduates 
over those 10 or 15 years in that base, up to full taxes…Right off the bat in year one, LEGOLAND 
is paying millions of dollars to our local schools, to our Town, to the County, it goes up every year, 
these are big dollars, and those are millions that aren't coming to our schools and our towns without 
LEGOLAND. And, again, it's not graduated up, right off the bat, they're paying an awful lot, and 
I want to also clarify, for any PILOT out there, you always pay for fire and police, you're never 
allowed to skirt that.   
 
Response:  Unlike a traditional PILOT, the proposed 30-year LEGOLAND New York PILOT 
payments were frontloaded so municipal taxing jurisdictions would see significant payments from 
year one of the opening of LEGOLAND.  In a traditional PILOT, the payments start at zero and 
gradually increase over the term.  The 20-year PILOT term currently under consideration by the 
IDA includes traditional PILOT increases, meaning that payments start out lower but accelerate 
more quickly to reach full assessed value. However, it is an incorrect statement that police costs 
are excluded from the reach of the PILOT’s reduced tax payments; only special districts, such as 
fire protection districts, are excluded from a PILOT’s reduced tax payments and receive their full 
taxation amounts.  To compensate the Town of Goshen for its projected potential increases in 
Town police efforts, a Host Community Benefit Agreement (HCBA) is being offered to the Town, 
projected to bring in more than $1,000,000 to the Town over and above any monies received by 
the Town from the PILOT agreement.  Indeed, the proposed HCBA is a 30-year agreement, which 
results in the Town receiving both full taxes and the HCBA payments for the final 10 years of the 
HCBA.  Both the PILOT and HCBA payments proposed for this Project are included in the Project 
benefits, Section II-C of the DEIS, with updated information provided in Section I of this FEIS. 
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Comment A.28.3:  Next, I want to talk about water, it's obviously a big concern, fair enough. All 
of the experts that are hired by the town and hired by Merlin, as well as the Mayor of Goshen, the 
Municipality that's promised to provide the water, they all say that there's more than enough water, 
I can't argue with that.  
 
Response:  The initial report from the Village of Goshen on water was provided in Appendix E of 
the DEIS with updated information provided in Appendix G herein.  The Village has stated that 
there is sufficient water to serve the Proposed Project without any new municipal wells being 
added to the Village water system. 
 
Comment A.28.4: Traffic. I absolutely understand that that’s a big concern.  First of all, about 
Route 17, I think most people know this, the traffic patterns for LEGOLAND go exactly opposite 
all of our [commuter] patterns, you know, people in our town and our region are going down east 
to the city, Rockland County, wherever it may be, LEGOLAND traffic is coming the other way. 
The only time it’s not a perfect match is on Sunday night when people are going back to the 
city...and that’s in the summer. That’s the only time it is a parking lot.  It’s already a parking lot. 
It’s been that way for 50 years.   
 
Response: In response to comments, the Project Sponsor has proposed additional traffic mitigation 
measures including the relocation Exit 125 as discussed in the response to Comment A.2.3 above.  
Additionally, it has been reported that New York State has advanced the $150 million 
reconstruction for the Woodbury Transit and Economic hub, which is scheduled to be completed 
in 2019.  The transit and economic development hub Project is expected to significantly reduce 
congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-Hudson region.  
  
Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT is proposing to add higher-speed cashless 
tolling for the Thruway, expand the Route 32 corridor, replace the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, 
reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State Thruway (I-87), add a solar-powered bus 
station, add an expanded commuter parking lot, and install a “smart” transportation system that 
automatically adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements is expected to 
improve access and reduce delays due to traffic congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 
131 interchange has long functioned as a bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 
and the Thruway generally. 
 
Taken together, it is anticipated that the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 
will significantly decrease the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, 
as well as reducing legacy traffic congestion on Route 17.  An updated traffic study that provides 
a full analysis of these improvements as they relate to the Proposed Project is located in Appendix 
E. 
 
 A.29. Nancy Proyect, President, Orange County Citizen’s Foundation  
 
Comment A.29.1: After visiting LEGOLAND in Florida and speaking to elected officials, 
residents and local businesses and conducting an in-depth discussion, the foundation Board of 
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Trustees passed a resolution at its November meeting endorsing the LEGOLAND New York 
Project.  Our endorsement is subject to a thorough SEQR process, which I'm sure you'll do.  Here 
are several reasons why the Citizen’s Foundation supports this Project:  This type of development 
is good for our economy. Wages are in keeping with the rest of the county, the employees receive 
good benefits, workers will come from our region, and LEGOLAND encourages its employees to 
participate in the community. Many of the people I met with at LEGOLAND have been with 
Merlin Entertainment for years and with LEGOLAND Florida since it opened.   
 
Response:   The Proposed Project is subject to a full SEQR review, including the preparation and 
review of an environmental impact statement.  The basic purpose of SEQR is to incorporate the 
consideration of environmental factors into the planning, review and decision-making processes 
of State, regional and local government agencies at the earliest possible time. To accomplish this 
goal, SEQR requires that all agencies determine whether the actions they directly undertake, fund 
or approve may have a significant impact on the environment, and, if it is determined that the 
action may have a significant adverse impact, prepare or request an environmental impact 
statement.  The Proposed Project will generate 500 full time jobs in addition to the 500 part-time 
and 300 seasonal jobs.  Based on projected salary information, more than 50% of full-time 
employees are expected to make a least $48,000 annually, exclusive of benefits.  Part-time and 
seasonal staff will also be paid competitive wages. 
 
Comment A.29.2:  There are youth educational programs, college-level training programs and 
internships available.  As the service industry is one of Orange County’s fastest growing sectors, 
programs like this will be helpful to our younger populations.  LEGOLAND has already opened 
discussions with our community college and community centers in the region.  
 
Response:  The Applicant has confirmed these programs and its discussion with Orange County 
Community College and others in this regard.  It has been represented that the Proposed Project 
will foster relationships with local educational institutions and plans to offer internships. The 
Proposed Project has committed to partnering with local schools and colleges to train and employ 
students interested in careers in hospitality, business, and mechanical engineering, among other 
fields.  Higher education institutions within Orange County are already exploring the development 
of programs for students that would incorporate internships at LEGOLAND New York.  See also 
response to Comment A.27.1. 
 
Comment A.29.3:  This type of development is also good for Orange County overall. You are not 
taking an existing company from another location.  This is a new business, jobs created are actually 
created, rather than being taken from someone else's community. The sales tax increase will be 
a benefit to all of Orange County's municipalities, helping us all deal with the New York State tax 
cap in a positive way, instead of cutting services, our municipal governments might actually be 
able to add some. 
 
Response: As noted in the KPMG report commissioned by the Orange County IDA, sales tax 
receipts at LEGOLAND New York are projected to generate approximately an additional 
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$581,000,000 over 30 years.  Orange County’s sales tax and hotel tax revenue share would be 
$281,000,000.   
 
Comment A.29.4:  And let's not downplay LEGOLAND'S target audience of 2 to 12 year olds and 
their parents, a demographic that we actually want in our community.  Like so many other visitors, 
they might visit Orange County and fall in love with it.  In a county where the population of 25 to 
45 year olds continues to drop. This is a good thing. 
 
Response:  This comment accurately represents the target demographic of the Proposed Project, 
and is consistent with the finding of the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan that noted, “With regard 
to age, the Town, much like the County, is facing an aging population. In terms of percentage and 
an absolute value, the Town’s greatest growth between 1990 and 2000 was in the 85 year old and 
above and the 45-54 age groups. Over the same time period Goshen saw a large decline in the 20 
– 34 age cohort.” 
 
Comment A.29.5:  As they do in Florida, LEGOLAND has committed to using local food sources 
as much as possible, noise will be minimal, lighting can be controlled so it's minimally visible 
from the main road, bus shuttle service will be available to and from local hotels, there are no 
toxins or idling trucks like industrial projects can bring. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor confirms it will use local vendors and suppliers on the site as 
much as possible. See also, response to Comment 27.1.  The Project has been designed to minimize 
noise and lighting impacts on surrounding properties, by incorporating features such as dark sky 
friendly lighting fixtures and permanent vegetated buffers into the Project. 
 
The noise analysis prepared as part of the DEIS confirms the majority of noise receptor locations 
will experience increases of 3dbA or less.  Based on standards set forth by the NYSDEC 
publication, Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, increases in noise of under 3 dBA should 
have no appreciable effect on receptors.  Updated noise analysis has been provided in this FEIS, 
given the modified traffic improvements. 
 
Park closing will be 8PM during peak season with remaining guests and park employees to be out 
of the park by 10PM.  Lighting levels will be minimal after this time.  Even when open and 
operational, lighting levels at property lines are anticipated to be zero. 
 
Comment A.29.6:  LEGOLAND is clearly a commercial theme park; however, there is an 
educational component to the LEGOLAND product that the company has capitalized upon and 
could benefit Orange County and Hudson Valley students. Each LEGOLAND park is a state of 
the art education center where children are encouraged to learn about robotics and engineering.  
School groups visit the park regularly for a fee similar to other local attractions and educational 
facilities…A number of local schools and community groups are already using LEGO products 
for their own classes here.  The Newburgh Enlarged School District is a high school program and 
is a prime example of this type of LEGO robotics building program. 
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Response:  The Proposed Project does have an educational component and will be available for 
class trips as it is in other locations.  All educators in Orange County will receive free annual passes 
and students will be offered discounted ticket prices of $15 per student, which equals the cost of 
other field trip destinations in and around Orange County.  See also response to Comment A.27.1. 
 
 A.30. Patrick Kehrman, Orange County resident 

Comment A.30.1:  I personally am in support of this Project.  I think it's very few and far between 
that you get approached by an organization like LEGOLAND, world-class, first-class organization 
that has community outreach, they work with the community they work with the people that live 
in the community, they have been an economic development machine down in Florida, and not 
just for brand-name businesses, but also for the mom-and-pop stores, mom-and-pop restaurants, 
bars, et cetera, I just ate dinner right here in Goshen at a mom-and-pop place, those are the people 
that will also benefit from a Project like this. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. However, this comment is consistent with the comments of Katie 
Worthington, CEO of the Winter Haven Chamber of Commerce.  Please see Comment A.67 
below.  
 
 A.31. Amanda Dana, Orange County resident 

Comment A.31.1:  I speak to you tonight as a mother of children who go to Goshen schools and 
often, the question comes up of, where do you children get jobs in the summertime?  High school 
students in particular. This opportunity is fantastic for all the schools in Orange County.  I spoke 
with people that visited LEGOLAND in Florida, and I was impressed with the limitless 
opportunities for young people testing their careers prior to embarking on college or vocational 
careers…They have positions in hospitality, management, culinary arts, human resources, 
security, administration and so on.  Many Millennials who started at the park, who worked there 
through high school, went to college and came back and their careers are going through the roof, 
because they had an opportunity to come back home... We need to say yes to this Project.  We 
need to say yes to this opportunity to celebrate the promise for a better Town, better County and a 
better region.  
 
Response:  The Project proposes 500 full time jobs as well as 300 part-time jobs and 500 seasonal 
jobs.  LEGOLAND has represented that they have met with officials from Orange Ulster BOCES, 
Orange County Community College, Mount Saint Mary’s and SUNY New Paltz to discuss the 
coordination of programs, internship programs and other opportunities for students at the Proposed 
Project.   
 
 A.32. Eric Miller, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.32.1: As I reviewed the DEIS document I took note of the table of contents, when I 
looked at the entire Project, some of the items that were listed, water, traffic, community services, 
noise, air quality, et cetera, et cetera.  To me, it all adds up to a pretty significant negative impact. 
More water will be needed, air quality will suffer, noise will be increased and local services will 
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be greatly taxed.  In my opinion the scope of the Project is too large for this area… Goshen has 
roughly 20,000 residents.  The amusement park estimates roughly 1.5 to 2.5 million visitors will 
invade Goshen per year.  Daily traffic generation of roughly 5,000 vehicles entering and exiting 
with a peak of 1,500 per hour. That is 25 additional cars per minute on the Route 17 corridor.  
What will happen on the weekend or weekday where myself or you, elect to take your family to 
dinner? That will be a great nightmare.  
 
Response:  Consistent with the requirements of the State Environmental Quality Review Act, all 
potentially significant environmental impacts have been identified in the DEIS.  Simply because 
there are potentially significant impacts of any Project does not necessarily result in a conclusion 
that the end result will be significant impacts.  An important component of the SEQR review 
conducted by the Town Planning Board as Lead Agency is to analyze what steps the Applicant 
will take to mitigate those impacts to the greatest extent practicable.  There have been significant 
measures taken to design the Project in a manner to mitigate the traffic-related impacts on Route 
17, which experiences legacy traffic congestion during certain specific days during the summer 
months. It will be up to the Lead Agency to determine whether these mitigation measures are 
sufficient, considering all of the circumstances.  See Appendix E. 
 
Comment A.32.2: Estimates on water and sewer, as an example, let's quickly touch on water 
estimates for the amusement park, reviewing the Village of Goshen and engineering reports, it 
states, the peak month average of 270,000 gallons of water used by LEGOLAND, versus the 
current usage of village residents and some others at 774,000 gallons, this is a significant increase 
of at least 26 percent immediately. Add in some additional room for growth at an estimated 
normal increase of 180,000 gallons, it all adds up to 1.22 million gallons, current allowance is 
roughly 1.3 million gallons daily, although that was debated earlier, so basically, the addition of 
an amusement park will bring our capacities to 94 percent per the village report with normal 
expansion, taking something to almost capacity has severe consequences and leaves no room for 
error, not a good method of planning. 
 
Response: The projected capability of the Village of Goshen water supply assumed not just normal 
increases in demand, but a build out of the Village, considering projects under consideration.  
Because of the timing of the study it included the large water demands of the Kikkerfrosch Brewery 
Project, which will no longer be locating in the Village, freeing up additional available capacity in 
the system under the analysis used.  However, in recognition of the fact that the Project will bring 
Village water supply system nearer to capacity when factoring in potential long range growth, the 
Project Sponsor has agreed to fund the development of a new Village of Goshen well on its existing 
well property in the Town of Wallkill in a manner that will result in a supplement to the Village’s 
water supply if the Village desires to explore that option.  However, the development of that well 
is not part of the present SEQRA review of the project, as the Village has enough water to service 
the project.  See also, responses to Comments A.10.5 and B.24.6. 
 
Comment A.32.3:  Let's take it a few steps further, our water system will quickly become obsolete 
and need to be replaced or upgraded.  Who will pay for this, obviously not LEGOLAND since 
they have a sweet 30-year tax incentive and they do not want to pay much for much of the 
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infrastructure improvements.  New York State, in the end, will end up paying for it, which means 
our taxes will increase, which equates to us paying for it.   
 
Response:  Based on the proposed agreement between the Village of Goshen and the Project 
Sponsor, all existing fees for water supply and sewer usage will be paid in full by Merlin 
Entertainments (owner of the LEGOLAND Project) at standard Village rates. These fees, together 
with all other usage fees of users of the Village’s water and sewer systems, are used by the Village 
to operate and maintain the Village’s systems, including replacements and upgrades. Further, 
Merlin will be solely responsible for all costs in installing all of the infrastructure necessary for 
the LEGOLAND Project to obtain these services, including pipes, pumps, etc.  The Village will 
not be paying for these new infrastructure costs.   
 
Comment A.32.4:  Switching gears quickly to sewer, I recently saw an article in the Times Herald-
Record dated 9/23 saying Goshen could use the sewer from the southeast Orange County.  The 
consultants advised if this happened, Goshen would need to expand our treatment.  Again, back to 
the point, basically, of overburdening systems, proper planning and control costs to the taxpayers. 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen previously confirmed that the Village of Goshen Sewage 
Treatment Plant has the capacity to serve the LEGOLAND Project.  The Village has no obligation 
to accept additional sewer demands from southeast Orange County, and if the Village decides to 
do so, it may accomplish this upon terms that the Village deems reasonable.   
 
Comment A.32.5:  Additionally, members of the Town Board have recently objected to high 
density projects for multiple reasons, and I quote, "Goshen is a town with historic beauty and 
charm, and the increase in traffic that this development would bring is a deterrent to the ambiance 
to Goshen's beauty and charm."  There is not an overabundance of water.  Others on the board 
comment that large projects, such as this high density housing would place tremendous strain on 
the Goshen water supply. Additionally, a lack of good roads in the area would need extensive 
work.  So if 383 proposed permanent residences are rejected, how would it be logically possible 
to allow an amusement park with an estimated 12,000 visitors per day to proceed, the scope of the 
Project is too large. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.4 above.  
 
 A.33. Brent Kunis, Village resident and business owner 

Comment A.33.1:  I'm really not pro LEGOLAND, I am pro great Project. And then I hear from 
people, ‘Well, is this good for Goshen?’ and I say, I don't know if it's good for Goshen, it's probably 
good for any area that wants economic growth with putting very little in the other column where 
they have to spend a lot of money for school kids or stuff like that.  When I look at the taxes they 
are going to pay for this property…with the host fee, they're paying roughly, with all the package, 
$3 million per year.  If you take that $3 million and you look at the major hub of Goshen, let's say 
Matthews Street, Harriman Drive and Clowes, those three streets, with your Dana Distributers, 
your big businesses like that, your fast food, all of those three streets combined, I believe, pay 
about $2.6 million in taxes combined…If you look at the sales tax, you look at the payroll tax, you 
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look at the hotel tax, you look at all these, in all of our lifetimes, we're not going to have somebody 
knock on Goshen's door and agree to pay $3 million, per year, roughly and have spin-off business. 
 
Response: The total PILOT and Host Community Fee payments, given the shortened length of 
the PILOT term to 20 years will generate approximately $71,000,000 to the Town of Goshen over 
a 30-year period. In the first full year following the opening of the Proposed Project, the Town of 
Goshen would receive approximately $1,335,600 in PILOT and Host Community Fee revenue.  
This represents a significant portion of the overall Town tax levy, which will be a benefit to the 
Town of Goshen. After the first year, the payments are scheduled to increase every year.  In years 
20 to 30, the Town of Goshen will be getting 100% of the real estate taxes on the assessed value 
of the LEGOLAND properties and, in addition, will continue to receive fee payments under the 
30-year Host Community Benefit Agreement. 
 
Comment A.33.2:  I've seen so much due diligence done by the Board, by the building inspector, 
everybody around, they traveled down there and they spoke to the Chamber of Commerce, they 
spoke to the police chief, the fire chief, the dogcatcher, okay, everybody they've spoken to has 
given them positive feedback. 
 
Response: Local officials and Town consultants did travel to Winter Haven to the existing 
LEGOLAND park to learn about park operations, and met with several local officials and 
emergency service providers to ascertain potential impacts and the needs of the park from the 
municipal perspective. A copy of the report of that visit is included in Appendix P.  
 
Comment A.33.3:  They're paying a ton of money and anybody who thinks they're not paying a 
ton of money, look and see what the mall in Chester is paying, look to see what MediaCom is 
paying, look to see what just happened with the Galleria Mall. Don't come and say, well, they're a 
multibillion dollar company.  I hate to tell you, people don't pay property taxes based on their 
income, they pay property taxes based on property, they also don't pay property taxes based on 
their investment in the property, just like if you have a home, you don’t pay property taxes if you 
put seven big screen TVs in your house.  
 
Response:  Property taxes in the Town of Goshen are determined by an assessed value determined 
by the Town’s Assessor, which is then applied to the rates of a property’s various taxing 
jurisdictions.  In the State of New York, property taxes are only assessed on real property, which 
is defined by the NYS Department of Taxation and Finance as the value of the land, and the value 
of any permanent structure attached to the land. 
 
 A.34. Daniel Ortega, Middletown resident 

Comment A.34.1:  [On behalf of the Engineer Labor Employer Elect] we want to show our support 
for this Project, labor management operating for the Local 825, we represent over 7,000 union 
members and contractors, 12 of our members are residents of the town of Goshen and over 250 
reside in Orange County.  This Project is a perfect example of a construction Project that is 
important to our organization, the Project is not solely about construction jobs, our members don't 
just work here, they live here and raise their families here too. Our members are both men and 
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women who are committed to serving the environment for the future, only by consideration for 
jobs at the expense of public safety is, in itself, a gross oversimplification, Goshen and the region 
need to continue to look at ways to diversify its economic base, this Project will help the town and 
the county in the long run to remain economically competitive and a great place to live, by 
providing family- and community-oriented amenities while increasing economic opportunities and 
assisting with infrastructure development.  We support this Project, and believe there are a number 
of benefits included, but not limited to the jobs created for our contractors and members. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. As noted above, the Project proposes 500 full time jobs as well as 300 part-
time jobs and 500 seasonal jobs, and the Project Sponsor has represented that it will enter into a 
Project Labor Agreement to ensure construction jobs will come from Orange County and 
surrounding counties.    
 
 A.35. Chris Sarong, Laborers Local 17, Newburgh 

Comment A.35.1:  I'm here to convey our support of the LEGOLAND Project, LEGOLAND has 
committed to a Project labor agreement, ensuring that this Project will be built with local union 
labor… Our members live in Orange County, our members work in Orange County and our 
members build Orange County.  We are here because we want projects like this to go through.  
These are good for the community, they're good for the Town, they're good for the County. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.34.1.  The Project Sponsor has committed to entering into 
a Project Labor Agreement. The Project would also be required to comply with the Local Labor 
Policy of the Orange County IDA. 
 
 A.36. Dean Tambora, Laborers Local 17, Hudson Valley Building Trades  

Comment A.36.1: We do support this Project.  We have seen a lot of bad projects, we've seen 
people coming in, gobbling up properties that aren't paying any taxes at all, you have to consider 
that, and we see projects all the time, people coming in from out of the area, undermining our 
wages for this area and then leaving. This company has committed to a Project labor agreement, 
to pay good paying construction jobs and it is about jobs.  I know as a Board, you guys are going 
to do your due diligence, there's very strict guidelines.  You will review it, you'll make a good 
choice.  The Project should go through. Development of this Project will promote benefits for 
Goshen and Orange County for many, many years to come, to have this type of opportunity with 
an international company with the desire to invest that much money in this County, as significant 
as this is, a once in a lifetime opportunity, don't lose it. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.34.1 and 35.1.  The Project Sponsor’s investment in the 
site is estimated by the Project Sponsor to be $500,000,000, after the completion of the SEALIFE 
aquarium, and will provide 500 full time jobs, 300 part-time employees and 500 seasonal 
employees.   The Project will also generate 800 construction jobs. 
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A.37. Lynn Cione, Village of Goshen resident, President, Orange County Chamber of 
Commerce 

Comment A.37.1:  The Orange County Chamber of Commerce has voted to support this Project.  
We believe that this Project is good for Orange County and it’s good for Goshen for many of the 
same reasons that have been articulated earlier.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.37.2:  I believe it's really good for Goshen, and one of the reasons that I believe it's 
very good for Goshen is because … 50% of our parcels are off the tax rolls. We are at a significant 
disadvantage with the rest of the county.  Fifty percent of the parcels in this community pay 100% 
of the [taxes].  That’s because of all the state, county, not-for-profits, churches, synagogues and 
everything else.  Additionally, every municipality has to operate under a 2% tax cap.  So now, 
whatever revenue comes in, has to go for all of your contractual, your police, your DPW, your 
pensions, there’s not a lot of money left for visioning, there's not an awful lot of money to plan for 
the future.  The only way to do that is to expand the tax base.  That property, right now, pays 
$91,000 in taxes, that’s it.  Over 30 years that’s a grand total of $1,094,220; not a heck of a lot.  
LEGOLAND will bring in 52.6 million in PILOT payments and $39 million in host community 
payments over 30 years, $300 million in sales tax that is distributed around the entire County and 
$30 million in hotel tax for 30 years.  That is going to bring the grand total of over $400 million 
in 30 years. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.33.1. 
 
Comment A.37.3:  And the other thing I want to address is . . . noise.  I went down there.  I don't 
like noise, I'm from Long Island, I don't like noise…. I moved up here for quiet.  We went down 
to LEGOLAND [Florida], we videotaped, you couldn't hear anything.  We weren't a thousand feet 
away from the park, we were 50 feet away from the park in the botanical garden.  I couldn't hear 
a thing. This proposal is 500 acres and of that acreage, under 200 acres in the center is going to be 
disturbed, it's going to be a park within a park.  You're going to have all of these trees, all of this 
sound absorption around it, so as far as the noise, I fully believe it's going to be ameliorated. 
 
Response:  The Project has been designed to allow for a natural buffer of certain undisturbed land 
around the perimeter of the site; recent plan revisions also indicate several mature trees to be 
preserved within the area of disturbance. Some areas, such as land between the site and the adjacent 
residential neighborhood, are to be permanently protected by a conservation easement (consistent 
with the Town Open Space and Farmland Protection Plan).  These natural areas will be 
supplemented with a full landscaping plan, which will add both evergreen and deciduous trees to 
further create the referenced park-like atmosphere but also to mitigate noise and visual impacts to 
neighboring properties.   
 



II-46 
 

Comment A.37.4: LEGOLAND is a world-class organization, they are fifth, or sixth in reputation 
worldwide.  They're not going to do anything to compromise their reputation, they're not going to 
do anything to challenge that.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
 A.38. John Stein, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.38.1:  I tried to read the DEIS for the second presentation that was submitted to you 
in October, 6,000 pages is a lot in less than a month… I didn't see anything, this is a draft 
environmental impact statement, I think, what was lacking was any discussion of the impact this 
massive Project will have on the quality and health of human life.  
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
Comment A.38.2:  They talk about the traffic study being done on August 18th, a Thursday. How 
about a weekend.  
 
Response:  The reference to August 18th in the traffic section of the DEIS is the date the Scoping 
Document was adopted by the Planning Board.  Both manual and machine traffic counts were 
taken on both summer dates and while school was in session on weekdays and weekends (both 
Saturday and Sunday) during the months of June, July, August and September to determine peak 
traffic times and volumes on study area roadways.  Tables VD-1 and VD-2 in Appendix E of the 
full traffic study provide exact dates and times for all traffic counts.   
 
Comment A.38.3:  They talk about unavoidable disturbances to the surrounding environment due 
to blasting, use of pesticides and herbicides, they admit that wildlife and vegetation will be 
impacted, great, therefore, that's an admission of guilt. 
 
Response:  Blasting was not listed as an ‘unavoidable impact’ in the DEIS.  Based on the test pits 
that were done at the site, blasting is not necessarily required for construction of the Proposed 
Project.  Impacts were analyzed in the event blasting was found to be necessary.  Further, there are 
alternatives to blasting, such as chipping or hammering of rock, which could be employed if 
blasting is not the best alternative. 
 
Similarly, the use of pesticides and herbicides is not identified as an ‘unavoidable impact’.  
Chemicals are proposed to control mosquitos, algae and other pests onsite similarly to other 
commercial and residential developments but are not required for development of the Project.   
 
Disturbance of vegetation is an unavoidable adverse environmental impact identified in the 
document.  Similar to all developments, some amount of vegetation must be disturbed for 
construction of the Project.  As currently proposed, 149.9 acres of the 521-acre Project Site will 
be disturbed.  
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Comment A.38.4: They only mention a few species of wildlife that will be negatively impacted 
such as the long-nosed and brown-nosed bat, the Northern bog turtle and the Northern tree frog, 
what about the other 40 or so species of wildlife that will be negatively affected in this area, and it 
will be, we have to think about that kind of life too.   
 
Response:  As requested by the DEIS Scope, the Wildlife Section of the DEIS focuses on species 
which are listed by NYSDEC or the USFWS as Threatened, Endangered or Species of Concern 
and potentially located in the vicinity of the Project Site.  These species include bog turtle 
(Glyptemys muhlenbergii), Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), Northern long-eared bat (Myotis 
septentrionalis), dwarf wedge-mussel (Alasmidonta heterodon), small whorled pogonia (Isotria 
medeoloides) and Northern Cricket Frogs (Acris crepitans).  In addition, the USFWS lists twenty-
one migratory bird species of conservation concern that may occur within the Project area.   
Biologists did an investigation of the Project Site to determine if any portions of the site presented 
suitable habitat for each of the listed species.  Where the suitable habitat areas were identified, 
biologists conducted investigations, based on established NYSDEC protocols, to determine if the 
particular species was present on the site. In the case of the Indiana and Northern Long-eared Bats, 
the Project sponsor has assumed presence of this species and appropriate mitigations are being 
implemented to ensure to no impacts to roosting colonies as required.   See Appendix C of the 
DEIS for the full Habitat Assessment that was prepared.  
 
Comment A.38.5: There’s absolutely nothing about the impact the Project will have on human life 
while under construction and afterwards.  They have not done one iota – in 6,000 pages - of 
research on people living in the area who might be suffering from asthmatic and other lung-related 
conditions that would very likely be exacerbated by an overwhelming increase of vehicular cars' 
and buses' exhaust and toxic fumes, due to an overwhelming increase in traffic and congestion.   
 
Response:  An analysis of residents with various health conditions was not required to be studied 
by the Adopted Scope, and obtaining such specific health data on people living in the area from 
governmental or private entities would be prohibited by the Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act of 1996, and other privacy laws. According to the Orange County Community 
Health Assessment, 2014-2017 the Town of Goshen was not listed as a location in Orange County 
where mortality from Chronic Lower Respiratory Disease or Pneumonia was higher than average. 
 
Comment A.38.6: The unsettled effects from blasting, bulldozing acres and acres of dust and soil, 
the constant drive-by of trucks will not only increase the amount of poisons released into the air, 
but will cause an increase in noise pollution.  Has Merlin done any humane research of the people 
living in the area and how their lives would be adversely effected, by the constant traffic noise and 
release of pollutants? 
 
Response:  The noise analysis provided in the DEIS included noise readings from eight 
surrounding locations including the property boundary with Glen Arden, two locations within 
Arcadia Hills, a location on Reservoir Road and in proximity to residences along Conklingtown 
Road.  
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Dust suppression and other Best Management Practices will be implemented during construction 
to mitigate impacts from soil disturbance and a full blasting plan will be implemented in the event 
blasting is found to be necessary.  This will include the use of blasting mats to control dust and 
debris. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been prepared for the Project which contains 
an erosion control plan to mitigate dust and soil disturbance impacts (See Appendix D). 
 
The Project Site is not anticipated to have a large number of tractor-trailers as would be more 
common for industrial or warehouse uses.  The majority of deliveries would be via commercial 
delivery services such as Federal Express and United Parcel Service. Construction vehicle traffic 
was calculated in the DEIS.  This impact will be temporary in nature.  Long-term traffic impacts 
to Glen Arden are proposed to be mitigated with a new signal at the entrance road if monitoring 
studies require it.  Improvements to Harriman Drive and the new traffic roundabout will also 
benefit vehicles traveling to and from Glen Arden.   
 
See responses to Comments A.14.1, A.37.3, and A.38.5.  
 
 A.39. Dan Depew, Supervisor, Town of Wallkill  

Comment A.39.1:  There's so many things that come across a Planning Board's responsibility or a 
Town Board's responsibility in a tenure of service…The job that you do as Planning Board 
representatives or as Town Board members or Supervisors is so much greater to this community 
than any one Project…You have great leaders who make great decisions on your behalf every day 
under the toughest circumstances imaginable…You have been as open and accommodating as you 
possibly could be, you could have had a Planning Board public hearing and then a Town Board 
public hearing, you could have had this in the summertime when everybody was on vacation; 
there’s no great time to have a public hearing folks.  You're doing the best that you can, and we as 
citizens should recognize you for that. 
 
Response:  On December 12 and December 19, the Public Hearing was held, and the written 
comment period remained open from November 21, 2016 until January 17, 2017 to accommodate 
public input on the Proposed Project. This is in excess of the time provided in the SEQR 
regulations. 
 
Comment A.39.2:  We have a Project like [LEGOLAND] looking to come to Orange County and 
they didn't come to [the county] and say, we're going to Goshen... That's not what happened, folks, 
what happened was all of the leaders throughout the County fought to have a Project like this in 
their community and they were taken to every single community who was possibly interested and 
looked at thousands upon tens of thousands of acres of property and then they singled down on 
one spot.  I wanted them in the town of Wallkill, you know what they told me, you don't have a 
site big enough that we can have enough preserved open space around our Project because that's 
what we like to do. I think everything that they're trying to do to mitigate property use, I think is 
right.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.25.2. 
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Comment A.39.3: I think we have to look at taxes. There's five school districts in the Town of 
Wallkill and Goshen is one of them, and I have sad news to report to you folks in Goshen, we in 
Wallkill have been sustaining the tax burden of the Goshen School District through commercial 
development for the last 45 years and we're out of space that's developable in the Goshen portion 
of the Town of Wallkill to help bail you out.  If you build just 68 houses on three-acre zoning on 
just a small portion of this site, the taxes that would be achieved would be a fraction of what this 
Project would pay. 
 
Response: The analysis of a conceptual residential Project alternative on the Project Site 
demonstrates that the net revenue provided by the Proposed Project to its various taxing 
jurisdictions will exceed that which would be expected to be paid by residential development. 
Based on the alternative discussed in the DEIS (Section V.B), residential development would result 
in a net negative fiscal impact on the Goshen School District of approximately $930,000 based on 
the generation of more than 200 additional school children compared to the Proposed Project, 
which will not contribute to the school district population as would a residential development, 
although some of the workforce with children may include those that will be moving into the 
district.  
 
 A.40. Chris Healy, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.40.1.  I built my home in 2012.  I could have built anywhere.  I certainly could have 
gone anywhere in the County, but as you travel to the other towns, you know what I kept finding, 
junkyards, they allow amusement parks, I didn't want to live next to a junkyard, I don't want to 
live next to an amusement park, so I invested here in this town. What I found is there's a Code, 97-
10, it's pretty simple, it says no junkyard, it says no amusement parks, I don't know what part of 
that could be any more clear, that's good, I'll build here.  The Town of Goshen Board, the Town 
of Goshen Zoning and Planning, you're not responsible for the happiness of a foreign company, 
you're not responsible for the happiness of a group of people who will make short-term money 
building this Project, you're responsible for my happiness, you represent me.  I want my Town 
protected…We're telling you loud and clear, we don't want it, 97-10 exists, it's the code.  You are 
making this a whole lot more difficult than it has to be.  The answer is no, we don't allow it. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.1.1 and A.16.4. 
 
 A.41. Mary Mirabella. Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.41.1:  The last time I got to speak to you was a month after I learned about this Project. 
As a resident, I learned about this Project in June.  I learned about the Project from another resident.   
Most of the – a lot of the people that have spoken tonight are like, I've known about this Project 
for over a year, yeah, we were making overtures for over a year, why was I the last to know? I 
don't get that.  
 
Response:  The application for the Proposed Project was submitted June 3, 2016.  All documents, 
including the application, have been available to the public since that time.  Before that time, the 
Project Sponsor was evaluating several sites in Orange County as referenced in Comment A.39.2 
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above.  The commenter is incorrect, however, that overtures were being made to Town of Goshen 
officials, and people knew about this Project possibly being in Goshen, since sometime in 2015.  
No Town of Goshen official even heard of this Project until February or March of 2016, and it was 
only a conceptual plan until an application was filed in June 2016. 
 
Comment A.41.2:  I have a problem with where [this Project is] being built.  I think that 
LEGOLAND is a good company.  I think it actually makes a good product.  I don't mind if New 
York is trying to woo them, I think it's a little too much money we're giving a corporate location, 
but I don't mind that we're trying to move this Project, this company to develop a Project here in 
New York State, the union jobs will go where they need to go, they're not going to get lost. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.1.  
 
Comment A.41.3:  Law Number 5 does not have the same expiration that Law Number 6 contains, 
therefore, any changes in zoning regarding tourism and recreation opportunities for Law Number 
5 would become part of the permanent Town zoning code.  Sections 1.2 actually could be applied 
to properties all over Goshen, and Section 3.1 could impact any land adjacent to Route 17, not just 
the specific parcels in the DEIS. This change could allow all types of tourism and recreational 
businesses to sprout up all over Goshen, and if LEGOLAND fails, Law Number 5, it stays in 
effect.   
 
Response:  Introductory Local Law 5 proposes amendments to the Town’s Comprehensive Plan 
only.  While the proposed Comprehensive Plan language encouraging tourism/recreation related 
businesses would apply town-wide, no new uses are proposed to be permitted in any existing 
zoning district.  As stated in the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan, “The Comprehensive Plan in 
itself does not change the zoning or other land use control regulations of the Town nor assure 
implementation of the proposals which it recommends.” As stated in the purpose and findings of 
Introductory Law No. 5, “The Town board desires to amend the Comprehensive Plan of the Town 
of Goshen . . . to clarify and enforce the existing Comprehensive Plan provisions that encourage 
commercial uses in the Town along New York State Route 17 *  *  *  to increase tax and other 
revenues to offset the costs of providing residential services to Town residents.” Introductory 
Local Law 6 expires if the Planning Board does not approve a special permit and site plan for a 
Commercial Recreation Facility within six (6) months of the effective date of Introductory Local 
Law 6, or, if so approved, the Commercial Recreation Facility is thereafter abandoned.  See also, 
response to Comment A.1.1. 
 
Comment A.41.4: Law Number 5 could actually change the historic identity of the Town of 
Goshen, from a historic rustic community to just another tourist town, they're all lined up and down 
the Jersey Shore.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.41.3.   
 
Comment A.41.5: Law Number 6 has an expiration clause that states if LEGOLAND decides not 
to build within six months of the passage, the zoning of the parcels revert back to the original 
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zoning, but what if LEGOLAND does build and then abandons the Project after the six-month 
period, I've been thinking long and hard of what kind of businesses could be built here, another 
amusement park, a paint ball park, a circus, a miniature golf course, or perhaps something in our 
future that we have not envisioned yet as a tourism or recreational type business the alternative 
and the consequences [are] unknown. 
 
Response: All development on the Project Site would need to be consistent with the zoning law 
and an approved site plan. Any variation from the approved site plan or Resolution of Approval 
for the site, whether by the Project Sponsor or anyone else, would likely require that entity to return 
to the Town Board for modification of the zoning law and the Planning Board for a modification 
of that approval, together with all required environmental reviews and agency approvals.   
 
 A.42. Bob Torsello, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.42.1: There is a lot of talk [in the DEIS] about a flyover and those things and the local 
roads, but there doesn't seem to be any mitigation about Route 17 and the widening, there's some 
discussion of ‘Future 86’ but we have seen those signs for years.  It’s very difficult to imagine that 
park without a widening of Route 17… We're not talking about weekends.  If you drive Route 17, 
if there's any incident, that's a problem. 
 
Response:  As part of the proposal, an additional lane westbound will be provided between the 
relocated Exit 125 westbound on-ramp and the existing three lane section approaching Exit 124. 
This will not only serve LEGOLAND traffic, but will accommodate other peak hour traffic 
including commuter traffic traveling westbound during the PM peak hour.  It should be noted that 
NYSDOT is currently advancing their plans for the reconstruction of the Exit 131/Route 17 
interchange and the area connecting to and from I-87/NYS Thruway. This design/build Project is 
expected to be completed by the end of 2019. The design will include the conversion to cashless 
Tolls similar to what has recently been implemented at the Tappan Zee Bridge. These 
improvements should help reduce traffic delays in the area.  No additional lanes will be added to 
NYS Route 17 eastbound east of the relocated Exit 125 on-ramp as part of the proposed project. 
However, the analysis indicates that this section of Route 17 will only be over capacity during the 
Peak Summer Sunday Afternoon period, which is limited to 8-10 Sundays per year. Assuming that 
the Proposed Project-generated traffic exits according to historical discharge patterns, a 20% 
decrease in travel speeds along the Route 17 eastbound mainline could be anticipated during this 
limited time period.  It should be noted that during other time periods, the proposed relocated Exit 
125 interchange will provide a significant operational and safety benefit to traffic travelling along 
this portion of Route 17 (both eastbound and westbound). 
 
Comment A.42.2:  I'm also opposed to the changes of local Law 5 and 6, I do feel it does present 
a potential liability for us going forward, selective zoning is - it's a very scary issue for me. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.10.6 and A.24.6. 
 
Comment A.42.3: I've spoken [to the Town Board] in the past about a cost-benefit analysis. I mean, 
you know, we know LEGOLAND, according to their own documents, the Town would have about 
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$200,000 plus coming in taxes and potentially $1.3 [million] in host fees, so that's $1.5 million a 
year, so we're talking 10,000 residents, 150 bucks a year, does that reduce our taxes, but what is 
the cost to the Town for additional services? That, I don't understand.  We keep talking about 
everything that LEGOLAND is giving us in taxes, but what are they not giving us?  What would 
they be paying if there was no 30-year buyout that's going to go beyond one generation, I think 
you need to consider that.  What would they be paying on a normal basis? … It’s your 
responsibility to see that the taxpayers aren’t carrying the burden. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.22.2.  In addition, the PILOT agreement does 
not apply to special taxing districts, therefore in addition to any PILOT payments, Merlin 
Entertainments as property owner will continue to pay the full amount of tax assessment payments 
to Goshen Fire District 1.   Taxes will be paid to the Goshen Fire District based on the full assessed 
value of the Project. The Director of the Orange County Department Real Property anticipates that 
the Project would be assessed at $83,017,947.  Based on the 2016 tax rates that would require an 
annual payment to the Goshen Fire District of approximately $190,883.17 subject to the exact 
assessment of the land. 
 
An evaluation of costs attributable to the Proposed Project can be found in Section III-M of the 
DEIS, beginning on page 126.  Based on generally accepted cost analysis methods, the Project is 
expected to cost its various taxing jurisdictions approximately $78,808 on an annual basis.  
 
 A.43. Peter Demonte, Village of Goshen resident  

Comment A.43.1:  My concern is traffic, you know, I'm a 32-year civil servant with the City of 
New York, that deals mainly with traffic, so I understand people's concern.  But I also know that 
traffic can be mitigated with the proper planning, so I'm sure that's nothing that could be done now, 
but later on. 
 
Response: Traffic impacts were evaluated for the Proposed Action in Section III-H of the DEIS 
with the full study provided in Appendix G. This information is hereby supplemented with the 
additional study provided in Appendix E.   See also, responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.17.2. 
 
Comment A.43.2:  In the past ten years, my home value dropped over $100,000, I live in the 
village, that's about 25 to 30 percent of my value, my property taxes went up 50 percent to over 
$15,000 this year, it's a lot of money for a civil servant, but I love this community.  A lot of my 
neighbors are in the same boat.  I know there is a problem. If the only thing we have in the Village 
is pizzerias and Chinese food and we can’t hold industry.  We just lost the brewery, the school 
district lost the Al Turi case and the Crystal Run PILOT ending hurt the school district and it 
effects our tax rates.  So the fact that LEGOLAND has come in and it’s a kiddie park, it is probably 
the most benign thing in the world that you could have come here.  It’s not the foundry reopening 
with chemicals, so I’m all for it.   I know it’s not going to lower my taxes, I know it’s not going to 
make the value of my house go up…but any type of relief to keep the rate of increase down is 
more than welcome. 
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Response:  See responses to Comments A.42.3 and A.2.2. PILOT payments and Host Community 
Fees will provide revenue to the Town, Fire District, School District and Orange County.  Also, 
should the Town sell the municipal-owned land within the Project Site, those 9 parcels, which are 
currently off the tax rolls, would be privately owned and therefore would generate additional tax 
revenue for the Town.  The use of additional revenue generated by the Project will be within the 
determination of the various taxing jurisdictions.  It is possible that the additional tax revenue 
generated by the Project could be used to reduce the overall tax levy.  It is also possible that the 
additional revenue could be used to implement needed improvements that cannot be funded 
currently. 
 
Comment A.43.3: I'm sure, when the railroad came 75 years ago, there were fistfights at the 
meeting, so don't feel so bad. But because of the railroad coming in, a lot of industries have come 
and gone, the foundry, which still stands, there was a Coca-Cola bottling company, there was a 
cider and vinegar factory… and there was an amusement park on Midway right by the hospital 
now, so all of this that's going on today has happened before. This is just old history, none of these 
industries killed the Village, the amusement park didn't destroy anything, and LEGOLAND is not 
really going to, you know, cause the sky to fall in the Village or the Town or the County. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  As a general response, and as noted in the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive 
Plan, “A community is developed over the years by hundreds of individual and group decisions – 
decisions by private citizens to build houses, by corporations to locate in the Town, by Town 
officials to create new public facilities, and so on.” 
 
 A.44. Paul Rubin, Concerned Citizens for the Hudson Valley 

Comment A.44.1:  We are concerned that homeowners and businesses will not have sufficient 
water available for normal water usage during periods of drought, much less the extra 27 percent 
required to supply the proposed LEGOLAND Project. Proof of adequacy of water supply is of 
paramount importance.  The DEIS failed to provide the detailed information required by both lead 
agency and the public to assess water adequacy.  While other adverse environmental impacts have 
the potential of being mitigated, lack of sufficient water supply can cripple Village homes and 
businesses…The DEIS presents no detailed data and analyses to document that there will not be a 
major adverse environmental impact.  In fact, in all likelihood, based on the repeated drought 
conditions experienced by the village provisions of large water volume for Merlin's LEGOLAND 
Project, will result in major water supply deficiencies during periods of drought, when water 
quantity is most essential. The DEIS fails to provide the needed data and analyses needed to 
address this critical SEQR issue.  There is not sufficient water quality data or analysis in the DEIS 
for the lead agency or the public to conduct the coherent analysis needed to formulate the science- 
and information-based comment on water supply and demand.  Specifically, Merlin failed to 
provide any detailed empirical data to support their unfounded claims that there is sufficient water 
for: One, existing village needs in times of drought when one reservoir is dry and the other is 
extremely low; two, future village water demands as built out five to ten years in the future; three, 
major water supply demands provided for the LEGOLAND development, again, 27 percent more 
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than you use now; four, expansion of the village's existing well field aquifer, a third well was 
drilled and tested, under the concept that it might provide needed water for LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  According to the Village, the last time conditions necessitated water usage restrictions 
was in 2003 prior to the Crystal Run Village wells being placed into service.  Since this time, the 
Village supplemented its water supply with groundwater wells located in the Town of Wallkill. 
 
The Village’s water consultant has provided information regarding the capacity and usage of the 
Village of Goshen’s public water supply system which was presented in the DEIS.  The engineer 
then prepared a build out analysis of the Village’s existing district to confirm that water supply 
would be adequate for not only existing users, but future development which could occur in the 
district.  The results of the analysis show that the Village’s water supply is adequate to supply both 
existing and future users of Village water with the development of the Proposed Project.  The 
report from the Village’s water engineer, located in Appendix E of the DEIS stated, the NYSDEC 
issued water taking permit, “assumes that reservoir level is at below minus 75 inches (drought 
conditions)” meaning that the stated maximum capacity of the Village’s water supply system (1.3 
MGD) assumes drought conditions.   
 
In order to supplement the water system for future use the Village is developing an additional 
production well on its Crystal Run Village well property. Initial pump testing shows the new well 
can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 
gallons per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in 
the existing production wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well 
interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was 
insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated. See well testing data provided 
in Appendix G.    
 
Comment A.44.2:  Merlin has provided no testing data, graphs or analysis of this information [a 
third proposed Village well] might be drawing from the same aquifer as the existing wells. 
 
Response:  According to Orange County GIS data, all wells on the Village of Goshen well site are 
underlain by the same stratified clay and silt aquifer.  During well testing, the existing wells were 
in operation and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were 
monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data 
obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells is 
anticipated.  See testing data in Appendix G.  
 
Comment A.44.3: Importantly, the village routinely experiences drought conditions that require 
warnings and our water reduction measures. The DEIS fails to address this critical hydrologic 
situation that repeatedly occurs and fails to provide any hydrologic rationale or data to support 
selling a high percentage of the Village’s finite water supply to a developer in advance of detailed 
proof of water adequacy. 
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Response: According to the Village, the last time water usage restrictions were put into effect was 
in 2003 prior to the Crystal Run Village wells being placed into service.  The report from the 
Village’s independent engineer confirms water supply adequacy both currently and under a future 
build-out scenario which provides rationale for the Village providing service to the Proposed 
Project (see Appendix E of the DEIS). 
 
  A.45. Ramona Harrigan, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.45.1:  I am completely opposed to this Project. It will affect the character of the town.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. However, in response, an analysis of surrounding land uses shows 
residential and agricultural uses to the south and immediately east of the site, land west and north 
of the site contains educational uses, offices and various commercial uses along Harriman Drive 
and Route 17M.  Further west along Route 17A, just over 1 mile from the site are several 
manufacturing plants, medical offices, the Orange County DPW garage, a hotel and a car 
dealership.  Therefore, the community character of the Town of Goshen is characterized by a 
dense, centralized village setting, surrounded by mainly small-lot single family residences with a 
diverse mix of larger commercial and industrial uses located along or immediately adjacent to 
commercial corridors such as Route 17M, Route 17A and NYS Route 17, with larger lot residential 
uses and agricultural uses filling in the remaining areas.  This characterization will remain in-tact 
with the construction of the proposed commercial recreation facility immediately adjacent to NYS 
Route 17.  
 
Comment A.45.2:  With the traffic study, have they included the casino traffic that has yet to hit 
us, even though we already have so much traffic problems. 
 
Response:  Yes.  The Traffic Impact Study build volumes included traffic volumes which were 
reported to result from the Montreign Casino development in the Town of Thompson. The traffic 
analysis also accounts for traffic volumes from several other projects including Amy’s Kitchen 
and Science of the Soul, Kiryas Joel proposed Annexation, Young’s Grove Subdivision, 
Maplewood Subdivision, Clove Wood, Heritage Estates, Orange County Gospel Fellowship 
Church, Kikkerfrosch Brewery (even though the application for development has been 
withdrawn), Bethel Woods, Veria Lifestyles Wellness Resort, Chestnut Ridge Residential 
Development and Fiddler’s Green multi-family residential development, all as required by the 
Project’s Adopted Scope. Traffic impacts were evaluated for the Proposed Action in Section III-
H of the DEIS with the full study provided in Appendix G. This information is hereby 
supplemented with the additional study provided in Appendix E.   
 
Comment A.45.3:  Cars idling, I'm wondering if there's a fire at LEGOLAND, if that exists, our 
volunteer fire department is going to get stuck in traffic in the idling, like who's going to take care 
of that?  Plastics burning, if there’s an electrical fire, that’s a problem. 
 
Response:  Based on the design of the access road, vehicles will not be stacked to the point of 
blocking Harriman Drive or the Project access road. The latest plan amendments connect the main 



II-56 
 

access road directly to the internal circulation road, which will improve emergency response time 
to the center of the park.  An emergency access road to the park has also been proposed from 
Arcadia Road which would allow access to the site by emergency vehicles in the event Harriman 
Drive is blocked. The back-of-house area of the site has its own entrance which would be used for 
employees, deliveries and other service vehicles, thus providing a third point of access.  
 
Comment A.45.4: We talk about Echo, you know, it's Echo Ridge noise. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.12.2.  
 
Comment A.45.5: I'm very concerned about water, I brought in some articles from our paper about 
all is not well, water wells are drying up through this area, okay.  We're in a severe career drought. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.44.1 above.  
 
Comment A.45.6: I think that the Goshen Planning Board here and the Town Board [have] been 
doing an excellent job.  We’re an affluent community.  We do not need to put all our hopes on 
LEGOLAND and the few jobs… there’s costs, infrastructure, quality of life. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. However, it should be noted that this comment is inconsistent with Goal 
#4 of the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan, to “develop a strong and balanced economic base”, 
with the following specific recommendations: 
 

 The Town must attract tax positive commercial development to offset existing tax-exempt 
lands and to help pay for services required by the growing population. 

 Encourage a diverse economic base that provides tax ratables as well as necessary local 
services. 

 
Also, see responses to Comments A.12.4, A.3.2, and A.9.1. 
 
Comment A.45.7: People with asthma, yeah, I like that somebody brought that up, we have so 
many bad air days that are increasing, because the air gets stuck between Nepera, the Palisades, 
the Catskills, it just hovers here, you can see the smog in the summer, now we're going to have a 
lot of cars idling, increasing that.  
 
Response:  The Project has been designed with an approximately 4,100 linear foot access road 
with parking towards the rear of the site to allow for stacking of approximately 500 vehicles on 
the site.  No tolls will be collected upon entrance to delay vehicles getting immediately into the 
parking lot.  Parking attendants will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure 
efficient and expedited parking of guest vehicles to get vehicles on to the site and avoid stacking 
as much as possible with no idling.  Air Quality was addressed in the DEIS in Section III-R. 
 
 A.46.  Colleen Mairéad, Campbell Hall resident 
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Comment A.46.1:  I worked in the beverage industry here in Orange County, so I know the benefit 
of tourism jobs, like Woodbury Common bring to the area and support all the people who work in 
the beverage trades, people who are using [local businesses], coming up to spend money and pay 
hotel taxes.  
 
Response: The Project directly supports the Orange County Economic Development Strategy 
(2015) as well as the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Strategy updated annually by 
New York State and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Council.  The Orange 
County Economic Development Strategy targets tourism as one of the main industries essential to 
economic development in Orange County.  This plan recommends expanding tourism by both 
overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through the hotel occupancy tax and 
developments which emphasize Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the Northeast. The 
Proposed Project accomplishes both of these goals.   
 
Comment A.46.2:  I'm traveling on [Route] 17 back and forth, the traffic is a concern for 
everybody, but I've seen the plans and I know in the Florida park, most of the access roads are off 
of public roads, so Merlin has gone to great lengths to make sure that all of the traffic is contained 
within the park, and it's very brief, when you look at the DEIS where the cars are actually going 
to be going, so with the benefit of good planning, I think it's in your capable hands.  
 
Response:  Based on the Project Site’s location adjacent to NYS Route 17 and the amended traffic 
mitigation plan, traffic on local roads will be mitigated by various modifications to State Route 17 
and the construction of a new bridge over Route 17.  See response to Comment A.2.3 and Appendix 
E. 
 
Comment A.46.3:  I support this Project and all of the benefits it's going to bring to this area, 
because it's the most wholesome Project that will go in that space. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  However, a full list of the benefits of the Proposed Project can be found in 
Section II-C of the DEIS.   
 
 A.47. Adam Boese, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.47.1:  Orange County will develop.  We have a perfect location, we have roads, we 
have infrastructure, we have open land. Things are going to move here, that's not going to be 
stopped.  What we have to do now is decide what is going to move here.  I'm a member of the 
Village of Goshen Planning Board, I've gone through your DEIS, it's extremely thorough, you 
guys have done a fantastic job.   I've seen a number of these and I need to say, this is the largest 
and most comprehensive one I've ever seen.  I applaud you for the professionalism and the high 
level of expertise that you've put into the DEIS. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  
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Comment A.47.2:  I'm a former Goshen school board member, I reviewed and recognized the 
DEIS financial benefits to our school's taxes. I see the educational benefits to our kids and our 
teachers. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.27.2. 
 
Comment A.47.3: My community involvement has put me in contact with a large segment of this 
community, and I can tell you assuredly, there is significant support for this Project. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
 A.48. Deb Cuddy, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.48.1: The proposal to adopt local Laws 5 and 6 remain contrary to the Town of 
Goshen Master Plan and put our community's future severely at risk. 
 
Response:  While the amendments are necessary to the Town’s zoning code and Comprehensive 
Plan the proposal is not necessarily contrary to the existing Comprehensive Plan.  The Plan states 
the following: “A Comprehensive Plan is a statement of a community’s land use goals that takes 
into consideration the growth, scale, location, intensity, and diversity of development desired, and 
strategies for the location of commercial and industrial uses to improve the local economy… It is 
not in every respect a detailed instruction manual that identifies exactly what to do or what will 
happen. It does not predict the future, although it does look ahead and expresses the Town’s goals 
for the future. It does not always prescribe exact courses of action, because certain actions must 
be developed with care in response to a wide variety of situations that may arise after the 
Comprehensive Plan is adopted and before its next revision. It would be short-sighted to mandate 
only one way to accomplish a community’s goals in a Comprehensive Plan, when creativity and 
responsiveness to public input and evolving community needs over time may result in better 
solutions. A Comprehensive Plan is also a living document, intended to be reviewed and revised 
as needed.”	
	
Further the Town’s Environmental Review Board recommended this area of the town for 
commercial use in 2014 to make the Town, “open for commercial development beyond the limited 
areas and scope of the projects that are currently allowed” (see memorandum from Town 
Environmental Review Board in Appendix F).  Also, see responses to Comments A.1.1, A.41.3 
and A.41.5. 
 
Comment A.48.2:  The DEIS that has been submitted for public review is severely lacking details 
that would help our town make a properly educated decision to the topic specifically what will 
happen on the remaining 399 acres not discussed of the 522 site, accurate water usage and well 
capacities and more.  
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Response:  The proposed development area of the site is 149.9 acres.  No other development is 
proposed on the Project Site.  SEQR does not require the study of any development that is 
speculative.  Also, see responses to Comments A.16.3, A.44.1, A.44.2 and A.44.3. 
 
Comment A.48.3: If Merlin purports itself to be a good neighbor, then they should take every 
measure possible to completely and accurately address all concerns and should want to do it on 
their own dime. Goshen, New York residents should not pay to help build any corporations and 
amusement park when their direct desire is, in fact, to take profit from the same people.  It's time 
to do the right thing and deny Merlin's application.  
 
Response:  Revisions have been made to the Proposed Project to address public concerns.  
Additionally, the Project Sponsor has funded all site work and analysis on the Project, and has 
posted escrow to the Town Building Department to fund the review of all Project-related 
documents by Town consultants.  As a result, town residents are not bearing the costs associated 
with the review of the Proposed Project.  Also, see response to Comment A.16.2. 
 
Comment A.48.4: I strongly urge you… not to allow the re-zoning of the property at the proposed 
LEGOLAND site.  The comprehensive plan specifically excludes amusement parks and it would 
be unethical to change the zoning specifically for a private entity to occupy the property for their 
own corporate greed at the expense of the town of Goshen residents and taxpayers.  As a town of 
Goshen resident, it is the comprehensive plan and its meaning that attracted me to purchase 
property here and call this my home...Non-Goshen residents are not the ones who have to deal 
directly with the traffic, the noise and pollution and the loss of quality of life on a daily basis. 
 
Response: This comment is incorrect.  The Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan does not prohibit 
amusement parks.  The prohibition against “amusement parks and circuses” is contained in the 
Town Zoning Law, which is subject to revision at the determination of the Town Board.  Also, see 
responses to Comments A.16.4, A.1.1, and A.24.6. 
 
Comment A.48.5:  We want to protect our quality of life from an undesirable entity trying to gain 
access to our natural and paid resources.  I have heard many times over that this is good growth.  
The fact is, is that not all growth is good and this is a perfect example of out of control growth of 
epic proportion.  This is a semi-rural farming community that a preposterous amusement park 
wishes to profit and strip of its natural resources so out-of-towners can come here for a day… I am 
a part of this community and I can tell you with all certainty that this will create a devastatingly 
horrible quality of life for those who live nearby.  For many of us who were children growing up 
in this area, we grew up fine without LEGOLAND and so will the future generations. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project is not uncontrolled.  It will be subject to, and consistent with 
Town Overlay Districts, Proposed Local Law 6, which provides for required setbacks from 
adjacent property lines, and NYSDEC stormwater management regulations, all of which control 
the amount of development which can be constructed on the site.   The Project Site is in an area 
directly adjacent to a major highway and intended for growth as stated in the Orange County 
Comprehensive Plan, which identifies land along major highways within and immediately adjacent 
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to village’s and cities as Priority Growth Areas.  Also, see responses to Comments A.12.4, A.25.1 
and A.1.1.  
 
Comment A.48.6:  I have also heard too many times about the jobs this park will supply.  The facts 
are out there, these are not good paying jobs, there are 210 jobs between 30 and $50,000 a year.  
It's certainly not enough to purchase a home in Goshen, and probably not anywhere else in Orange 
County. 240 jobs between [$50,000] and $200,000. Does anyone wonder why there’s a huge gap? 
 
Response: The jobs to be created by the Project will have salaries that are commensurate with the 
industry and competitive for the area.  According to the United States Census, the median 
household income for Orange County, New York from 2011 to 2015 (in 2015 dollars) is $70,000.  
Also, see response to Comment A.5.1.  
 
 A.49.  No Name Provided 

Comment A.49.1: I notice that all the figures are being quoted and they're using Florida as a basis. 
Well, Florida is not Goshen.  Florida is open 12 months a year, Goshen is going to be open six, 
maybe seven.  All you're going to have here is a hotel in the off-months and down there, they're 
working all year long.  
 
Response:  Data from existing LEGOLAND parks in Florida and California were used for the 
traffic study to evaluate daily attendance numbers and daily and hourly traffic peaks. Emergency 
service calls from the Florida park were broken down on a monthly basis.  Noise generation was 
obtained from LEGOLAND California.  Water and sewer volumes were taken from the seasonal 
park in Windsor.  Existing baseline conditions for the site were all obtained by various 
professionals at the site itself.  
 
Comment A.49.2: I don't think we need LEGOLAND, I couldn't get any more against it if I tried. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment A.49.3: I drove through Florida the other day, you can get through Florida and 5 o’clock, 
6 o’clock. I go through Chester the other day, you can't get through Chester, what provisions have 
you made for these towns coming down from 95 from Newburgh coming down here?  All this 
traffic is going to be getting dumped into one place. 
 
Response:  A traffic impact study was provided in the DEIS, and was updated in the FEIS, which 
projected where vehicles visiting the site would be coming from based on a 200-mile radius gravity 
model.  Impacts, such as calculation of the additional number of vehicles to be traveling through 
major intersections, such as the Interstate 84 and NYS Route 17 interchange for those vehicles 
which could be traveling from the Newburgh area.  Traffic impacts were evaluated in Section III-
H of the DEIS with the full study provided in Appendix G. This information is supplemented by 
this FEIS with the additional study provided in Appendix E.  Based on the gravity model prepared 
for the traffic analysis, less than 4% (approximately 65 vehicles) of the project generated traffic 
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would travel through the Village of Florida, which is not expected to significantly impact traffic 
conditions in this area. Similarly, approximately 3% (50 vehicles) of the project generated traffic 
is projected to travel through the Village of Chester, except during the Summer Sunday afternoon 
time when some diversions of traffic from NYS Route 17 to Route 17M may occur. Again, this 
level of traffic is not expected to significantly impact traffic conditions in the Village of Chester, 
however, some signal timing modifications have been recommended for the three intersections 
studied in the Village of Chester to address both existing and future operating conditions. These 
signal timing modifications are summarized in Table TS-1 of the Traffic Impact Study. 
 
Comment A.49.4: They don’t tell you what they are going to do with the wetlands, because 
everybody knows wetlands is just a made up word.  If you want [to disturb] wetlands, you just 
substitute something someplace else.   

Response: “Wetlands” is not a made up word, and the disturbance of wetlands is regulated by 
federal, state, and local laws. The Town zoning defines wetlands as follows: “An area of land that 
is characterized by hydrophytic vegetation, saturated soils, or periodic inundation which is 
classified as a wetland by either the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
or the United States Army Corps of Engineers. See § 97-45.”   
 
The US Army Corp of Engineers criteria to establish a wetland includes, “Areas which contain 
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils and wetland hydrology which are either adjacent to or part 
of a tributary system of waters of the United States”. 
 
The NYSDEC defines Freshwater Wetlands in the Freshwater Wetlands Act of the NYS 
Environmental Conservation Law as, “Lands and waters of the state as shown on the freshwater 
wetlands map which contain any of the following:  lands and submerged lands commonly called 
marshes, swamps, sloughs, bogs, and flats supporting aquatic or semi-aquatic vegetation”. 
  
As shown on Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation, 0.440 acres of the federally regulated 
wetlands disturbance will result from the development of LEGOLAND New York.  The wetland 
disturbances resulting from the revised traffic improvement plan consist of 1.654 acres of Federal 
wetlands and 0.084 acres of NYSDEC wetlands that are located within the NYS Route 17 right of 
way.   
 
Additionally, the Project Sponsor proposes to permanently preserve 150.1 acres of land including 
wetland areas through the imposition of a conservation easement on the Property (see Figure 10). 
 
Comment A.49.5:  And now, what's going to happen to our woodlands, because the road they're 
building, it's going to infringe on it. 
 
Response:   Based on the latest plans, approximately 149.9 acres of the Project Site will be 
disturbed for construction of the Project, and 73.58 acres will remain impervious post-construction.  
250 of forest habitat will remain undisturbed on the site to provide visual and noise buffers between 
the site and neighboring properties and to provide habitat for forest-dwelling species.  
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Additionally, 150.1 acres will be permanently preserved through the imposition of a conservation 
easement on the Property. 
 
Comment A.49.6: You’re not taking into consideration the traffic coming up from Amy’s Kitchen.  
 
Response:  The commenter is incorrect. The traffic analysis did consider traffic volumes from 
several other projects into account, specifically including Amy’s Kitchen and the related Science 
of the Soul Project. Also, see response to Comment A.45.2. 
 
 A.50. Sean Corr, Orange County resident  

Comment A.50.1: I really think [LEGOLAND is] going to negatively affect the -- just the 
ecosystem over here.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. As part of the SEQR analysis for this Proposed Action, a wetlands 
biologist delineated wetland areas on the site, specialists in endangered species evaluated the 
potential for various habitats on the site and visually sensitive areas were photographed and 
analyzed.  See Figure III-7, Figure III-8 and Appendix C of the DEIS. The proposed layout has 
been designed to take identified environmentally sensitive areas, such as wetlands and other 
surface water features into account. Wetland disturbance has been minimized to the greatest extent 
possible and the site was redesigned to save additional mature trees from that which was proposed 
in the DEIS. 
 
Comment A.50.2:  There are so many other shovel-ready facilities that this could be moved to, up 
in Sullivan County, there's so many empty resorts that are abandoned. 
 
Response:  NYSDEC guidance and its regulations specifically provides that for private applicants 
such as Merlin Entertainments, LLC, alternative sites need not be studied unless the Project 
Sponsor owns such alternate sites or has a purchase option for such alternate sites. In addition, 
moving the Proposed Action further away from the major Tri-State population centers would result 
in vehicles traveling further distances to get to a site in Sullivan County.  If the Project were to be 
located in Sullivan County, such as the Montreign Casino, traffic would still travel on NYS Route 
17 through the Town of Goshen but the Town would realize none of the projected Project benefits 
such as PILOT payments, Host Community Fees, County hotel bed taxes, school taxes, or free 
annual passes for Orange County educators. 
 
Comment A.50.3: The traffic that it’s going to create when [NYS Route] 17 backs up going up 
north on a Friday afternoon, people who are looking for alternative routes are going to be running 
right into those farmers in Pine Island trying to get back to Jersey and Pennsylvania. I think that's 
really got to be taken into consideration. 
 
Response:  The cumulative impact of existing traffic patterns and traffic counts, and the addition 
of the proposed traffic patterns and traffic counts for the Project were taken into consideration. 
The proposed commercial recreation facility proposes to open at 10AM after peak commuter 
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traffic times on local roadways and close at 8PM (during summer months) which lends itself to 
park guests leaving later after evening commuter peak traffic times. Furthermore, the majority of 
Orange County commuters travel east in the morning and return from east to west in the evening 
while the majority of guests to the park would be expected to be traveling west along NYS Route 
17 from larger population centers in the morning and returning home eastbound via NYS Route 
17 in the afternoon/evening It should also be noted that as part of the proposed Exit 125 Relocation 
improvements, a continuous third lane is proposed to be constructed in the westbound direction 
from the new Exit 125 westbound on-ramp to the existing three lane section in the vicinity of Exit 
124. The westbound afternoon commuter traffic will receive a significant benefit of this 
improvement since the proposed Project traffic is limited in this direction during the Peak PM 
commuter period.  
 
Comment A.50.4: Everybody compares this LEGOLAND to Florida.  Florida was already a resort, 
it was an amusement park, they took it over, they cleaned it up, it wasn't like they're destroying a 
whole green ecosystem just to build this from scratch.  They already had something in place, they 
improved on what was already there, I think they need to go and improve on something else 
somewhere else that's an abandoned facility that could be used for better use. 
 
Response:  The Project Site has been the subject of development for many years.  It is the site of 
a Restaurant and Inn, which currently is in a state of abandoned ruins.  The Project Site also 
encompasses the planned and approved – yet unbuilt – future phases of the Arcadia Hills 
residential development.  Some infrastructure, including roadways, for these unbuilt phases was 
constructed then abandoned.  The Site also contains residential dwellings and barns, in various 
states of disrepair, as well as a communications tower, which is to remain on the site.  Also, see 
response to Comment A.50.2 regarding alternate sites. 
 
Comment A.50.5:  Great American weekend during the summer would just be – just be a street 
carnival compared to what LEGOLAND would be. I think that’s one of the biggest events of the 
summer in Goshen that everyone looks forward to and I really hope that it stays a big event that I 
always look forward to every year.   
 
Response:  There is no evidence that the Proposed Project would impact the Great American 
Weekend or other Village-sponsored events. 
 
 A.51. Angela Guerra, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.51.1:  I would like to quote from a section of the Town of Goshen's Master Plan, 
which is not up for revision tonight.  It states, "The Town of Goshen is presently and appropriately 
a primarily rural community." Section 1.2 states, "The Town must both preserve its fragile and 
beautiful rural environment and provide for the needs of its people." To ignore either of these goals 
or to pursue one at the expense of the other is to fundamentally misunderstand what this Master 
Plan is all about. These new proposed laws are in direct conflict with this aspect of the Master 
Plan.  These goals are taken right from the Master Plan.  Goal Number 1, "Protect and enhance the 
agricultural activities and rural character of the town." Goal Number 5, "Preserve the Town's 
mature forest and natural terrain to the greatest extent possible."  How can you allow clear cutting 
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of 180 acres of agricultural land? Section 4.4 states that the revision of zoning regulations be 
considered to ensure its provisions remain in accordance with the Master Plan.  The zoning can be 
expected to change, but such changes should be made in accordance with the Master Plan, which 
clearly states, keep the town rural. Section 4.4, this regulation also states that while the local 
government cannot enforce that land be developed for uses proposed in the plan, they can prevent 
land from being developed contrary to the plan.  Unless the intent of this Board is to fundamentally 
change the Town of Goshen Master Plan to reflect the intent to become another Route 59 in 
Rockland or Route 17 in New Jersey, these proposed laws are totally at odds with the intent of our 
Master Plan.  There is no way in the world you can convince me that deep down you feel this is 
the right way to go. 
 
Response:  The vision of a community cannot be gleaned from selecting isolated sections of a 
Comprehensive Plan.  The Comprehensive Plan is a holistic statement of the aspirations of a 
community.  It is true that the above goals are part of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan, but there 
are other goals ignored by the commenter that are also part of the Comprehensive Plan. For 
example, the Town’s Comprehensive Plan also recommends development of a strong and balanced 
economic base and attraction of tax positive commercial developments to offset existing tax 
exempt lands and to pay for services required by the growing population (goal #4).  The Proposed 
Project is consistent with these goals.  The commenter’s referenced goals from the Comprehensive 
Plan are not intended to infer that the entire Town is rural or that the entire Town must be preserved. 
The Project as proposed is not inconsistent with the present Comprehensive Plan, and the proposed 
amendments to the Comprehensive Plan in Introductory Local Law 5 of 2016 clarifies and 
reinforces this conclusion. It should be noted that no agricultural activities have taken place on the 
site besides occasional haying for more than 10 years. In fact, the current zoning of over 271 acres 
on the northern end of the site, along Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) 
which permits single family dwellings, as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings, as-of-
right. The HR District also permits commercial uses such as restaurant, service, retail and 
recreational businesses by Special Permit. 
 
The total development area of the site is 149.9 of 507.43 acres (post-construction lot area after 
dedications of land to the Town of Goshen, State of New York and subtracting the cell tower lot 
from the overall 521 acre Project Site), and the total impervious surface area is 73.58 acres.  This 
equates to a development coverage of approximately 14.5%, allowing significant areas to remain 
undeveloped consistent with rural siting principles.   
 
Comment A.51.2:  As far as the amendment to Section 97.29, banning amusement parks in the 
town of Goshen, again, it is obviously amended specifically for Merlin, you have added aquariums 
to be allowed, who's going to build an aquarium in Goshen besides Merlin? 
 
Response:  It is correct that the proposed revisions to the Town of Goshen Zoning Code are at the 
request of the Project Sponsor. 
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Comment A.51.3: You also know it was impossible to really read and digest the DEIS in the time 
frame given, especially with the holidays.  That shows the utter contempt you have for the citizens 
of Goshen and it clarifies where your priorities lay.   
 
Response:  The DEIS was available for agency and public review on November 21, 2016, and 
comments on the document were accepted by the Town until January 17, 2017 to allow 
significantly more time (57 days) for public review and comment than the minimum time provided 
in the SEQR regulations.   
 
Comment A.51.4: The Master Plan states that buffers are required. 
 
Response:  Local Law 6, which proposes to create the Commercial Recreation Overlay Zoning 
District requires dimensional standards as follows:  (i) Minimum road frontage: 500 feet, (ii) 
Minimum front yard setback: 50 feet, (iii) Minimum side yard setback: 50 feet, (iv) Minimum rear 
yard setback: 50 feet, (v) Maximum impervious surface coverage: 25%, (vi) Maximum height: 100 
feet, (vii) Maximum footprint for any nonresidential structure: 100,000 square feet.  All of the 
dimensional standards and other requirements of this law, and any other applicable provisions of 
law, will be strictly adhered to as required. In addition, the Project design provides for significant 
undisturbed buffer areas and zoning buffer areas in excess of the proposed zoning requirements 
for the Project. 
 

A.52. Millie Turner, Goshen resident 

Comment A.52.1:  What we've been seeing is a rise of activism, and if you ask yourself why, you 
can see right in this room why it's happening, it's happening because projects like this are being 
allowed to continue and the government is not listening to the citizens.  LEGOLAND has taken 
great pains to tell us what they're giving us, they keep saying, it's an opportunity of a lifetime, we're 
doing it for you, Goshen, no you're not, because we were not your first stop.  You were turned 
down, I think four times, before you came to Goshen.  So please don't tell us you're doing it for us, 
because you're not. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. Several sites were considered by the Project Sponsor, including locations 
in other towns and counties.  No formal applications were submitted to any other municipalities. 
 
Comment A.52.2: LEGOLAND will have a direct and adverse impact on the environment.  There’s 
no doubt about it…You know about cars emitting carbon monoxide and LEGOLAND is proposing 
parking lot that will accommodate 5,500 cars, so what about the air pollution, what about our 
quality of life? Transportation is the largest single source of air pollution in the U.S., and once 
again, LEGOLAND will be contributing to it. 
 
Response:  A total of 5,046 parking spaces will be provided onsite which includes the main guest 
lot, hotel parking and staff parking areas.  All commercial uses, by their nature, will include 
increases in traffic to a particular site.  The critical factor in limiting vehicle emissions is reducing 
the amount of time vehicles are to idle. To this end, the Project Sponsor proposes no toll plaza 
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upon entrance to the parking area so that cars will not queue and idle at this point.  Once in the 
parking area, parking attendants will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure 
efficient and expedited parking of guest vehicles.  Many guests will chose to pre-pay parking fees 
or pay via cell phones to avoid waiting at toll plazas all together.  Those guests who chose to pay 
in cash, will pay upon exit.  As guests will leave the park at a range of times, excessive vehicle 
queuing upon exit is not anticipated. Air Quality was addressed in the DEIS in Section III-R. 
Additional information relative to onsite projections can be found in Appendix Q.  Also, see 
response to Comment A.12.4. 
 

A.53. Diana Cornish, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.53.1:  I grew up in the area, so I've watched a lot of change in our area as everyone -
- many of the people who were speaking moved up here and changed Orange County, some for 
the better, some for the bad…As far as possible projects go, for a piece of property this size, 
LEGOLAND is probably one of the most benign, that we can find, and I agree with that. From my 
experience and history, if there is no growth, then the town and the business fails, they become 
stagnant and they die.  I hope for smart, diversified growth for Goshen and our county, our 
merchants and businesses in Goshen have been hurting for quite some time, we need growth, we 
need development, development brings more development and more jobs.  I'm hoping 
LEGOLAND is just the beginning of new growth for our area. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.3.1 and A.3.2 
 
 A.54. Bob Wolfson, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.54.1: I have particular health concerns that will be caused by this Project.  Air 
pollution, as has been mentioned, is a silent killer that has not been adequately addressed by the 
DEIS.  Particulate matter from all types of motor vehicles is not just confined to outdoors, but also 
infiltrates houses and gets easy access into our unsuspecting lungs, that they cause lung problems 
like asthma, COPD and cancer, have long been documented and are well-known, but not as well-
known, even worse, they contribute to an even more common disease, cardiovascular in the form 
of heart attacks, heart failure and strokes.  It is now well-documented that the closer one lives to 
busy roads, the higher the incidence of cardiovascular disease. I would like to know what the 
particulate matter count is estimated to be in the radius around the site, where many of our 
surrounding homes, including mine, are, because for those of us living nearby, it is more than just 
a potential annoyance, it is a danger to our health that is unfair and irresponsible to ignore. 
 
Response:  The EPA agrees that certain airborne pollutants are harmful to human health.  For this 
stated purpose, the National Clean Air Act (CAA), which was last amended in 1990, requires the EPA 
to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to public 
health and the environment.  As required by the CAA, primary and secondary NAAQS have been 
established for six major air pollutants: CO, NO2, ozone, respirable PM (both PM2.5 and PM10), 
SO2, and lead. The primary standards represent levels that are requisite to protect the public health, 
allowing an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards are intended to protect the nation’s 
welfare, and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility, materials, vegetation, and 
other aspects of the environment. The primary standards are generally either the same as the 
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secondary standards or more restrictive. The existing air quality can be characterized based on 
pollutant concentrations measured by the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation at air quality monitoring stations in the region. Representative concentrations are 
presented in the DEIS (see Section III-R) which demonstrates that pollutant concentrations in 
Goshen are substantially lower than NAAQS. 
 
During construction, air quality could be temporarily affected by dust from disturbed areas during 
dry periods and emissions from construction vehicles and other machinery.  Best Management 
Practices will be employed during construction activities to reduce the potential for fugitive dust 
generation at the site.   For example, stabilized truck exit areas would be established for washing 
off the wheels of all trucks that exit the construction site. Tracking pads would be established at 
construction exits to prevent dirt from being tracked onto roadways. Any truck routes within the 
site would be either watered as needed or, in cases where such routes would remain in the same 
place for an extended duration, the routes would be stabilized, covered with gravel, or temporarily 
paved to avoid the re-suspension of dust. During dry weather, exposed soil areas (unpaved access 
roads, soil piles, staging areas etc.) would be watered once per day to control fugitive dust. All 
trucks hauling loose material would have their loads securely covered prior to leaving the 
construction sites. To minimize fugitive dust emissions, vehicles on-site would be limited to a 
speed of 10 mph. The temporary concrete batch plant would also incorporate dust control measures 
(e.g., dust collectors and covers limiting pathways for dust).  
 
Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to 5 minutes consistent with NYSDEC regulations. Clear signage indicating 
idling limits shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.  
 
Additionally, during construction, fugitive dust from soil erosion from the 149.9 acres of total 
disturbance is the largest potential contributor to air pollution.  This is a temporary impact. 
Adherence to the New York State Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges from Construction Activity, combined with the required storm water 
pollution prevention plan and soil Best Management Practices, would further reduce the potential 
for soil erosion. Proposed erosion and sediment control measures consistent with Section 97-42 of 
the Town Code are proposed. All erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be installed 
before any land disturbance.  The BMPs would include but not be limited to the following: 

 The smallest practical area of land shall be exposed at one time; 
 When land is exposed during development, the exposure shall be the shortest practical 

period of time;  
 Temporary vegetation and other protective measures shall be provided to ensure soil 

stabilization to steeply slope areas; 
 Provide controls to reduce soil erosion and intercept/slow storm water flows; 
 Cover stockpiled soil; 
 Use dust suppressants, such as watering soils and unpaved roadways; 
 Preserve existing vegetation where no construction activities are planned and wherever 

possible; and 
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 Replant/re-vegetate all exposed disturbed areas immediately upon completion of 
construction. 

 
During the excavation process, all the topsoil in disturbed areas would be cleaned and reused on-
Site; sound rock, if encountered, could be crushed and utilized as base material.  Dewatering would 
be required during the construction of building foundations, underground utility 
trenching/excavations, and any additional subsurface construction. 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) and other emissions associated with engine combustion are generally 
localized, causing elevated concentrations within a relatively short distance from heavily traveled 
areas or areas where several vehicles or pieces of machinery are operating simultaneously.  Impacts 
from construction vehicles is anticipated to be minor for several reasons including proper 
maintenance of equipment, requiring vehicles to maintain strict minimal speed limits on site, 
controlling unnecessary idling for vehicles and equipment and providing sufficient onsite parking 
for construction workers.  Further, according to the NYSDOT’s Environmental Procedures 
Manual, emissions from construction vehicles and equipment is temporary and “self-correcting 
once the Project is completed”.    
 
The SWPPP is required to be kept on site during construction at all times and is implemented by 
the contractor.  The Project Site is subject to inspection by the NYSDEC and the Town of Goshen 
Code Enforcement Official and Town Engineers to ensure compliance with all proposed 
mitigations.  
 
A Stormwater Facility Maintenance Agreement will be executed and recorded in the chain of title 
for the Property which will require all owners of the site to maintain the stormwater improvements, 
and, should they fail to do so, allow town representatives to enter onto the Property to maintain 
the facilities and charge any cost for that maintenance to the Property owner. 
 
For additional information relating to air quality, see Appendix Q.   
 
Comment A.54.2: Many of our worries, such as our water supply and environmental concerns and 
the perceived economic benefits are certainly open to debate. I don’t believe the DEIS adequately 
answers these questions.   
 
Response:  The DEIS analyzes water supply is Section III-E. Water supply for the Project will be 
obtained from the Village of Goshen.  The Village retained an engineer to analyze the available 
capacity of the system both today and under full-build out of the Village to ensure projected water 
volumes necessary for the Project can be safely accommodated.   
 
Economic benefits, as well as an analysis of projected costs were analyzed in the Section III-M of 
the DEIS.  This section concludes that the revenue provided via PILOT payments, property taxes 
to special districts, host community fees, hotel bed taxes and sales taxes substantially exceed the 
projected costs of the Project. 
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Comment A.54.3: As a resident of Lower Reservoir Road, close to the site, I regularly bike and 
jog this area, that includes Conklingtown, Arcadia and South Street, it is hard to imagine how I 
can safely do this with my family, these secondary roads are narrow and without adequate 
shoulders as-is. 
 
Response:  There is no evidence to suggest, based upon the detailed traffic studies in the DEIS, 
and supplemented in this FEIS, that the referenced roads will be rendered unsafe for cyclists and 
pedestrians owing to increased traffic or otherwise.  South Street between south of Reservoir Road 
is expected to experience approximately 4% of the project generated traffic, which equates to 
approximately 65 vehicles in the highest peak hour. Reservoir Road is expected to experience 
approximately 3% (approximately 50 vehicles during the highest peak hour) of the project 
generated traffic. Conklingtown Road and Lower Reservoir Road are each expected to experience 
approximately 1% (approximately 17 vehicles during the highest peak hour) of the project 
generated traffic, while Arcadia Road is not expected to experience any additional traffic from the 
project other than trips that would be destined to the site from the local residents along Arcadia 
Road. None of these traffic increases are considered to be significant and will not result in unsafe 
conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists.  Additionally, the portion of Harriman Drive from the 
existing Exit 125 eastbound ramps up to the proposed roundabout is proposed to include six (6’) 
foot wide shoulders on both sides of the roadway. These shoulders will be classified as shared-
use shoulders that could be safely utilized by both pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
Comment A.54.4: I am pro children, pro union, pro progress, pro amusement parks but this is just 
not the appropriate site.   
 
Response:  NYSDEC guidance and its regulations specifically provides that for private applicants 
such as Merlin Entertainments, LLC, alternative sites need not be studied unless the Project 
Sponsor owns such alternate sites or has a purchase option for such alternate sites. In addition, the 
proposed site, located adjacent to NYS Route 17 is appropriate based on direct highway access, 
access to public utilities and a total site acreage large enough to allow for buffer areas between the 
developed areas of the Project and neighboring properties.   
 
 A.55. Tony Swingle, Town of Goshen resident.  

Comment A.55.1:  My thing is, you want to do this and you're trying to push it through.  You're 
talking about the file and everything else, the paperwork and everything, why are we in a hurry?  
That's all it is, why are we in a hurry? …This affects our life, my life, my family’s life, it’s going 
to affect it, and I just want to make sure that you guys stop and take the time and give it time… 
There’s so many pages you have to read, let the town, let the people make the right decision, you 
guys hear it, but you guys are pushing it down our throats. I don’t understand. You just need to 
give it time, that’s all I want. 
 
Response:  All required SEQRA time frames and procedures have been adhered to or exceeded in 
this process. SEQRA requires a minimum comment period of 30 days on the DEIS.  The comment 
period begins with the filing and circulation of the Notice of Completion, which was accomplished 
on November 21, 2016.  The Planning Board extended the time period to submit written comments 
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to January 17, 2017.  Consequently, the public and governmental agencies were given fifty-seven 
(57) days to comment on the DEIS. There have been no short cuts for this application, and no time 
frames have been expedited.  The Project has been under review for approximately 11 months, and 
the Planning Board as Lead Agency still must address a yet to be submitted Findings Statement. 
 
 A.56. Bill Landa, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.56.1: If there ever was a Project that doesn't belong on this site, it's this proposed 
LEGOLAND amusement park, it belongs on a flat terrain, not on a site like this with very steep 
gradients throughout it.   
 
Response:   Based on the site’s topography, the site will require significant grading particularly 
given the need to be fully accessible to the public including those requiring wheelchairs and 
strollers.  Since the plans submitted with the DEIS, the applicant has revised site grading to reduce 
the overall amount of total disturbance and the need for many of the initially designed retaining 
walls.  See Figure 7.  While changes to site topography are an unavoidable adverse impact, the 
plan meets the Town’s steep slope zoning requirements.   
 
Comment A.56.2:  Page 28 of the DEIS describes the site as sitting lower than the surrounding 
areas, thus buffering it from the neighbors, like Arcadia Hills, this is completely false, when on 
Merlin's site map, it shows that a large part of this Project is 150 feet above the adjacent Arcadia 
Hills.  
 
Response:  The DEIS states the park will sit lower on the Project Site because finished elevation 
of the Proposed Project will be lower than existing grade.  Areas of the Project Site are higher in 
elevation than the adjacent residential subdivision. The adjacent residential subdivision will be 
separated from the developed areas of the site by more than 1000 feet of undisturbed buffer and 
the park will be surrounded by an eight-foot tall privacy fence.  These factors will limit visibility 
into the site and mitigate both visual and noise impacts.   
 
Comment A.56.3: During Merlin’s earlier presentations, Mr. John Ussher told us that 
LEGOLAND will be at least 2,000 feet of buffer zone from Arcadia Hills, when in reality, it's 
going to be less than a thousand feet.  
 
Response:  Based on the revised site plan, the nearest home will be more than 1,000 feet away 
from the closest structure on the Project Site.  The park has been designed to allow for a natural 
buffer of undisturbed land around the perimeter of the site and recent plan revisions have also 
allowed several mature trees to be preserved within the area of disturbance. Some areas, such as 
land between the site and the adjacent residential neighborhood, are to be permanently protected 
by a conservation easement.  These natural areas will be supplemented with a full landscaping 
plan, which will add both evergreen and deciduous trees to further create the referenced park-like 
atmosphere but also to mitigate noise and visual impacts to neighboring properties. 
 
Comment A.56.4:  The proposed 522-acre property is an important watershed for Goshen, it is also 
known to flood and contributes to the flooding of other areas of Goshen and beyond, these 
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watersheds, it describes in Page 62 of the DEIS as Areas A and B.  When that watershed 
overflowed during Hurricane Irene, it flooded out Harriman Drive, which is this property we're 
talking about right now.  When that watershed overflowed, it flooded out Harriman Drive, it 
continued and flooded across Route 17, flooded across 17M and over the top of Old Chester Road. 
Most likely, our watershed are the same watersheds A and B which is the proposed LEGOLAND 
site as described in DEIS Page 62. 
 
Response:  100 and 500-year floodplains exist on the site. This is an area that is subject to flooding 
during large rain events such as the one described above.  No development is to take place within 
those areas. Watersheds related to the Project Site are discussed in Section III-G of the DEIS and 
mapped in the SWPPP.  Improvements within the NYSDOT right-of-way, including the widening 
of Harriman Drive, will require the Project Sponsor to satisfy any drainage requirements of the 
NYSDOT and NYSDEC.   
 
Comment A.56.5: Merlin in their submission, Page 6, checked off that all water then will not flow 
to adjacent properties and remain on the site, but in the DEIS, they say overflow from these stations 
will discharge into the Otter Kill and other tributaries and in a lot more volume of storm water and 
possibly causing worse flooding and damage than what happened during Hurricane Irene. 
 
Response:  Stormwater from the Project Site currently flows into the Otterkill and underneath 
NYS Route 17 via 2 culverts.  NYSDEC requires that stormwater flow rates leaving a site not 
exceed those which currently exist on a Project Site.  The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
meets all requirements of the NYSDEC stormwater design manual.   
 
Comment A.56.6:  On Page 39 of the DEIS, it states that 20,000 feet or nearly four miles of 
retaining walls are to be built around the site, four miles, reaching in heights from 15 feet to 56 
feet, that's an incredible height. 
 
Response: The revised site grading plan has reduced the need for retaining walls and the height of 
those walls to be constructed. The revised site grading plan has reduced the need for retaining walls 
and the height of those walls to be constructed. See plan sheets 10-16 of the site plan included with 
this FEIS submission. 
 
Comment A.56.7: These immense walls are an integral part of building this Project, basically, 
without them, they couldn't be built, LEGOLAND could not be built without these walls. Why 
didn't anything show in their submissions of any engineering or construction details? These walls 
have been known to collapse causing property damage and even human injury.  Why is this critical 
information missing, why is it not in the DEIS showing some kind of detail of these walls? 
 
Response: Construction details for retaining wall has been provided on sheet 34 of the overall site 
plan set.   
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Comment A.56.8:  The proposed excavation work is utter devastation.  In no way does this 
proposed excavation accommodate to a reasonable extent the natural contours of the site, as 
required by the new amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Response:   The revised grading plan requires less overall earthwork, allows for a more balanced 
site and elevations have been designed to more closely match existing contours, while reasonably 
allowing for development at the site as contemplated by the proposed zoning modification (see 
Figure 7). 
 

A.57.  Lillian Swingle, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.57.1:  I just want to say, when I bought my home in 1987, my combined state and 
school property taxes were less than $1200 a year, they're now almost ten times that, so what I'm 
bringing to your attention is we all know that taxes are going to increase, expenses increase, and I 
feel we're doing an injustice to the future of Goshen to allow Merlin to not have to participate in 
the rising costs that ultimately occur in running a township. How can they call themselves a good 
neighbor and then not want to pay their share of taxes? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. Also, see response to Comment A.28.2. 
 
Comment A.57.2:  I also want to address the hundreds of jobs that Merlin claims to be bringing. 
Let’s not forget, seasonal jobs.  Who can afford to live in Goshen working a seasonal job? …Where 
are we going to get these hundreds of workers to work seasonal jobs in Goshen? And along with 
seasonal jobs, they're not going to be providing health benefits, these are just – I'm sorry, they're 
kind of crummy jobs that we're talking about, for the most part, seasonal jobs. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will create 500 full-time, year-round jobs and an additional 500 
seasonal jobs for the busier summer season.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, 
finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, 
maintenance and hotel and aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and offer 
benefits.  Seasonal jobs are commonly filled by high school or college students and/or seniors 
looking to supplement their income.  Also, see response to Comment A.48.6. 
 
Comment A.57.3:  I also want to address the emergency services.  I have someone in my family 
who is a volunteer with the Goshen Fire Department and it makes me so angry to think that Merlin 
claims at their Florida location to only have a hundred or so calls for emergency, you know, 
situations at their amusement park, but why should my family member, who's already volunteering 
all this time, now to come to another hundred calls, while Merlin is making millions of dollars and 
they're not giving us any money towards these – you know, towards these emergency services. 
 
Response: In 2015, the LEGOLAND Resort in Winter Haven, Florida made 84 calls to the local 
Fire Department with 10 of those calls logged by the department as canceled calls or false/ 
unintentional alarms.  Given the seasonal nature of the Goshen resort, it would be expected the 
number of total annual calls for fire service would be generated at the same monthly rate but only 
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from April through October which would equate to approximately 49 calls to the local Fire 
Department. 
 
The proposed PILOT agreement cannot legally apply to special taxing jurisdictions, such as the 
Goshen Fire District.  Merlin Entertainments will pay 100% of the taxes required to the Goshen 
Fire District. Based on a projected assessed value of the completed Project provided by the Orange 
County Department of Real Property, and utilizing 2016 district tax rates, this will result in a 
projected annual tax revenue of $190,883.17 to the Goshen Fire Department, and cannot legally 
be reduced by the Orange County IDA by way of the proposed PILOT agreement or otherwise. 
 
Comment A.57.4:  I also have to say, I just can't fathom that we, as a town, would consider building 
an amusement park, roller coasters and all, directly next to a place so many local seniors have 
saved their money to retire to. 
 
Response:  See letter B.31 below from Donna Cornell Chairperson of Elant, Inc., dated December 
27, 2016 which states that she believes the facility can continue to provide adequate service to its 
residents after construction of the Proposed Project.  Also, see Comments A.21.1 and A.21.2 from 
a Glen Arden resident. 
 
 A.58. Marjorie Warren, Town of Warwick resident  

Comment A.58.1:  Warwick is located six miles from the New Jersey border. And if you use GPS 
and you put in, I put in Glen Arden as the address, because I understand that's where the amusement 
park is meant to be, you get – your directions are to be driving up from Northern New Jersey and 
I know when we used to come up from the city, we used to come up through New Jersey and not 
go to 17, that you are driving on a two-lane road, namely, Route 94.  It's a two-lane road in New 
Jersey and it's a two lane road in New York and it takes you through the Town and Village of 
Warwick.  There are some days in the fall where you cannot drive on that road because it's blocked 
all the way through the town and the village, but you know what, we're willing to put up with the 
inconvenience because these people – the money stays in our town. 
 
Response:  The Traffic Impact Study provides an analysis of vehicles which could be expected to 
travel north to the site from New Jersey through the Town of Warwick.  See Appendix E. Based 
on information provided by the Project Sponsor, estimates of the expected traffic which will arrive 
to and from the area via Route 17A is expected to be less than two percent of Project-generated 
traffic. During the peak time periods this equates to less than 30 vehicles per hour in the highest 
one hour period. These volumes are not expected to significantly impact conditions in the Town 
of Warwick or the Village of Florida. 
 
Comment A.58.2: I think of Goshen as a historic town, home of the trotter and things that have 
some history to it.  But LEGOLAND doesn't have any history to us or to the area.  We are a historic 
area. You see signs all over the place, this is a place where history was made and I really find it 
very sad that this is the direction you want to go. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. However, an inventory of historic resources in the vicinity of the Project 
Site was provided in the DEIS.  The Project Site is located over 4,500 feet from the Village of 
Goshen’s Historic District and more than 3,000 feet from historic homes located on South Street, 
with several intervening structures of modern construction.  The Project Site will not be visible 
from any historic resources and it is not anticipated that any impacts to such resources will result 
from construction of the Proposed Project. 
  
 A.59. Matt Milnamow, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.59.1:  I'm going to tell you why I believe this Project is great for Goshen.  It's my 
opinion, I'm well-versed in place making, it's what I practice in my field, I live and I work in 
Goshen, I believe in this Project because I think that piece of property is going to be developed, 
anyway.  I don't care if Merlin goes there or another applicant goes there, it's going to be developed 
at some point or another.  This is the best opportunity that Goshen is going to see to make the best 
use of that piece of property.  I think it’s a great opportunity that we have in front of us.  It's right 
on the highway, it provides perfect access to visitors coming through the community. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. The commenter is correct that the Proposed Project has been designed and 
redesigned to provide convenient access to Route 17 adjacent to the site. Also, see response to 
Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment A.59.2: We're going to see a huge development burst over the next 20 years, anyway, 
economic development will provide the ratables that Goshen desires.  50 percent of our community 
does not provide taxes because they're not-for-profits or government entities. We need ratables in 
Goshen to make sure that people can continue to live and thrive and work here. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will provide needed revenue to the site’s various taxing 
jurisdictions which will exceed the projected costs as determined by the applicant’s fiscal impact 
analysis (see Section III-L of the DEIS). Also, see response to Comment A.22.2. 
 
 A.60. Vanessa Kolk, Goshen resident  

Comment A.60.1: I like Goshen.  I like its charm; I love the Village.  It’s a very family-friendly 
Village, and that’s why I chose to live here.  If I would have known that in the future, I’m not 
afraid of change, but if I would have known that in any point of the future there would have an 
amusement park, okay, I would have never chose to purchase my home here.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. See response to Comment A.11.4 regarding property values.  
 
Comment A.60.2: I don't believe that the zoning should be changed for Merlin.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. Municipal zoning legislation is a living document intended to be 
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amended from time to time, upon motion from the Town of Goshen or upon application by one or 
more property owners as provided for by the Town Code, taking into account overall community 
needs and recommendations, as expressed in the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
Comment A.60.3:  I do believe that Supervisor Doug Bloomfield, he should be recused [from] the 
vote because he was part of the JEDI. 
 
Response: JEDI is an acronym for Joint Economic Development Initiative.  This now defunct 
group was made up of local elected officials, residents and business owners from the Town and 
Village of Goshen, on a volunteer basis, to attract business and economic development to the Town 
and Village.  Similar committees on the environment and historic preservation also exist in the 
Town and Village of Goshen.  Participation in local organizations does not create a conflict of 
interest for the Town Supervisor, who, as an elected representative, is not prohibited from having 
or expressing a position on any matter under consideration by the Town Board.  In fact, courts in 
the State of New York have held that it is encouraged for elected officials to state their opinions 
on matters of public concern, as opposed to members of municipal boards that are appointed.  
Those individuals are required to remain neutral and consider the information that is presented 
prior to making a determination on an application. 
 
Comment A.60.4: With the DEIS, which several people have mentioned about the traffic, okay, 
that is one of my biggest concerns, also, is the traffic. Try to go back to the city on a Sunday, forget 
it, you know.   
 
Response:  Traffic impacts were evaluated for the Proposed Action in Section III-H of the DEIS 
with the full study provided in Appendix G. This information is hereby supplemented with the 
additional study provided in Appendix E.  Also, see response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment A.60.5: It’s also emergency services, what about the delay with that?  I don't know if 
anybody has really researched how many patients are transferred from Orange Regional or from 
St. Anthony down to Westchester, to – that's going to put a delay, you know, with the traffic.   
 
Response:  The study of the specific number of local hospital patients and their transfer between 
institutions is beyond the scope of the DEIS.  However, existing traffic volume recordings on NYS 
Route 17 take all traffic into consideration including ambulances or other vehicles used to transfer 
patients.  In the event of an emergency, Orange Regional Medical Center has utilized medivac in 
the past to transport patients more quickly if time is a critical factor. Also, see response to 
Comment A.8.1. 
 
Comment A.60.6: I don’t have anything against LEGOLAND.  It’s the property; it’s not the right 
place.  Goshen is not made for LEGOLAND.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. 
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 A.61. Mark Kalish, President, Goshen Chamber of Commerce 

Comment A.61.1:   Earlier this year, Goshen Chamber of Commerce announced its support for the 
LEGOLAND Project.  As a leading advocate for commerce in the town of Goshen, the Goshen 
Chamber Board believes that the LEGOLAND Project presents very significant opportunities for 
the businesses of Goshen and the surrounding area. The Chamber looks forward to working very 
closely with Merlin Entertainment to identify synergies between our local businesses and 
LEGOLAND as well as a combined marketing strategy to attract LEGOLAND guests to Goshen 
businesses.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  
 

A.62. Robert Corr, Goshen resident 

Comment A.62.1: One of the biggest things that was the biggest pro for LEGOLAND fell apart 
while I was presenting [a school report on the Project] because I remembered LEGOLAND, in the 
report I found, was rated one of the worst employers to work for, and that was the highest pro I 
had given it. So when it's promising all these jobs, it's also promising pay rates lower than you 
would get at a Wal-Mart.  And I don't see how you're really presenting a strong offer, when I 
couldn't find anything that stood the test of a speech that I had to give, as far as anything positive 
to come out of this. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. The Proposed Project is 
estimated to generate 500 full time jobs in addition to the 500 part-time and 300 seasonal jobs.  
Based on projected salary information, more than 50% of full-time employees are expected to 
make a least $48,000 annually, exclusive of benefits.  Part-time and seasonal staff will also be paid 
competitive wages.  According to the United States Census, the median household income for 
Orange County, New York from 2011 to 2015 (in 2015 dollars) is $70,000.  Also, see response to 
Comment A.5.1. 
 
 A.63. Allan Kalleberg, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.63.1:  I pay taxes, I love the community, and I hope it gets what it deserves and I think 
that is LEGOLAND.  The pluses, so far, outweigh any negatives that I can see, but your 
consultants, who are professionals at it, will point out anything that needs to be addressed and I 
feel very confident that LEGOLAND will address anything that does come up. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.63.2: I did have a business in Goshen also.  And, you know, I'm not against the 
flyover, but I know if I had my business in Goshen, I wouldn't want anything to do with a flyover, 
because I would take any traffic that could boost my income and help me hire other people, and if 
you have a flyover, it would keep the people out of the village. 
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Response: Although a direct ramp and bridge between NYS Route 17 and the Project may reduce 
the likelihood that a park guest would travel into the Village of Goshen after visiting the park, no 
analysis has been performed to confirm or contradict that conclusion, and none was required by 
the DEIS Scope.  Further, the Lead Agency must address the significant adverse impacts and 
explore appropriate mitigation measures to such impacts. Also, see response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
 

* * * * * * * * END OF HEARING NIGHT ONE * * * * * * * * 
  
 A.64. Barry Goldberg, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.64.1:  The proposed Local Law does not propose to overturn the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan. Rather the law proposes an amendment to the plan to specifically encourage 
the diversification of the Town-wide economic base, including attracting tourism/ recreation 
related businesses at locations that can accommodate local and non-local tourists… including 
opportunities along Route 17.  This is consistent with, and expands upon, Goal #4 of the Town’s 
2009 Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Response:  This statement is accurate.  Introductory Local Law 5, by its terms, proposes to amend 
to the Comprehensive Plan to encourage the diversification of the Town-wide economic base, 
including attracting tourism and recreation related businesses at locations that can accommodate 
local and non-local tourists… including opportunities along Route 17.   
 
Comment A.64.2: The Proposed Project has not yet been approved by the Planning Board, nor 
have Introductory Local Laws 5 and 6 been enacted by the Town Board.  Furthermore, no 
application for development or otherwise was ever made to the Town by the Village of Kiryas 
Joel.   
 
Response: This statement is correct. The Proposed Action has not yet been approved and no 
application was made to the Town by the Village of Kiryas Joel.   
 
Comment A.64.3:  Indeed, the Town Board would be wise to consider the prospect of a major and 
potentially successful lawsuit from KJ and/or its proposed developer on religious grounds. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response.  There is no basis for any 
lawsuit by Kiryas Joel or others on religious grounds regarding this project. Also, see response to 
Comment A.64.2.   
 
Comment A.64.4: The DEIS fails to address numerous SEQR required quality of life issues, both 
during construction and beyond. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response.  Also, see response to 
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Comment A.12.4. The DEIS is responsive to the approved Adopted Scope and addresses such 
issues such stormwater, noise, traffic, job creation, air quality – both during construction and on a 
long-term, permanent basis.  The intent and purpose of the SEQR process is “that the protection 
and enhancement of the environment, human and community resources should be given 
appropriate weight with social and economic considerations in determining public policy, and that 
those factors be considered together in reaching decisions on proposed activities. Accordingly, it 
is the intention of this Part that a suitable balance of social, economic and environmental factors 
be incorporated into the planning and decision-making processes of state, regional and local 
agencies. It is not the intention of SEQR that environmental factors be the sole consideration in 
decision-making.”  6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.1(d).  The SEQR review of the Proposed Project is 
intended to identify relevant significant environmental impacts and to mitigate those impacts to 
the greatest extent practicable.  The revisions to the Proposed Project, resulting from public 
comment, demonstrate that process.  
 
Comment A.64.5: The DEIS fails to address the totality of the 523 acres, especially since Merlin 
officials have clearly stated that they intend to build out well beyond the initial 142 acres, case law 
documents the requirement that this be addressed holistically. 
 
Response: SEQR requires all development proposed on a site to be evaluated cumulatively.  
However, no development outside of that which is shown on the proposed site plan, including the 
149.9 total acres of disturbance proposed on the Project Site and any off-site improvements, is 
included in the SEQR study.  There is no requirement in SEQRA to study speculative development.  
The Village of Goshen will conduct its own SEQRA review of the additional CRV well. 
 
Comment A.64.6:  The DEIS fails to address vastly higher particulate levels resulting from an 
expected quantity of increase in vehicular traffic, not to mention for many months of blasting, 
bulldozing, trucking and other construction-related activities. 
 
Response: While the immediate vicinity of the Project Site does not contain any major existing 
sources of emissions, Orange County has historically experienced elevated ozone levels due in 
part to proximity to the New York/New Jersey metropolitan area. Orange County was also 
designated nonattainment for fine particulate matter (PM2.5) in the past, but concentrations of both 
ozone and PM2.5 in Orange County have decreased substantially in the past 10 years. 
 
Areas that have never been designated nonattainment for a pollutant under the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are considered attainment areas. Former nonattainment areas 
currently meeting the NAAQS are designated maintenance areas and must have maintenance plans 
for 20 years. The EPA designates Orange County as a maintenance area for the 1997 and 2006 
PM2.5 NAAQS. 
 
Orange County is also part of a nonattainment area for the 1997 8-hr ozone standard, but is in 
attainment with the lower 2008 8-hr ozone standard (0.075 ppm). This has occurred because ozone 
levels have decreased over time in Orange County, and the County met the 2008 standard at the 
time nonattainment designations were made. The 1997 ozone standard nonattainment status has 
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not been changed to maintenance; however for purposes of transportation conformity the 1997 
ozone standard has been revoked by a 2012 EPA final rule.  In addition, in 2013 EPA proposed 
revoking the 1997 ozone standard for all remaining purposes other than transportation conformity. 
 
Orange County is an attainment/ unclassifiable area for the remaining Clean Air Act criteria 
pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, coarse particulate matter (PM10), 
and lead. 

For potential impacts resulting from construction activities, and as detailed in the DEIS, the Project 
Sponsor shall implement dust control measures and idling limits.  For example, stabilized truck 
exit areas would be established for washing off the wheels of all trucks that exit the construction 
site. Tracking pads would be established at construction exits to prevent dirt from being tracked 
onto roadways. Any truck routes within the site would be either watered as needed or, in cases 
where such routes would remain in the same place for an extended duration, the routes would be 
stabilized, covered with gravel, or temporarily paved to avoid the re-suspension of dust. During 
dry weather, exposed soil areas (unpaved access roads, soil piles, staging areas etc.) would be 
watered once per day to control fugitive dust. All trucks hauling loose material would have their 
loads securely covered prior to leaving the construction sites. To minimize fugitive dust emissions, 
vehicles on-site would be limited to a speed of 10 mph. The temporary concrete batch plant would 
also incorporate dust control measures (e.g., dust collectors and covers limiting pathways for dust).  
 
Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to 5 minutes consistent with NYSDEC regulations. Clear signage indicating 
idling limits shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.  
 
For additional information relating to air quality, see Appendix Q. 
 
Comment A.64.7: The DEIS fails to provide empirical data or analysis to support the 
unsubstantiated claim that the village's well-documented drought conditions will not be a barrier 
to supplying water to upwards of 20,000 visitors a day and two million visitors a year. 
 
Response: The DEIS provides data from the Village of Goshen on its total available water supply, 
its annual usage and includes an analysis of water needs for both the Project and of a full buildout 
of the district to ensure water capacity is adequate for all village users.  The results of the analysis 
show the projected water demands of the Proposed Project, including the water demands of the 
full build out of the Village, will not exceed the available capacity of the Village’s public water 
supply.   
 
Comment A.64.8:  The DEIS fails to provide empirical evidence that any newly-drilled well 
entirely in an aquifer, rather than tapping into an already over-utilized aquifer.   
 
Response: The Village’s well property in the Town of Wallkill is underlain by a single aquifer. 
Initial pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow 
which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were 
in operation and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were 
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monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data 
obtained, the level of interference was insignificant (see Appendix G) and no adverse impacts on 
existing wells is anticipated.  A supplemental letter from the Village’s water and sewer engineer 
has been provided regarding this testing (see Appendix G).  Also, see responses to Comments 
A.44.1 and A.44.2. 
 
Comment A.64.9: The DEIS fails to address all the biodiversity related to Otter Creek, despite 
acknowledging that it must be preserved. 
 
Response:  In addition to the habitat evaluated in the DEIS, the Project biologist prepared 
additional habitat assessment for additional species of concern including additional reptiles and 
amphibians on the site including the following species as requested by the NYSDEC: eastern box 
turtle (Terrapene carolina), wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta), spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata) 
northern two-lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata), Jefferson salamander (Ambystoma 
jeffersonianum), blue-spotted salamander (Ambystoma laterale), small-footed bat (Myotis leibii), 
and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii).  It should be noted that two-lined salamander is not a 
Species of Special Concern in New York, but has been addressed as requested.  Appropriate 
mitigation measures are proposed, including a herpetologist monitor during construction, to protect 
special concern species which may be impacted by construction. (See Appendix H herein)  Other 
species anticipated to be present in wetland and Otterkill Creek area are relatively common species 
and they will not be displaced or impacted by the Proposed Project as no disturbance to the 
Otterkill Creek is proposed.   
 
The Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan identifies the Otterkill tributary and surrounding habitat 
areas as an area of interest and mapped hub.  However, the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan is 
emphatic that mapped areas of interest not be preserved in amber. Rather, these areas must be 
carefully reviewed with an eye toward appropriate development that will allow the environment 
to maintain its current biodiversity. For example, the Plan states “Mapped areas are not being 
recommended solely for land preservation.” The Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan recommends 
further that: 
 

Preservation of all of the mapped hubs, biotic planning units and connecting 
corridors is not feasible, nor do we recommend such measures. Many of the mapped 
areas are privately owned lands that contain homes and contribute, through taxes, 
to the economic health and stability of the towns. Instead, within the mapped areas 
we propose a balanced approach to conservation and development. 

 
The Proposed Project provides a balanced approach to conservation and development.  Only 149.9 
acres of the 521.95 acre Project Site will be developed, and 150.1 acres will be permanently 
preserved. 
 
Comment A.64.10: The DEIS fails to address the severe impact of the locational depreciation to 
be documented at 20% or more.  
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Response: See response to Comment A.2.2. 
 
Comment A.64.11: The DEIS fails to identify CPV natural gas plant in Wawayanda as an 
impacting Project and to provide plans to mitigate environmental damage, because LEGOLAND 
plans to obtain power from this very source.  
 
Response: The list of projects required to be taken into consideration was established by the Town 
Planning Board in the approved Adopted Scope.  The CPV natural gas power plant was not a 
Project identified in the approved Adopted Scope, as it is already approved and under construction.  
Additionally, Orange and Rockland Utilities has issued a will-serve letter indicating that it has the 
available capacity to provide electrical service to the Project.  See letter from Orange and Rockland 
Utilities in Appendix R.  
 
Comment A.64.12: The DEIS does not address the significant issues of noise pollution. 
 
Response:  The DEIS evaluates potential noise impacts and proposes mitigations in Section III-I 
which begins on page 96 of the DEIS.   
 
Comment A.64.13:  The DEIS does not address vehicular overload.  
 
Response:  Traffic, including the capacity of roads within the study area and the ability of study 
area roads to serve the Proposed Project are studied in the DEIS in Section III-H with the full 
traffic impact study provided in Appendix G.  The study has been updated to incorporate the 
proposed relocation of Exit 125 and bridge over Route 17, and the results are summarized in 
Section I, with the full text located in Appendix E. 

 
Comment A.64.14: Numerous inaccuracies are represented in the DEIS with regard to 
topographical elevations and retaining walls, watersheds and flooding on Harriman [Drive]. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response.  Existing topography for the 
site was obtained by certified land surveyors and mapped in Figure III-4 of the DEIS.  Existing 
topography for land surrounding the site was obtained from Orange County GIS as mapped on 
Figure III-5.   Proposed site grading has been revised in the most recent set of site plans.  This 
revised grading plan reduces the amount of retaining walls and the proposed height of those walls. 
Walls along the guest entrance road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally 
average 12 to 14’ in height. The tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high 
walls resulting in an overall grade change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the 
Orange & Rockland easement for the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the 
interior of the park range from 4’ to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high. The tallest walls 
in the interior of the park are located on the northerly side of the “Bricktopia” cluster and within 
the “Miniland” area. 
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Watersheds on the Project Site are discussed based on NYSDEC design manual standards.  The 
DEIS evaluates existing watersheds for the Project Site and discusses the larger overall watershed 
in which the Project Sites lies.  This information comes directly from NYSDEC and Orange 
County Planning Department’s Moodna Creek Watershed Management Plan. 
 
Floodplains on the Project Site have been mapped with data provided by FEMA and Orange 
County GIS. (See Existing Conditions Plans, Sheets 3 and 4 of the plan set.)  
 
 A.65. Melissa McCoy, Chief Advancement Officer, Abilities First  

Comment A.65.1: I really am here to be the voice for those with disabilities that cannot speak for 
themselves. I think it is exceptional that we have the opportunity for an organization to come into 
our town who has made it a high priority within their history to recognize individuals, employ 
them, make accommodations for them and accommodate for children that live in our communities. 
 
In New York City, there's over 120,000 people with disabilities, at least half of those individuals 
are interested in being employed and having meaningful work and things to do in their day, just as 
all of you are trying to do today.  I think we deserve to represent those people and be the voice for 
them, to have opportunity to allow an organization to come into our communities and be an 
example to the rest of our businesses. I ask that you consider that in your decision.   
 
Response: The Proposed Project has committed to engaging in the local community through its 
children's charity Merlin's Magic Wand.  Merlin’s Magic Wand provides seriously ill, 
disadvantaged or disabled children and their families with a day of access to any Merlin attraction 
of their choosing.  Since 2012 Merlin’s Magic Wand has donated over 40,000 tickets to children 
and families in the USA.   
 
The Project Sponsor has also offered to host a Community Day by donating tickets to the park to 
community organizations in Orange County – creating an opportunity for fundraising by those 
organizations.  For instance, since LEGOLAND California has been open, from 1999-2016, 
Community Day has provided $899,259 in cash donations to community organizations. 
 
The Project Sponsor proposes to support local community institutions.  By way of example, in 
2015 LEGOLAND Florida remodeled the therapy rooms at The Howard Phillips Center for 
Children & Families, and remodeled the waiting room at the Rady’s Children Hospital with 
interactive displays and more than 20 LEGO models, including a geyser periscope built from 
17,000 LEGO bricks.  The Proposed Project would likely provide similar support to Orange 
County institutions, although the obligation to do so is not being addressed either as part of the 
SEQRA process or otherwise. 
 
 A.66. Neal Gabriel, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.66.1:  My wife and I moved here 31 years ago…to this rural area, to me, this Project 
is going to take away that quality of life that we moved here for and care so deeply about.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.12.4. 
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Comment A.66.2:  I have very good neighbors.  None of them has asked me to support and help 
them and pay their taxes or they’ve never asked permission to come in and clear cut my woods on 
my property.   
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.  No wooded areas, outside of the subject property are proposed to be 
disturbed. Off-site land for road widening is mostly previously disturbed land and located within 
existing roadway rights-of-way. 
 
Comment A.66.3:  First of all, why is [LEGOLAND] being fast-tracked?  I heard -- in one of the 
previous meetings, the Planning Board indicated that they just heard about this in June, in six 
months, we're going to approve?  If this has been approved already and you aren’t willing to listen 
to us then shame on you.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.55.1. No decisions on the Proposed Action have been 
made at this time.  A final decision on the two local laws under consideration by the Town Board, 
and a decision on site plan, special permit, and subdivision, cannot take place until SEQR has been 
completed and Findings have been adopted.  
 
Comment A.66.4:  The other things I have great concerns over is the traffic, I think that will be a 
nightmare.  I'm now retired, but I used to spend hours and hours commuting on Route 17, I can't 
imagine what the people in the future that still commute are going to have to live through. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will open to the public at 10AM, after peak commuter traffic 
times on local roadways.  Furthermore, the majority of commuters travel east in the morning and 
return from east to west in the evening, while the majority of guests to the park would be expected 
to be traveling west along NYS Route 17 from larger population centers in the morning and 
returning home eastbound via NYS Route 17. 
 
Comment A.66.5:  I understand Merlin isn’t willing to pay for the fly-over.  Some $90 million is 
the number I heard. I find it interesting that a good neighbor doesn’t want to pay for something 
that benefits them and it’s for their benefit solely.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3.  
 
Comment A.66.6:  I am concerned that a lot of traffic will be coming up Reservoir road.  We're 
going to need a traffic light, perhaps, there on 17A and Reservoir Road.  Who's going to pay for 
that?  I know the answer, the taxpayers; us.  
 
Response:  Based on the Traffic Study, a traffic signal is not required on Reservoir Road at Route 
17A.  Based on the population centers in the region and trade information provided by the Project 
Sponsor, estimates of the expected traffic which will arrive to and from the area via Route 17A is 
expected to be less than two percent of Project-generated traffic. During the peak time periods this 
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equates to less than 30 vehicles per hour in the highest one hour period. The revised traffic 
mitigation that will include the relocation of Exit 125, will further minimize traffic impacts on 
local roads. 
 
The Post Implementation Monitoring Study will identify key locations where the traffic generated 
by LEGOLAND will be documented.  At this time, it is proposed that it will include the 
intersection of South Street and Harriman Drive.  This will determine whether there is a 
significantly higher number of project-generated trips than projected in the FEIS traffic analysis.  
The data could also be used to address a location such as Route 17A and Reservoir Road since in 
order to get to that location, the traffic would have to pass through the South Street and Harriman 
Drive intersection.  The Post Implementation Monitoring Study is being required by NYSDOT as 
a condition of its highway work permit. The results of that study will be made directly to 
NYSDOT, with a copy to the Town of Goshen.  The Town will have an opportunity to comment 
on the study and its results, but the decision to make any modifications to the traffic improvements, 
and the implementation of any such improvements, will be solely the responsibility of NYSDOT 
and not the Town. 
 
Comment A.66.7:  The other thing that concerns me is the pollution from all the cars.  That and 
the daily fireworks that they are going to have, more pollution. 
 
Response: All commercial uses, by their nature, will include increases in traffic to a particular site.  
The critical factor in limiting vehicle emissions is reducing the amount of time vehicles are to idle. 
To this end, the Project Sponsor proposes no toll plaza upon entrance to the parking area so that 
cars will not queue and idle at this point.  Once in the parking area, parking attendants will direct 
vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure efficient and expedited parking of guest 
vehicles.  Many guests will chose to pre-pay parking fees or pay via cell phones to avoid waiting 
at toll plazas all together.  Those guests who chose to pay in cash, will pay upon exit.  As guests 
will leave the park at a range of times, excessive vehicle queuing upon exit is not anticipated.  
 
Fireworks are not proposed to be used daily.  Fireworks would be utilized for special events such 
as Fourth of July or Halloween and total time of use would be approximately 20 minutes per event. 
This short time frame of the use of fireworks would limit potential impacts.  
 
Comment A.66.8:  The noise from the cars and from the fireworks and the activity in the park.  I'm 
a little skeptical when they say, we won't hear anything. 
 
Response:  Based on the noise analysis of noise produced at LEGOLAND in California, noise at 
property lines is projected to increase as a result the Proposed Action by 3 dBA or less at the 
majority of receptor locations.  Based on standards set forth by the NYSDEC publication, 
Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, increases in noise of under 3 dBA should have no 
appreciable effect on receptors.  Proposed buffers around the site will provide noise attenuation 
due to distance of residences from the facility and intervening mature vegetation which is to remain 
on the site.  The only receptor location to experience a noticeable (over 3 dBA) noise impact during 
the weekday build-condition was receptor 6 which is located at the western property line near the 
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hotel and entrance to the main guest parking area.  This receptor location borders vacant land and 
is more than 1,000 feet from Glen Arden property or any residential dwellings.  Noise impacts 
from fireworks are addressed in Section III-I of the DEIS.  
 
Comment A.66.9:  I’m also very concerned about the impact on the environment.  Everyone talks 
about the environment sensitive area there that they want to develop.  I don’t know why we 
overlook that.  We should leave the zoning the same as it is now, don't change it.  That way, the 
land is protected, it's for large lot, residential development. No high density, no amusement park.  
I just don't understand that. 
 
Response:  The Project Site has not been designated as an environmentally sensitive area.  
Additionally only a portion of the site is zoned Rural (RU).  Over 271 acres on the northern end 
of the site, along Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits 
single-family, two-family and multifamily dwellings, and apartment buildings as-of-right. The HR 
District also permits commercial uses such as restaurants, service and retail businesses, and 
recreational businesses by special permit. The site has not been designated an environmentally 
sensitive area, and it has a long history of prior disturbance including two residential buildings 
with an accessory barn, a communications tower, a restaurant and inn which is in a state of 
dilapidation on the site.  Other portions of the site have been disturbed by farming activities. 
 

 A.67. Barbara Martinez, Director of Communications, Orange County Chamber of  
Commerce 
 

Comment A.67.1: <Reads letter from the Winter Haven Chamber of Commerce CEO, Katie 
Worthington.> See Comment B.6 and associated responses. 
 
Response:  See Comment B.6 and associated responses. 
 
 A.68. Frank Guerrera, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.68.1:  I would like to speak about proposed Local Law 6, changing the Town of 
Goshen’s Comprehensive Plan.  Number 1, regarding buffer zones. The Master Plan states that 
buffers are required when development is adjacent to a residential community to the greatest extent 
possible. The LEGOLAND buffer has been shrunk from 2000 feet in the EAF to not a thousand 
feet in their latest proposal.  If you want to make a constructive change to the Master Plan, make 
the buffer zone a definitive amount, one that has to be adhered to by this or any applicant.  
 
Response:  Introductory Local Law 6 requires setbacks from all property lines of at least 50 feet.  
At its closest point, the distance between the proposed area of disturbance for the Proposed Project 
and the nearest residence is more than 1,000 feet.  Additionally, the Project Sponsor proposes to 
permanently preserve 150.1 acres of land including wetland areas through the imposition of a 
conservation easement on the Property (see Figure 10). 
 
Comment A.68.2:  Currently the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan states the area where 
LEGOLAND is to be built has steeper gradient and also contains substantial wetlands and is, 
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therefore, [best] suited for low density residential development.  The change you want to make 
will add commercial tourism recreational facility that is designed to accommodate, to a reasonable 
extent, the natural contours of the land and the protection of the wetland areas.  How is it that you 
can equate low density residential housing with the biggest LEGOLAND amusement park in the 
United States?  You have worded it so they both require the same zoning. 
 
Response: The Project Site does contain steep slopes and wetlands (see Figures III-4 and III-7 of 
the DEIS depicting existing conditions). While the Comprehensive Plan recommends protection 
of wetland areas that are contained on this site, the current zoning of over 271 acres on the northern 
end of the site, along Harriman Drive, is zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single 
family dwellings, as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings, as-of-right. The HR District 
also permits commercial uses such as restaurants, service and retail businesses, and recreational 
businesses by special permit.  The remaining portion of the Project Site is zoned Rural.  
Additionally, the Project Sponsor proposes to permanently preserve 150.1 acres of land including 
wetland areas through the imposition of a conservation easement on the Property (see Figure 10).  
 
Comment A.68.3:  You are changing the name to ‘recreational facility’ to skirt the intent of the 
Master Plan which states many times that its aim is to keep Goshen rural and specifically forbids 
amusement parks.  
 
Response: While the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan recommends preserving rural areas of 
the town, the Project is consistent with goal #4 to develop a strong and balanced economic base 
and to attract tax positive commercial developments to offset existing tax-exempt lands and to pay 
for services required by the growing population.  The Comprehensive Plan does not forbid 
amusement parks.  The reference to amusement parks is contained in the Town Zoning Law. This 
reference is proposed to be amended by Local Law #6. In any event, the Proposed Project is not 
an amusement park, but rather it is a theme park and resort, including a hotel, an aquarium, and 
restaurants, which will provide year-round educational and entertainment opportunities to children 
and families. 
 
The Town Board is also considering an amendment to the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan 
(see Town of Goshen Introductory Local Law 5 of 2016 in Appendix B of the DEIS) to amend 
Sections 3.3 and 3.5 to specifically encourage additional commercial uses in the Town along State 
Route 17 to diversify the Town’s economic base and increase tax and other revenues to offset the 
costs of providing residential services to Town residents.  
 
Comment A.68.4:  The mitigation standard is ‘to a reasonable extent’.  Why don't you just say 
whatever Merlin feels like doing, let them, because that's what the words seem to mean.  Why are 
you giving this corporation free reign to destroy this sensitive area?  Why are you not standing up 
to them and protecting the residents of Goshen? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project, and the commenter’s noted standard of SEQRA mitigation is not correct.  
The proposed Commercial Recreation Overlay Zoning District does not alter the obligation of the 
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Project Sponsor to meet the requirements of other Town Zoning Overlays nor does it impact the 
obligation to be consistent with State and Federal laws which apply to the Project Site regulating 
wetlands, stormwater management, floodplains or sensitive habitat areas.  As part of the SEQR 
analysis for this Proposed Project, a wetlands biologist delineated wetland areas on the site, 
specialists in endangered species evaluated the potential for various habitats on the site and 
visually sensitive areas were photographed and analyzed.  Reports from each of these specialists 
were provided in the DEIS. The proposed layout has been designed to take identified 
environmentally sensitive areas into account. Wetland disturbance has been minimized to the 
greatest extent possible, and the site was redesigned to save additional mature trees from that which 
was proposed in the DEIS. 
 
Comment A.68.5:  In order to take a hard look required by SEQR, experts other than those 
employed by the Applicant are necessary.  While the Town has their own experts, some officials 
have clearly signaled their support for this Project.  Supervisor Bloomfield has stated on the record 
that he's for it and attended the opening of the LEGOLAND storefront this past Saturday to, in his 
own words, gather information. 
 
Response:  The Town of Goshen has qualified consultants reviewing all aspects of the DEIS and 
site plans for this application that will advise the Town based on their independent expertise.  
Elected officials – unlike appointed officials – are permitted to express their opinions; planning 
board members must remain neutral and evaluate all of the facts and factors before coming to a 
decision.  It is not uncommon for elected officials in the Town and Village to attend Goshen 
Chamber of Commerce events, including ribbon-cutting events at local businesses. 
 
Comment A.68.6:  Resident organizations have hired experts to have - and have been examining 
the DEIS in great detail.  We request, after the time for written comments has passed, the Planning 
Board meet with these experts to gather from them any facts that might have been overlooked.  Is 
this information less important because it doesn't come from Merlin Enterprises? 
 
Response:  Written comments on the DEIS were received by the Planning Board from November 
21, 2016 through January 17, 2017.  Responses to all substantive comments are contained within 
this FEIS.  The Planning Board’s general protocol is not to meet with outside consultants.  Outside 
consultants have the same opportunity as governmental agencies and the public to submit written 
comments or to speak at the public hearings.  The consultants retained by the anti-LEGOLAND 
organizations have both spoken (directly and indirectly) and submitted in detail their concerns, 
which have been reviewed by the Planning Board and its consultants and addressed in this FEIS. 
 
 A.69. Dennis Barnett, Washingtonville resident 

Comment A.69.1:  You have been charged with responsibility for preserving the quality of life for 
this town, as well as pursuing economic opportunities for stability and vitality of the town.  As I 
speak to folks who are against this Project, their concerns seem to be centered more around the 
issue of quality of life.  But true quality of life cannot be occurring without economic stability or 
economic vitality.   
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Response:  See response to Comment A.12.4.   
 
Comment A.69.2:  I'll admit to you, when I first learned of this Project, I had doubts and concerns.  
My doubts were about water and traffic.  Again, two of the things falling under the issue of quality 
of life. But as I listened more and more to what's being said by both sides, I find that I don't hear 
anything really bad about LEGOLAND the company, and I learned even more that this company 
has a real sensitivity for preserving the quality of life for the communities in which they are 
involved with, as well as bringing along economic development for those companies and those 
communities as well.  So I stepped back and I said to myself, wait a minute, we have two entities 
here, the Town and this company with a like mindedness of thought around quality of life and 
economic development.  Unique situation.  I am strongly supporting this Project, not because of 
what has been said today, but primarily, because of the like mindedness of both of these entities 
around quality of life and economic development, an occurrence that normally does not happen, 
maybe once a lifetime, maybe never again.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.12.4.   
 
 A.70. Erica Reed, Goshen resident  

Comment A.70.1:  I want to speak about the negative impact that the theme park would have on 
the character of this community, along with the quality of life that I don't think LEGOLAND has 
in the best interest of this town or county.  According to the DEIS, this factor of analyzing the 
character of the community should be analyzed along with many others.  Goshen has a historic 
rural charm that most people love and appreciate.  When you put a massive theme park into that 
picture, everything changes.  All of a sudden, Goshen will look like Paramus, New Jersey or 
Nanuet in Rockland County…because LEGOLAND is supposed to spur additional businesses and 
opportunities so eventually NYS Route 17, 17M and 17A can very well look like Route 59 in 
Spring Valley, with transit buses and other means to commute. 
 
Response:  Commercial developments currently exist along Route 17M and Route 17A in Goshen 
and neighboring municipalities so the character of this area would not be impacted by the 
development of business.  Any additional development would need to be consistent with local 
zoning regulations and the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan, which recommends additional 
development within this corridor.  See also, responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
Comment A.70.2: Will the character of this community change? 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.45.1.  
 
Comment A.70.3: In addition to the tremendous traffic problems that will change this Town, there 
is also the real possibility of affordable housing being constructed for many of LEGOLAND's 
employees, as well as county residents.  Of course, all people are entitled to housing, but if you 
have a community already pressured for water, why add additional strain if it's avoidable. 
 
Response:  No housing is proposed as part of this application. 
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Comment A.70.4:  Why do so many parents allow their kids out?  Because of the character of this 
community.  Parents and kids feel safe.  The people in Goshen generally know each other.  If        
LEGOLAND comes, you will now have a serious influx of strangers out and about when they 
leave the theme park.  Is Goshen going to put any surveillance cameras into the town to help people 
feel safe and secure, and if cameras are installed, who is a paying for them?  
 
Response: According to interviews with local Police Officials in Winter Haven, crime levels 
related to LEGOLAND are extremely low.  Police calls to the site are mainly related to vehicular 
accidents rather than crime. The Project Site is situated away from existing residential 
neighborhoods.  With the direct highway access to the Site from the relocation of Exit 125, the 
visitors to the Proposed Project utilizing local roads has been reduced.  Safety in the Town is not 
anticipated to be an issue.  There are many “strangers” who presently visit Goshen, either passing 
through or by invitation to Goshen events, such as the Great American Weekend, horse racing at 
the historic track, or the farmer’s market. There is no evidence to suggest that any additional 
visitors to Goshen related to their visit at LEGOLAND will pose any danger to present residents. 
If the Town chooses to install security cameras if the need arises for any reason, it would be the 
Town Board’s determination; it is not being proposed as part of this application. 
 
 A.71. Howard Mills, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.71.1:  I'm very strongly in support of this Project, I think it has wonderful benefits for 
our community, I won't get into all the technical aspects of the DEIS, other than to say that I'm 
very confident that this Board and the State of New York can mitigate the impacts of this Project. 
  
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  Public Needs and Benefits of the Proposed Project are further discussed in 
Section II.C of the DEIS, beginning on page 29.   
 
Comment A.71.2: The Orange County economic development strategy specifically talks about the 
importance of tourism to the future of Orange County's economic development and the possibility 
for economic opportunity for the people of Orange County.  I simply cannot imagine a more 
positive, beneficial tourism Project for this county than LEGOLAND.  My fear is that if this Project 
were to be rejected, it would do irreparable damage to Orange County’s reputation and ability 
attract future jobs and future economic development.  So I think we need to think about 
LEGOLAND, not just in the context of LEGOLAND and its benefits but what it says about the 
future of economic development in Orange County.   
 
Response: The Proposed Project is in line with the Orange County Economic Development 
Strategy (2015) as well as the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Strategy updated 
annually by New York State and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Council.  The 
Orange County Economic Development Strategy targets tourism as one of the main industries 
essential to economic development in Orange County.  This plan recommends expanding tourism 
by both overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through the hotel occupancy 
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tax and developments which emphasizes Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the Northeast.  
The Proposed Project accomplishes both of these goals.   
  

A.72. Donna Wolfson, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.72.1:  On Thursday, someone said, we don't want to be the town where cars just          
pass by and not stop.  Well, we certainly don't want to be the town where thousands of people and 
thousands of cars descend upon us daily, seven days a week, seven months a year, causing traffic 
jams and pollution on their way in and out. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.  
 
Comment A.72.2: Another person stated, when a Project is being put forth, there's always a few 
people who get in the way, they should just step aside and be sacrificed for the common good.  I 
resent those who think that it shouldn’t be a personal issue when you are talking about people’s 
lives and homes and there are many of us who feel this way, not just a few.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.  
 
Comment A.72.3:  You can move LEGOLAND to another site in Orange County or New York 
State, but we can't move our homes to another place. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.   
 
Comment A.72.4: Other people talked about the great job opportunities that LEGOLAND would 
provide.  First of all, we have low unemployment in this area.  Secondly, I have serious doubts 
about the value of seasonable low paying jobs and we lack affordable housing to accommodate 
the hired workers. 
 
Response: The Proposed Project will create 500 full-time, year-round jobs and an additional 500 
seasonal jobs for the busier summer season.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, 
finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, 
maintenance and hotel and aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and offer 
benefits.  Seasonal jobs are often filled by high school or college students who are looking for 
summer employment to supplement their income while school is out of session.  While it would 
not be anticipated that these seasonal workers would require new housing, housing for employees 
could be obtained in the Village of Goshen which offers a range of housing options or surrounding 
communities.   
 
Comment A.72.5: Another theme I heard with regard to the union workers was jobs, jobs, jobs.  If 
you want to give these folks construction jobs, then build it somewhere else in the county or the 
state, not in this bedroom community of Goshen and on this fragile land site.   
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Response:  See response to Comment A.24.1 above regarding the appropriateness of the site.  A 
bedroom community is a place which does not have industry or commercial businesses but rather 
is largely residential in nature. Goshen is the County-seat of Orange County and the home to a 
wide range of offices, banks, commercial and industrial uses. 
 
Comment A.72.6:  Another person said, this property is going to become something else          
sooner or later, so why not do it now and develop LEGOLAND?  I would respond that neither a 
mega theme park, nor a high density housing Project is appropriate for the location selected.  There 
indeed may be a good use for it in the future, perhaps a business or a park that better conforms to 
the site on a scale that doesn't swallow up its surroundings. 
 
Response:  The location of the site immediately adjacent to Route 17 with access to utilities lends 
itself to commercial development of the site. Under existing zoning, the site could be developed 
with 231 residential units, or with various commercial uses, and in 2014 the Town’s Environmental 
Review Board (ERB) recommended to the Town Board that commercial uses be expanded along 
Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see memorandum in Appendix F).  The scale of the 
Project has been designed to allow for minimal wetland disturbance and to allow for buffers from 
surrounding properties.   
 
Comment A.72.7:  This last Master Plan specifically forbade amusement parks and the zoning 
change that would be required makes a mockery of the intent of the recent plan.   
 
Response:  The existing Town Comprehensive Plan does not discuss amusement parks as a 
specific use.  Amusement parks are currently not permitted by the existing Zoning Code under 
Section 97-10.  The Proposed Project is a theme park and resort, including a hotel and an aquarium.  
Local Law #6 clarifies that this specific use is not to be considered an amusement park. 
 

A.73. Renee Bulla, Monroe resident, Board Member, Orange County Chamber of 
Commerce 

Comment A.73.1:  A brand is the promise that a company makes to an individual, a market, a 
community, and I feel that the Merlin/ LEGOLAND brand promise is a solid one.  I believe and 
trust in the brand, for me and my family.  And I do feel that any concerns, that are legitimate, will 
be addressed by this professional company and its brand expertise.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.   
 
Comment A.73.2: I feel that the values of this business, growing in our community, are aligned 
with my personal and family belief that a wholesome support and preservation of a child's 
imagination, in a society that's moving way too much and way too fast towards more screen          
time.  I have four children that have grown up in my home over the course of living in this 
community, and I want them to stay here and work in this community and not move away because 
there's nothing for them and their families that are growing. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  The Proposed Project is geared toward families with young children ages 
2 to 12, and is designed to provide both entertainment and educational opportunities.  Additionally, 
the Proposed Project has stated that it will offer year-round educational opportunities to 
schoolchildren throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Math) education, and will partner with local schools and colleges to train and 
employ students interested in careers in hospitality, business, mechanical engineering, among 
other fields.  The Project Sponsor has also represented it will offer special programs and discounted 
tickets to area schools, including all school districts within Orange County.  The cost for student 
field trips is proposed to start at $15 per student. 
 
Comment A.73.3:  I support the business growth of LEGOLAND's contribution in our community, 
this is the county seat, this is something that I feel as a county resident that I'd be proud to have 
here, and I know that it would contribute to helping keep our children here, keeping our 
communities growing in a way that is wholesome and good for the rest of us.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  Benefits of the Proposed Project, including the charitable Merlin’s Magic 
Wand Program are further discussed in Section II-C of the DEIS. 
 
 A.74. Peter Fitzpatrick, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.74.1:  Nobody moves to Goshen for jobs.  We chose as a community years ago with 
the Salesian Project to have open space, that’s what we chose. We chose to be that quiet sleepy 
community.  I did not choose to have a LEGOLAND in my backyard.  LEGOLAND is great.  My 
kids played with LEGOLAND products, my grandchildren will too.  But not there, if you have 
ever walked that land, because I have, it's beautiful, and there's the Otter Creek there, and just 
everything about it.  So for a commercial entity to want to come into a subdivision…I don’t like it 
and neither do the people where I live.  I’m all for pro growth and everything, [but] they can pick 
a better spot. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.  Also, see response to Comment A.24.1. 
 
 A.75: Ralph Martucci, Chairman, Orange County Chamber of Commerce 

Comment A.75.1:  I'd like to address two quality of life issues. The first being the educational 
benefits of this Project, all right, LEGOLAND will offer year-round educational opportunities to 
students throughout all the school districts in Orange County in STEM education, STEM    
education is science, technology, engineering and math, which is a critical, critical need in this 
country and that is a great program.  Another educational benefit that they will bring is that they 
will partner with all our local schools throughout Orange County and our colleges to employ           
students who have interest in careers such as hospitality, business, mechanical engineering, just to 
name a few.  That’s critical for our youth to not only work on their future careers, but also give 
them the hands-on abilities to realize these career opportunities.  
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Response:  Representatives from LEGOLAND have represented that they have met with officials 
from Orange Ulster BOCES, Orange County Community College, Mount Saint Mary’s and SUNY 
New Paltz to discuss the coordination of programs, internship programs and other opportunities 
for students at the Proposed Project.  Also, see responses to Comments A.21.2, A.12.4, and A.73.2. 
 
Comment A.75.2: The second quality of life issue I would like to discuss is the fantastic corporate 
citizenship of this organization.  LEGOLAND will provide support to our not-for-profit 
institutions throughout Orange County.  They have a terrific program, it's called Merlin's Magic 
Wand, where they will provide to seriously ill, disadvantaged or disabled children and their 
families a fun day filled with various LEGOLAND attractions at their facility.  And I am a long-
time board member of Access:  Supports for Living, formerly Occupations, Inc., and this is a 
fantastic program that a lot of our clients would benefit from. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. Benefits of the Proposed Project, including the Merlin’s Magic Wand 
Program are further discussed in Section II-C of the DEIS. See also, responses to Comments 
A.73.3 and A.12.4. 
 
Comment A.75.3: Letter from Bob DeFelice read into the record (see Comment B.45).    
 
Response:  See response below to Comment B.45.  
 
 A.76. Steve Gross, on behalf of Concerned Citizens for the Hudson Valley 

Comment A.76.1:  The DEIS is missing huge blocks of information such as the capacity of the 
new proposed well, traffic impacts on the New York State Thruway and the Harriman Tolls, an 
assessment of the historic value of the houses being demolished and the fact that the impact of 
developing 140 acres of the 522 acres being rezoned and more.   
 
Response:  Additional testing on the Village’s well site for a potential new Village water supply 
well has been provided in Appendix G, demonstrating that there is adequate capacity to not only 
serve the Proposed Project, but a greatly enhanced capacity for additional water quantities.  
However, it must be clarified that this SEQR review does not encompass the Village’s decision to 
develop or not develop a potential new well for the Village.  The Village has provided a “will 
serve” letter to the Applicant and a report that the existing water capabilities of the Village water 
system are presently more than sufficient to service this Project.  
 
There is one existing residential structure on the Project Site, which is not listed as historic either 
locally or nationally.  It does not have any significant architectural features nor does it meet the 
other criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
The DEIS studies potential impacts of the entire Proposed Project, including development of an 
aquarium as a second phase of construction in three to five years, and the rezoning of almost the 
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entirety of the property.  No additional development for the acreage not presently proposed for 
development, or restricted by the proposed conservation easement, is proposed for this site.  
 
As indicated on Page 3 of the FEIS Traffic Impact Study, the State will be removing the Harriman 
Toll Plaza and replacing it with a cashless high speed toll system.  This improvement is being 
implemented to accommodate existing and future traffic volumes in a more efficient and orderly 
fashion.  This type of system has already been implemented at the Tappan Zee Bridge, and has 
significantly improved traffic operations as a result of the elimination of previous toll collection 
delays.  Additionally, the I-87/Route 17 interchange was analyzed in the FEIS Traffic Study and 
based upon this analysis it was determined that this location would not experience significant 
traffic impacts due to the Proposed Project.  More detailed information on the analysis of this 
location can be found in the Traffic Impact Study Technical Appendix (Appendix E). 
 
Comment A.76.2: The DEIS makes critical information hard to find.   
 
Response:  A Table of Contents was provided in the DEIS which, in addition to providing a page 
number for each environmental topic, also enumerates Figures, Tables and Appendices within the 
document. A similar Table of Contents has been provided for in this FEIS. The DEIS satisfies the 
requirements of the SEQR regulations. 
 
Comment A.76.3: The DEIS makes false statements.  To illustrate this I am going to focus on 
Figure III-6 which illustrates the proposed cuts and fills to the Project.  The impact statement is 
based on the proposed grade plans, approximately 196,187 cubic yards of fill will be required to 
be brought to the site, this is not true.  When you look at this table that's on this graphic, that 
provides detailed information on cuts and fills, it does not focus on the impact itself, again, this is 
difficult.  But when you add this up, the cuts add up to more than 1,620,000 cubic yards and the 
fills add up to more than 2,151,000 cubic yards.  That yields a net fill of more than 531,000 cubic 
yards.  That is more than two and a half times as much as reported in the impact statement.  Using 
a 16-cubic yard truck, that would be 33,199 truckloads of fill.   
 
Response:  A new Cut and Fill Analysis has been prepared based on the revised site layout plans.  
(See Figure 7).  Based on this plan the overall amount of grading and earthwork has been reduced 
from the plan presented in the DEIS. Figure 9 shows a total cut of 1,712,405 cubic yards and a 
total fill of 1,933,281 cubic yards for a net fill needed of 220,876 cubic yards.  This volume of fill 
material can be obtained from onsite construction excavations including additional earth material 
removed for the construction of internal walkways, building foundations, hotel pool area, water 
and sewer mains, drainage pipes and bedding, the stormwater pond and other underground 
stormwater infrastructure. Since the necessary fill can be obtained from within the site,  no soil 
will need to be imported from outside the site.   See Appendix U. 
 
Based on the revised plans, retaining walls are required in some areas to avoid wetland disturbance 
and to reduce the overall area of development. To work with the existing topography more closely, 
retaining walls are generally scattered throughout the site rather than being concentrated in specific 
areas. Walls along the guest entrance road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and 
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generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 
23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site 
along the Orange & Rockland easement for the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls 
within the interior of the park range from 4’ to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high. The 
tallest walls in the interior of the park are located on the northerly side of the “Bricktopia” cluster 
and within the “Miniland” area. 
  
By comparison, the DEIS plan showed a maximum retaining wall height of 56’, and the majority 
of walls in the park ranged from 30 to 40’. 
 
Comment A.76.4:  The site’s natural variation of the ponding up to the site, as a development will 
sit lower than the surrounding land, this is also not true. It is very difficult to discern, but if you 
look at this corner of the parking lot, that sits at elevation 522, on 90 feet of fill, you can see the 
dark blue colors indicating the fill, that sits 100 feet higher than the houses over here on Redwood 
Drive, it's not lower, it's 100 feet higher and then it grades up from there all the way up to 584 feet.  
So it’s sitting as much as 162 feet higher than these neighboring houses. 
 
Response:  Areas of the Project Site are higher in elevation than the adjacent residential 
subdivision. The adjacent residential subdivision will be separated from the developed areas of the 
site by approximately 1000 feet of undisturbed buffer and an eight-foot tall privacy fence will 
surround the developed park area.  These factors will limit visibility into the site and mitigate both 
visual and noise impacts.   
 
Comment A.76.5:  The impact statement also states and it talks about buffers that are a thousand 
feet, 1,200 feet.  Mr. Royle himself, at the first presentation, said up to 2,000 feet adjacent to 
residences, 1,000 elsewhere, none of those numbers are true, this distance from here to these 
houses is 900 feet so none of the numbers are correct.  
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.56.3.  
 
Comment A.76.6:  And the impact statement talks about the hotel, it will be built into the naturally 
sloping topography so that if it's two stories from the front and four stories from the rear elevation, 
that's not true.  When you look at this, you'll see the hotel sitting here, again, on the dark blue. It's 
sitting at an elevation of 522 on fill over natural elevation of 458, this would be held back by a 
retaining wall, not a natural source, this is part of the impact statement.   
 
Response:  The location and grading around the hotel has been revised (see Figure 2: Site Layout).  
The reduction in overall grading has reduced the need for retaining walls (also see response to 
Comment A.76.3).  The hotel, as shown on the architectural drawings in the DEIS, is designed so 
it is two stories from the front of the hotel and four stories in the rear elevation.   
 
 A.77. Linda Muller, Cornwall resident 

Comment A.77.1:  I have heard many times Merlin speak about their commitment to children. 
This isn’t a huge theme park, this isn’t like going to New Jersey where a park opens early in the 
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morning and stays [open] late at night and attracts a population where I would not want to bring 
my grandchildren. I want to bring them someplace that is safe.  I want to know that the kids who 
come to my office… have a place that is safe.  I believe that will come from LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  The Proposed Project will have 24-hour security onsite, including park 
rangers patrolling the park during business hours, and administering guest screening upon park 
entry, which will provide a safe environment for guests.    
 
Comment A.77.2: I employ 400 people right here in Orange County.  The economic drivers, I 
know, have been spoken about…but this is a Project that I feel compelled to come out and speak 
as a great business opportunity and economic engine for Orange County.  
 
Response: A detailed discussion of the benefits of the Proposed Project is provided in Section II-
C of the DEIS.   
 
Comment A.77.3:  I believe it’s a place where my employees and my 25,000 people can come and 
we have some assurances that no one will be denied entrance into the park.  Because I have some 
of the poorest kids in Orange County coming to my healthcare center and I ask you to think about 
what a wonderful opportunity it will be for them.   
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has committed to offering special programs and discounted tickets 
to area schools, including all school districts within Orange County.  The cost for student field 
trips is estimated to start at $15 per student.  The Project Sponsor has also committed to donating 
a number of free tickets to area schools.  Free field trips and in kind donations at LEGOLAND 
California have generated $1,000,000 in benefits to local schools.  The Project Sponsor has 
committed to offering free annual passes to all educators in Orange County to learn about the 
educational opportunities for their students.  There are approximately 5,000 full-time educators 
teaching in Orange County schools. 
 
Comment A.77.4:  Change is inevitable.  Plan it well, which is, what you're doing.  Hear both sides 
of the story, which, I believe what you're doing.  And do the best job, not only for the individuals 
who live in Goshen, but understand the ramifications that it has for all of Orange County.  
 
Response:  When New York State enacted the State Environmental Quality Review Act in 1974, 
it expressly stated that the intent and “the basic purpose of SEQR is to incorporate the consideration 
of environmental factors into the existing planning, review and decision making processes of state, 
regional and local government agencies.”  6 N.Y.C.R.R. § 617.1(c).  To date, the SEQR process, 
site plan and subdivision review, as well as the review required for the proposed Local Laws have 
been undertaken consistent with New York State law.  
 
 A.78. Jessica Gocke, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.78.1:  I want to address the issue of wetlands, specifically the quality of wetland 
information in the DEIS or a lack thereof.  The DEIS represents that the Project will impact .075 
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acres of wetlands, that's not even a tenth of an acre and, therefore, falls under the one-tenth acre 
disturbance threshold and no individual permit, nor compensatory wetland mitigation will be 
required.  Under NWP 18, like all NWPs, it is subject to an extensive list of conditions, one of 
these is that the contemplated action requiring a wetland disturbance does not disturb any sites that 
are listed or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, but the impact statement does 
confirm the presence of at least one National Register of Historic Places, an archaeological site 
that will be destroyed by the proposed action.  So the conditions for the NWP 18 are not met. Any 
disturbance in Federal wetlands will therefore be subject to the Army Corps of Engineers' review, 
the Army Corps of Engineers needs to be listed as an Involved Agency. 
 
Response:  As per the findings of the Archeological Investigation, Site 07106.000123 and 
LEGOLAND Site 4 are eligible for NRHP listing and will require data recovery prior to any 
disturbance in this area in order to preserve all artifacts.  No historic register eligible sites will be 
destroyed. An additional site identified in a study prepared in 2000, Site 07106.000122, is within 
the wetland area and will not be disturbed as part of the Project.  It will be preserved in place.  (see 
Section III-P of the DEIS for additional information). 
 
The Project’s wetland biologist walked the site with a representative from the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE), the federal agency responsible for identification of wetlands 
satisfying certain federal criteria, and has applied for a Jurisdictional Determination from the 
agency confirming the wetland delineation.  Based on revised wetland disturbance required by the 
traffic mitigation plan, the site will now require a permit from the Army Corps of Engineers. 
Application for a Nationwide permit has been submitted which supersedes the request for the 
Jurisdictional Determination.  Any action by the Planning Board would likely include a condition 
that the Nationwide permit coverage be received by the Project Sponsor before work commences 
in wetland areas.   
 
Comment A.78.2:  But beyond this, it seems that far more than a tenth of wetlands are being 
disturbed, anyway.  A 2006 wetland survey for the hamlet of Goshen previously proposed on this 
property, depicts all the same wetlands shown in the LEGOLAND DEIS, but also three additional 
wetlands that are mysteriously absent from the LEGOLAND plans.  Two of these wetlands are 
shown in the footprint of the LEGOLAND park, and one is shown within the footprint of the 
parking lot.  Wetlands don't just disappear on their own.  Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to either 
provide agency approved wetland mapping or an Army Corps development report, as is customary, 
for review that would support the wetland mapping they have depicted, but reading further into 
the DEIS, it appears as if the authors, perhaps, really did know about those wetlands after all and 
their destruction had been accounted for in an earlier draft. 
 
Response:  Wetlands are not static, and the definition of wetlands within the jurisdiction of the 
federal government has been modified since 2006, as a result of United States Supreme Court 
decisions and ACOE regulations, and the recent determination to rescind the 2015 Clean Water 
Rule. A NYSDEC certified wetlands specialist surveyed all wetlands on and in areas to be 
disturbed around the Project Site. Representatives from both the ACOE and the NYSDEC walked 
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the site with the wetlands biologist and maps were sent to the ACOE and to the NYSDEC for 
certification.  
 
A total of 0.44 acres of federally regulated wetlands will be disturbed onsite and 1.654 acres of 
Federal wetlands and 0.084 acres of NYSDEC regulated wetlands will be disturbed for the revised 
off-site traffic improvements.  Wetlands have been delineated in and around the additional areas 
of disturbance by the Project’s biologist.   
 
Comment A.78.3:  On Page 43 of the DEIS, the existing conditions description described the 
existence of 116.72 acres of wetlands, whereas potential impacts, described on Page 54, identified 
a post-development condition of 115 acres of wetlands, that would equate to a wetland disturbance 
of 1.72 acres, greatly above the .075 acre otherwise claimed. 
 
Response: As per the revised layout of the park – due to mitigation measures incorporated into 
the design based on comments received from the agencies and public, and in particular the revised 
traffic mitigation plan – a total of 2.178 acres of wetlands will be disturbed by the development of 
the Proposed Project including both on and off-site wetlands. 
 
Comment A.78.4: So was there a conscious decision to delete the wetlands from the site plan, was 
it the Applicant’s purposeful intent to make the wetland’s impact come just under a tenth of an 
acre threshold to avoid the Army Corps’ review?  Did they forget to correct this calculation and 
cover up the true wetland impact, whether another explanation might be, therefore, the 1.75 
reduction in our wetland in the post-development condition? Why does Merlin not at least provide 
a copy of the wetlands delineation report as part of the DEIS? 
 
Response: A signed delineation map from the NYSDEC and a Pre-Construction Notification 
submission to the ACOE are provided in Appendix H, confirming the wetland delineation for the 
property.  
 
 A.79. Jamie Zajac, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.79.1: I did a lot of research as to where I wanted to live, Goshen was my choice and 
it's been very good for me. As a Millennial looking forward toward the future, I'm extremely 
excited about LEGOLAND having an interest in our town.  The opportunities are limitless, in my 
opinion, as so many ancillary companies will get work for decades to come.  In addition, jobs will 
be plentiful, and my hope, of course, is that more Millennials and young professionals will flock 
to Goshen and Orange County and a new generation of leaders will pick up where you all left off. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. The Project Proposes 500 full time jobs, as well as 300 part-time jobs and 
500 seasonal jobs.   
 
Comment A.79.2: As a former athlete, who understands what athletic programs and extracurricular 
programs cost to schools, I can't help to think of how fortunate our local school district would be 
to have LEGOLAND here.  Their taxes will be paid year after year for decades to come.  
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Response:  Based on the proposed PILOT, the Goshen Central School District will receive annual 
payments of $184,150 beginning in year one with increases compounding annually over the course 
of the 20-year PILOT.  It is anticipated that in the 21st year, the School District will be receiving 
$46,816,246. Payments will increase thereafter in line with the School District taxes assessed 
against the property. 
 

A.80. Todd Diorio, President, Hudson Valley Building and Trades Council 

Comment A.80.1:  These [union] members I represent aren't your enemies, many are your 
neighbors, they're up early in the morning, they're sometimes required to work late into the evening 
or in some cases, start work at odd hours of the night.  These are your neighbors who build your 
schools, your hospitals, your roads, your bridges, upgrade your drinking water, clean up your 
hazardous waste, lead or asbestos, build your restaurants, your movie theaters or your 
entertainment destinations, like the proposed LEGOLAND park we're here to talk about today.  
Our livelihoods and ability to afford to live and raise families in Orange County rely on projects 
like LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.9.1.  Merlin Entertainments has also made commitments 
to entering into a Project Labor Agreement to ensure construction jobs will all come from Orange 
County and surrounding counties.   
 
Comment A.80.2: We face an anti-Project group every time a sizable Project is proposed in New 
York, in the Hudson Valley.  They have the right to come out.  We hear the chants of no pipelines, 
no fossil fuels, and then somebody is opposed to solar farm or wind farm.  The chants and signs 
come out, save our land, solar kills and wind kills.  Opponents and save-our-neighborhood groups 
come out, like the anti-casino groups.  The Orange County Government Center controversy, tear 
it down, renovate it, build it, rent it, lease it.  Go to a Town Board and there's a neighborhood group 
that lives next to 84 complaining of traffic noise.  Many don't want growth, but they also don't 
want their taxes to rise and they want their children to stay local with a decent job.  Any ideas out 
there on how not to grow and bring in business and still lower taxes would be a great platform to 
run for political office on.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. Also, see response to Comment A.7.3.   
 
Comment A.80.3: Luckily, we have a process that sorts through all of this.  We have town boards, 
planning boards, zoning boards, DEISs, traffic studies public hearings like tonight…These public 
hearings usually result in compromise, traffic issues are addressed, a Project may be scaled down, 
a larger buffer. 
 
Response:  As a result of comments received during the SEQR comment period, several Project 
changes have been made, such as (i) a revised grading plan with less overall disturbance and 
reduced retaining walls, (ii) a revised traffic mitigation plan that now includes a relocated exit 125 
interchange and bridge over Route 17 that will result in a reduced number of vehicles on local 
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roads, (iii) the creation of a conservation easement over environmentally sensitive areas of the 
Project Site and (iv) creation of a buffer area along most of the property boundaries that will not 
be included in proposed new zoning.   
 
Comment A.80.4: If there's no commitment to local labor, local contractors, are sometimes in the 
anti position.  We have been on the opposite side of the fence on many occasions, the anti groups 
help force the developer's hand in committing to local labor in many cases of the PLA.  Fortunately, 
for the building trades, Merlin Entertainment was committed to local union labor day one even 
before the anti-LEGOLAND groups came out, this Project would create 800 plus good paying 
union construction jobs with benefits and many permanent jobs once open. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.80.1.  
 
Comment A.80.5: The ripple effect from this Project, I can't even begin to calculate, it will add so 
much needed tax revenue, even with the tax breaks it's estimated to receive.  We need to stand 
behind this Board, behind this world-class company like Merlin Entertainment, it's a $500 million 
investment, Goshen alone is set to receive a $1.3 million host fee, a commitment to 800 union jobs 
on average yearly salaries of 75,000 plus benefits, spin-off and economic growth. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. The DEIS contains a fiscal impact analysis which calculates both PILOT 
and tax payments as well as secondary economic benefits from the Proposed Project.  Based on 
the projected 500 full-time, salaried employees only - including all positions from executive and 
senior management, shift supervisors, technicians, administrative personnel and training staff - 
direct employee compensation is estimated between $25,365,000 and $36,575,000 for all full time 
employees.  
 
In terms of secondary impacts, the ‘Indirect Effect’ measures the economic impact of Project 
suppliers, for example, the jobs created in the food services industry due to their purchase of food 
to prepare and sell in their parks. Benefits are expected for other local vendors in service sectors 
such as dry cleaning, hotels, gas stations, food suppliers, etc.  The Induced Effect measures the 
economic impact of changes to household expenditures due to increased employment for both the 
Proposed Project and their suppliers. An example of Induced Effect would be a LEGOLAND 
employee spending more money at a restaurant because they have higher income.   
 
The analysis shows that the Proposed Project could be expected to generate a total economic output 
demand of over $43 million to New York State on an annual basis (see an expanded discussion in 
Section III-M of the DEIS).   
  
Also, see response to Comment A.7.3. 
 
 A.81. Eric Maldonado, Orange County Chamber of Commerce 

Comment A.81.1:  I'm here on behalf of the Board of Directors of the Orange County Chamber of 
Commerce I'm also the chairman of the Inspire Foundation right here in Goshen, I'm just a local 
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business owner, my partner and I have a few Verizon Wireless stores in the area, but I'm here 
because all three have a big connection, it's a commitment to the community and a commitment to 
the individuals and children with disabilities, which are two strong points of why we support 
LEGOLAND, the things that they do for these children are amazing.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.81.2:  When I came to Orange County, I had the opportunity to go anywhere, but I 
decided to establish the businesses right here in Orange County, so I want to show my son that the 
potential is right here at home.  This is home. Community is home and the commitment which 
LEGOLAND provides, that's something that's going to stay with him and it's going to stay with 
the future generation here in Orange County. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
 A.82. Keith Roddey, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.82.1: I do support LEGOLAND coming to Goshen, I support them because the 
LEGOLAND group, the Planning Board, and others have challenged them.  Merlin, questioning 
how they'll deal with traffic and water and the environment how they'll protect and ensure we have 
enough resources, how they'll fit within our community and all of these steps taking Merlin to task 
in such fine detail, that surely, no other company has had to do who hoped to set up shop here in 
Goshen.  And now what we have is an incredibly thorough vetting, all of which is detailed in the 
thousands of pages of texts and charts and numbers in their draft environmental impact statement.   
 
Thanks to the no-LEGOLAND group and others and questions and issues have been raised, the 
answers provided, planned, involved here and additional money will be spent all to ensure 
LEGOLAND is a perfect fit for Goshen, that they will be a welcomed addition to our community. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  Also, see response to Comment A.80.3.   
 
 A.83. Grace Caporale, Middletown resident   

Comment A.83.1:  My firm and I are proud to serve within this historic, local community, myself 
and my associates are incredibly excited for the potential launch of LEGOLAND.  As a business 
owner, I do welcome the opportunity to partner with the leadership of LEGOLAND and we look 
forward to being a local resource to the many employees that LEGOLAND would potentially 
employ, as well as their families and future generations. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  The Project Sponsor has committed to using local vendors for supplies and 
services.   
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Comment A.83.2: As the co-chair of the Young Professionals Committee within the Orange 
County Chamber, it's very important to mention that the educational and financial well-being of 
our youth is the future of our community.  It is critical for our young people to have this opportunity 
with LEGOLAND to grow independently, and for young adults to raise their children within this 
amazing community, so to provide this incredible educational and financial opportunity would be 
amazing. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.   
 
Comment A.83.3: Personally, as a life-long resident of Orange County and as a future parent, my 
husband and I would be incredibly excited to welcome the opportunity to bring our children to an 
educational, exciting and safe land right in our backyard, so we welcome LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.73.2. 
 
 A.84. Jean Line, Goshen resident  

Comment A.84.1: My comments are from the DEIS report regarding public safety.  You have 
dedicated over 5,000 pages to the study of traffic, but only four page to police, fire and EMS.  In 
the report, the public safety study is scant at best.  Mutual aid that our county depends on are made 
up of volunteers, most are employed and work during operating hours of this park Why hasn't there 
been a comparison of the rollcall for volunteers of EMS required during summer weekends and 
operating hours of LEGOLAND?   
 
Response:  The Polk County Fire Department provided a summary chart of all calls for EMS and 
Fire Department services from 2012 to 2015 to provide a rational basis for estimating the number 
of calls for service which can be anticipated to the LEGOLAND park in Goshen (see Appendix 
S).  Based on this data, in 2012 and 2013 there were 26 calls each year for EMS services, in 2014 
there were 51 EMS calls, and in 2015 there were 65 EMS calls.  The data provided was not broken 
down seasonally, but the Proposed Project would experience greatly reduced numbers of guests 
from November to April when the theme park is closed and therefore the total number of calls for 
service would be reduced from the Florida totals.  
 
Comment A.84.2:  What is LEGOLAND’s maximum capacity?  
 
Response:  The maximum capacity of the park is expected to be approximately 20,000 guests. The 
Building Inspector will review and confirm the permitted capacity of the park based on all 
applicable building and fire codes.   
 
Comment A.84.3: On Friday, we heard from our legislator, Jim O'Donnell, on public safety with 
his comments on how we have to prepare for the worst and we have to make this facility accessible 
for emergency service personnel.  He was quoted by the Chronicle about the safety of 
LEGOLAND, and I will quote him, I was not impressed with the safety measures I observed in 
California and I was not impressed with what I heard at the Planning Board meeting regarding the 
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plan of emergency entrance and exit off of Arcadia Road.  The road must be four lanes, capable of 
handling an emergency, it cannot be a gravel road. 
 
Response:  The emergency access road from Arcadia Road is for emergency vehicle access only, 
to be utilized only when access via Harriman Drive is not feasible.  The 25-foot access road 
currently has a compacted, Item 4 base with no paved top coat.  Item 4 is a type of stone specified 
by NYSDOT for use in highway construction base foundation below a top course of pavement. It 
is not simply loose gravel.  This access road has been reviewed with emergency service providers 
and will be improved to their satisfaction, and to the satisfaction of the Building Inspector and 
Town Engineer.  Also, see response to Comment A.8.1. 
 
Comment A.84.4: I also would like to thank the village of Goshen Police Chief, James Watt, he 
drafted a letter on June 9th of this year to the Mayor and the Village Board making comments on 
the proposed LEGOLAND to the town of Goshen.  Unfortunately, this letter was not included in 
the DEIS, perhaps it was an oversight.  Within this letter, the chief of the village makes comments 
of the new LEGOLAND, quoting from his letter, It is in my opinion that LEGOLAND theme park 
would inflict Woodbury Commons as the highest ranking terrorism target in Orange County.  In 
the last three paragraphs of the chief's letter, he makes note of the necessity to hire four full-time 
police officers, two additional police cars and four additional tax years assessed.  His rough 
estimate of the impact cost to his department is $818,000. 
 
Response:  The referenced letter was prepared prior to the availability of site plans for the 
Proposed Project.  Since that time, the Project Sponsor and its design team has met with Chief 
Watt to discuss the Proposed Project and incorporate certain measures he deems necessary. While 
the Proposed Project is served by the Town of Goshen Police Department, mutual aid is provided 
by surrounding municipalities, as well as County and State police, and the Project Sponsor will be 
required to continue to coordinate with all emergency service providers at all levels to ensure the 
safety of the Proposed Park and all guests.  Any resolution of approval will include conditions to 
address the safety of the public. In addition, the Project Sponsor has entered into a Host 
Community Benefit Agreement that will provide significant monies to the Town of Goshen for 30 
years (estimated to be approximately $1,300,000 per year), in addition to the Town’s receipt of 
property tax monies, to offset Town costs that may arise of the presence of the Project. 
 
Comment A.84.5:  Unfortunately, with the study you are all relying on calls to service of the 
Florida park's location to form an opinion on the impact of our police, fire and EMS.  Your study 
says there will be no impact and no major issues and no problems. 
 
Response:  The DEIS provides an analysis of potential impacts to Police, Fire and Ambulance 
services by providing recorded calls from both existing LEGOLAND facilities in California and 
Florida and extrapolates these numbers on a monthly basis to determine the potential number of 
calls the Proposed Project could generate. (See pages 116-118 of the DEIS).  The DEIS also 
discusses meetings with service providers held to solicit their input on proposed mitigations 
including the proposed emergency access road, sprinkler systems, hydrants, water storage tank, 



II-104 
 

helipad landing location, 24-hour onsite security personnel and EMS staff, onsite first aid station, 
and emergency evacuation plan, which is to be coordinated with local, County and State services. 
 
Comment A.84.6: In July, I requested a mock drill of up to 25 victims to test the system for issues, 
got nowhere.   
 
Response:  The DEIS states, on page 118, that the Project Sponsor will hold emergency evacuation 
drills at the park to be coordinated with staff, onsite emergency services and local emergency 
service providers.  This will ensure proper training and seamless coordination in the event of an 
emergency.  Emergency evacuation plans have been provided directly to service providers for their 
review and input. 
 
 A.85. Mandy Ives, Goshen resident  

Comment A.85.1:  I have no affiliation to LEGOLAND, other than I visited their Windsor Park in 
the UK approximately four years ago with my family and had a wonderful experience.  My family 
recently purchased a home in Goshen knowing and supporting this Project and knowing that it was 
on the table.  I want to address one of the speakers from last week, who talked about LEGOLAND 
dividing the community putting people against people, it's not LEGOLAND that's doing that, it's 
the people themselves.  Everyone needs to come together as a community and need to consider the 
whole community and not just the individual needs. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.   
 
Comment A.85.2: Economic growth, taxes, jobs have all been previously mentioned.  There are 
huge benefits for LEGOLAND, they are not the enemy.  They're a huge, successful organization, 
if you care to take and do some research on the Web they come up as the top 15 employer in the 
United Kingdom of large companies, they take care of their employees, they're very much in tune 
with the environment and the ability to sustain a comfortable living. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. A full list of the benefits of the Proposed Project can be found in Section 
II-C of the DEIS.   
 
Comment A.85.3:  With regard to traffic, I think we need to account for this, but let's look at this 
from a business perspective.  It's in LEGOLAND's best interest not to have cars piled up on any 
highways.  They want the people that come to LEGOLAND to have the best experience.  If they're 
stuck in traffic, they're not coming back.  If they're also stuck in traffic, they're not in the park 
enjoying themselves or possibly spending more money. 
 
Response:  It is in the best interest of the Project Sponsor to get visitors into the Proposed Project 
quickly and efficiently for both overall guest satisfaction and to keep vehicles from congesting 
local roads.  Also, see response to Comment A.2.3.   
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Comment A.85.4:  They're a huge company, they're opening LEGOLANDs worldwide, if you care 
to look, Japan, China, Dubai has just opened.  It is a huge privilege and an honor to know that they 
want to come to Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.85.5:  The other hat that I'm wearing is I'm an educator and the owner and director of 
one of the largest privately owned daycares in the county.  There is a huge educational opportunity, 
the older children and school age children have been addressed, but I want to address the younger 
community, from our toddlers through our kindergartners.  We have a wonderful facility for field 
trips, for educational programs on our doorstep.  As it is right now, the closest aquariums for us to 
visit are in Brooklyn, New York or Norwalk, Connecticut.  I've routinely taken my preschool 
children, daycare children to Norwalk, but it's costly due to busing and it's a very long drive for 
those little guys, never mind the fact that families nowadays with two working parents, children 
spend a lot of time in daycare facilities.  Given that there would be an immediate park for families 
to attend with close access on the weekends, when family time is precious, will be a huge benefit 
to all the families in our area. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.73.2. Additionally, once the SeaLife aquarium opens, it 
would be available year-round for visitors. 
 
Comment A.85.6: It is also my understanding that there is free admission to all educational 
facilities and schools within the county, therefore, it would make it very affordable and easy for 
me to be able to bring my daycare children on a regular basis for all the programs that LEGOLAND 
has to offer.  I urge the Board to deeply consider this Project for the benefit of the whole 
community, not just Goshen, but the surrounding area, the whole of families, family life, and not 
just the few individuals.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.77.3.  A full list of the benefits of the Proposed Project 
can be found in Section II-C of the DEIS.  
 
 A.86. Larissa Lewis. Orange County Partnership 

Comment A.86.1:  The chief executives of Orange Regional Medical Center, Crystal Run Health 
and St. Luke's Cornwall Hospital serve on the Orange County Partnership board of directors and 
are tremendous supporters of the LEGOLAND Project.  Speaking on behalf of these three 
healthcare giants, who recognize the positive economic impacts of LEGOLAND's investment, it 
is critical to note that it is LEGOLAND's charitable giving philosophy that separates this Project 
from all others in our pipeline.  Just a few examples of the charitable giving efforts of LEGOLAND 
parks are as follows:  As mentioned before, through Merlin's Magic Wand children's charity, 
seriously ill, disadvantaged or disabled children and their families are provided with a fun-filled 
day out to any Merlin attraction of their choosing.  Since 2012, Merlin's Magic Wand has donated 
over 40,000 tickets to children and families in the U.S.  Every year, LEGOLAND New York will 
offer a unique fundraising opportunity by hosting a community day by donating tickets to the park 
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to community organizations in Orange County.  This effort has raised almost over $900,000 in 
cash donations to community organizations to date, in California alone.  We can certainly expect 
the same here in New York.  Also, LEGOLAND continues to support local communities 
surrounding their current U.S. locations in various ways, such as remodeling therapy rooms and 
waiting rooms in hospitals with interactive displays and LEGO models We ask that you support 
this Project, not only on its merits of job creation, tax ratables and economic multipliers but also 
for their unmatched charitable giving to support our youth.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.17.3.  
 
 A.87. Irene Vecchi, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.87.1:  The travel industry in the United States represents approximately $1.6 trillion 
annually in spending and generates 7.6 million jobs.  New York City alone hosts 60 million annual 
visitors, which is only 60 miles away, $40 billion annually, and I don't feel Goshen or Orange 
County gets its fair share of that $40 billion. I want us to have our fair share.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment A.87.2: When my husband and I opened our very small business in Goshen six months 
ago, we had three part-time jobs available and we had over a hundred applicants and I thought, 
wow, this town needs jobs to give young people, summer jobs to high school students. We opened 
in July, and kids came every day asking do you have a job for me?  I said, no, we only had three 
jobs and we filled them the first day.  So I want to just say very quickly to this Board, I implore 
you, don't squander this opportunity, it's a once in a lifetime opportunity, and I don’t want to see 
us waste it. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project is estimated to create 500 full time jobs as well as 300 part-time 
jobs, 500 seasonal jobs and 800 construction jobs.  Also, see responses to Comments A.7.3 and 
A.27.2. 
 
 A.88. Sandra Rothenberger, Goshen resident  

Comment A.88.1:  When Merlin was shown the 523-acre property by the OC Partnership, you 
know Goshen prohibited amusement parks, spot zoning does not allow, and it appears that is what 
Laws 5 and 6 are proposing. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.16.4 and A.24.6. 
 
Comment A.88.2:  Water is not available and we have had a history of droughts.  In 2002, Goshen 
hires Schoor DePalma to conduct the water study.  The title of their report was "Town-wide Potable 
Water Planning Study," the summary of their report was, most wells serving the town are drawing 
water from bedrock aquifers.  Other wells located in the town draw water from overburdened 
aquifers, along the Wallkill River.  Also, the Arcadia Hills water system should be investigated.  
Testing the aquifer should be performed to identify hydrogeological capacity for existing wells.  
This analysis should include an evaluation and estimate the same deal. 
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Response:  The referenced study was completed in 2003 and studied only Town wells, including 
an investigation of the Arcadia Hills water district. The study did not analyze the Village of Goshen 
public water supply system.  With respect to the Village system, the study stated only that water 
recharge within the watersheds of the two Village of Goshen reservoirs feed that particular system 
and therefore that water does not contribute to the Town’s available water.  This continues to be 
the case and the Town has not supplemented its water supply since this report was prepared.  In 
response to initial concerns about available groundwater at the Project Site, the Project Sponsor 
made the decision, early on in the process, to not use groundwater wells existing on the site, but 
rather to connect to the Village’s public water supply system.  Given that the Proposed Project will 
not utilize existing on-site wells, no testing of these wells was completed for the Proposed Project.  
Information from most recent testing in 2009 was provided as informational in the DEIS, not part 
of the SEQRA review. Also, see response to Comment A.16.3. 
 
Comment A.88.3: LEGOLAND proposes giving Arcadia Hills two wells for their water supply, 
yet the wells have not had recent hydrogeological studies on them, instead, relying on 1999 data.  
Current testing must be done to guarantee that Arcadia Hills will have sufficient water.   
 
Response:  Well testing data from 2009 was provided in the DEIS.  Arcadia Hills does not 
currently use these wells, rather that system has its own groundwater supply wells that currently 
provide water to Arcadia Hills’ residents.  The Project Sponsor has offered to dedicate two on-site 
wells to the Town to supplement the Town’s, or Arcadia Hills District water supply as it determines 
appropriate. The Project will not be using any on-site water resources, so there is no need to study 
the adequacy of the Arcadia Hills water supply sources, which is why the study of the Arcadia 
Hills Water District was not required by the EIS Scope. 
 
Comment A.88.4:  The new CRV well being drilled has not been tested for gallons per day. It is 
only 200 feet from the other two wells and all three wells are drawing from the same aquifer.  In 
addition the two wells are pumping alternatively. 
 
Response:  There are two existing and approved water supply wells at the Village’s well property 
located in the Town of Wallkill.  A new well at the Village’s well site is currently being 
investigated.  This new well is approximately 250 feet from the existing wells.  Initial pump testing 
shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow, which equates to an 
additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During the testing, both existing wells were in operation and 
the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see 
if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of 
interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells are anticipated.  Also, see 
responses to Comments A.64.8 and A.76.1. 
 
Comment A.88.5:  The Village has permanently signed an agreement for $900,000 without 
knowing if those wells will produce enough water.  There will be grave consequences from 
LEGOLAND and the residents if there is no water. Farr Engineering studied the water needs of 
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LEGOLAND as stated, currently, there is adequate water supply; however, when factoring in 
future full village build-out, additional water sources will be needed.   
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect.  No agreement between the Project Sponsor and the Village 
has been entered.  The Village has stated its willingness to serve the Project with water and sewer 
service utilizing the Village’s rate structure, and conditioned on several factors, including the 
completion of the SEQR process. The Village has retained an engineer to study the capacity and 
usage of its public water supply system. A report was provided in Appendix E of the DEIS, which 
stated the Village of Goshen currently has adequate capacity to provide water to the Proposed 
Project.  The report also evaluated a future build out of the Village to ensure water can be 
adequately provided to both current users and potential future development within the Village.  
The study concluded that the Village can adequately provide water to the Proposed Action even 
under build out and drought conditions.  Also, see responses to Comments A.64.8 and A.76.1. The 
additional well is not necessary to provide water to the Proposed Project, and the development, 
permitting and use of any additional water sources by the Village of Goshen and would be subject 
to a separate SEQR review as it is not part of the Proposed Action.   
 
Comment A.88.6:  The development was denied zoning change and told there was no water in 
April 2016. 
 
Response:  All previous proposals for development of the site proposed to utilize groundwater 
from existing wells on the Project Site. The limited capacity of existing groundwater on and near 
the Project Site was a concern for the prior development of the Site, including the unbuilt phases 
of Arcadia Hills and the proposed Lone Oak subdivision.  In response to initial concerns about 
available groundwater at the Project Site, the Project Sponsor made the decision, early on in the 
process, to not use groundwater wells existing on the site, but rather to connect to the Village’s 
public water supply system.  Also, see response to Comment A.24.4. 
 
Comment A.88.7:  Attorney Golden, noted the roads within the – leading to the [previously 
proposed] subdivision are not suitable for the anticipated amount of traffic. 
 
Response:  While Town Board meeting minutes from the referenced meeting are somewhat 
unclear, this statement was made by Councilman Lyons, not Attorney Golden.  The reason for this 
statement by Councilman Lyons was that the developer was not proposing to perform any off-site 
improvements to the existing roadways.  This is in stark contrast to the present proposal of 
LEGOLAND. In any case, the referenced application is no longer proposed, and traffic mitigation 
measures have been proposed to improve the surrounding road network based on the Project’s 
Traffic Impact Study and comments from the agencies and public.  Also, see response to Comment 
A.88.6. 
 
Comment A.88.8:  Councilwoman Gallo is concerned with the availability of water to 300-plus 
units, she has experienced water issues in her development and is aware of water issues in another 
development Supervisor Bloomfield noted that the general consent of the Board members is not 
to change the zoning. 
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Response:  The referenced residential Project is no longer proposed for the Project Site. However, 
it is accurate to say that Town Board members had concerns regarding potential impacts from that 
developer’s proposed use of groundwater from the project site.  For this reason, the Proposed 
Project will not use any groundwater from the site.  The Proposed Project proposes to, instead, 
obtain water from the Village of Goshen’s public water supply to eliminate potential impacts to 
groundwater and neighboring wells.  Also, see response to Comment A.88.7. 
 
Comment A.88.9:  Passing revised Law 5 and 6 specifically written for LEGOLAND is spot 
zoning.  
 
Response:  This statement is incorrect.  See responses to Comments A.16.4 and A.24.6. 
 
Comment A.88.10:  Every builder you have denied a zoning change to build will be in your office 
crooning for a zoning change and permits to build. 
 
Response:  Every development application and zoning petition will be subject to SEQR and will 
be evaluated on their own merits.  Applications for zoning amendments are discretionary 
legislative actions by the Town Board – meaning that the issuance of the zoning amendment 
proposed by one applicant would not necessarily set a precedent for future applications.   
 
Comment A.88.11:  Kiryas Joel has already stated in a newspaper article they intend to sue Goshen 
if they change the zoning.  They are suing Orange County and the Village and Town of Chester, 
because they changed the zoning for the Camp LaGuardia property. 
 
Response: The Village of Kiryas Joel has expressed an interest in the Proposed Project and its 
potential to reduce available land for high-density affordable housing.  However, the Project Site 
is not located in nor adjacent to the Village of Kiryas Joel, and the underlying zoning for the Project 
Site will remain unchanged, even if the Commercial Recreation Overlay District is adopted. Also, 
see response to Comment A.10.1. 
 
Comment A.88.12: So I ask you, what happened in a few months to cause all of you to do a 100 
percent flip-flop on the Comprehensive Plan? 
 
Response:  The comment is incorrect that there was a “flip-flop” on the Comprehensive Plan. See 
responses to Comments A.24.4 and A.88.6.   
 
 A.89. Carol Cullen, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.89.1:  I want to say that I live up that way about three miles and I work down that 
way about three miles on Main Street, I play here in Goshen, I eat in Goshen, I volunteer in Goshen, 
I shop in Goshen, I am a Goshen person.  I'm interested in the economic development of Goshen, 
and it is my understanding that the taxes that will be paid by Merlin corporation will be - will 
generate approximately $421 million over the next 30 years. And I expect this Board to do their 
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job. They've done so well so far in making sure that this happens for the Town of Goshen.  We 
need this and I implore you to take care to do the job at hand. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
 A.90. Tom Denning, Wawayanda resident  

Comment A.90.1:  I came across an article from the Lower Hudson paper, where Haverstraw had 
turned down this Project last November and the Supervisor said, we don’t want to divide the 
community.   It also talked about, we want to have a growth - economic growth, but we want to 
do it in a way that makes sense with our community.  I drive past Goshen every day and I see the 
spire on the St. Paul's church and it's one of the best views in the county, and I'm trying to picture 
what that would look like with a roller coaster next to it. 
 
Response:  First Presbyterian Church in the Village of Goshen is on the National Register of 
Historic Places and anchors the Village of Goshen’s Historic District.  It is located over a mile 
from the Project Site with several non-historic, modern commercial developments located between 
the two sites.  No part of the Project will be visible from the Village’s Historic District.   
 
Comment A.90.2:  The water is my biggest concern in this Project.  We've had many droughts, but 
with climate change on the rise, there will be much worse droughts coming.  So whatever statistics 
you're looking up, you have to look into the future, which is impossible, none of us can do it. 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen’s engineer prepared a report that included a build-out of the 
Village to ensure that the Village would have adequate water supply in the future.  The report from 
the Village’s engineer stated that the NYSDEC issued water taking permit, “assumes that reservoir 
level is at below minus 75 inches (drought conditions)” meaning that the stated maximum capacity 
of the Village’s water supply system (1.3 MGD) assumes drought conditions, and includes Village 
build out.  In order to plan for the future, the Village is currently investigating an additional water 
supply well to supplement its system.  See Section III-E of the DEIS for additional information 
regarding proposed water supply and Appendix G herein for results of recent well testing on the 
Village’s well site. 
 
Comment A.90.3:  There are trees on this property that are grandfathered trees, there's a sycamore 
and an oak tree that are over 70 inches in diameter, they're two of the most magnificent trees in the 
county.  There will be another 35 trees or maybe it's even 40 trees, I believe, that are almost 40 
inches in diameter, these trees are helping the environment. 
 
Response:  The forested communities represent approximately 347 acres of the Project Site and 
include a mix of deciduous forest species including white oak, northern red oak, tulip poplar, sugar 
maple, red maple, American beech, hickory species, and shagbark hickory.  Significant mature 
trees over 36 inches in diameter have been surveyed and identified by species on the Project Site 
in areas which are to be disturbed. As shown in Figure III-8: Significant Trees, approximately 45 
of such trees are located within the proposed area of disturbance.  Significant trees provide a great 
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benefit to the site and the Proposed Plan has been amended so that several of these significant trees 
can be saved.  (See Figure 12). 
 
Comment A.90.4:  I've been to LEGOLAND in Windsor and my son was obsessed with LEGOs 
so we thought it would be a great place to go, and I don't want to say anything about educational, 
because there was nothing educational, except how to spend a lot of money on fast food and how 
to wait on a line to ride on a little plastic roller coaster thing. I'm not big on amusement parks. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.   
 
Comment A.90.5: To have the largest of ten LEGOLANDs in Goshen makes no sense and all of 
you know that, I'm sure.  There are many places in the county where you've said this may make 
sense maybe Maybrook or, you know, Newburgh, I don't understand how 20 intelligent people can 
all seem interested in this Project when it’s the water, it’s the traffic and it’s the quality of life.  If 
your house was right next to this Project, you couldn't look at anybody here in the eye and tell 
them that you want this to come here. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. Also, see response to Comment A.24.1. The adjacent residential 
subdivision will be separated from the developed areas of the site by approximately 1000 feet of 
undisturbed buffer, and the Park will be surrounded by an eight-foot tall privacy fence.  These 
factors will limit visibility into the site and mitigate both visual and noise impacts.   
 
 A.91. Ron Guerrera, Village of Goshen business owner 

Comment A.91.1: Over the last several years, my wife and I have made very significant 
investments in Goshen in the form of the Stagecoach Inn, taking an old property and revitalizing 
it and making it beautiful and special.  And I think I’ve written letters … about the need for growth 
in Goshen, about the need for investment, about the need for this beautiful place that -- not only is 
it a beautiful village, one of the reasons we bought the inn was its potential to be spectacular in the 
village, but also the need for economic growth.  This is an area that has not been growing.  The 
[taxes] have been going up and the population has been going down.  I think LEGO is a fantastic 
opportunity for the town, for the county and for the state to be a really substantial growth for the 
entire region.  I would view an opportunity like LEGO as a massive opportunity to create a catalyst 
that can really accelerate the growth and benefit everyone in this county. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support for the Project.  
 
 A.92. Ryan Jordan, Goshen resident 

Comment A.92.1:  Goshen was high on our list of places to move because of the small town feel 
and the fact that there seemed to be a dedicated effort to keep it that way. We couldn't wait to raise 
our two kids here, but the fact that LEGOLAND has quickly entered the picture has put some 
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doubt into that decision.  There's no way anyone can believe that Goshen will remain the same 
should this be approved.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.  Also, see responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
Comment A.92.2:  It has been hard to watch a Project of this magnitude be fast-tracked.  As our 
Goshen representatives, you have a moral and ethical obligation to represent our residents.  If you 
can honestly tell yourselves that there is full transparency and understanding on the current and 
future impact of this Project, and I reiterate future, then you have not fully read the DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.66.3.  
 
Comment A.92.3:  As you can hear from the numerous groups stated throughout these meetings, 
should this Project be approved, it would not be in line with the future we had envisioned for our 
kids in this community.  I understand growth and I welcome change, but different areas are capable 
of handling different kinds of change and Goshen is wrong for this Project.  This is an extremely 
drastic change, one whose repercussions will fall upon the residents should any issues arise.  Please 
do not jump to conclusions, do the necessary due diligence.  There was no LEGOLAND when I 
grew up in this area, there is no need to bring it here now. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.  See response to Comment A.24.1 regarding the Project’s location.  
Project benefits is discussed in the DEIS in Section II-C. 
 

A.93. Gerson Levitas, Goshen business owner 

Comment A.93.1: I've lived in Orange County for 40 years, I've seen tremendous changes from 
when I first moved up here, but I know the last 15 years, it's been a challenge because of the 
economic way things have happened, including the government building shutting down, and 
businesses losing a fortune and some closing down, and the others have been struggling, especially 
in the restaurant business.  Orange County has changed a footprint through the terrific efforts of 
the Orange County Partnership, the IDA, Goshen Chamber, the Orange County Chamber and all 
the chambers realize the importance of growth and all the benefits that become available to us 
when large and small organizations and companies come here.  I know that Orange County, it's 
for progress, more business, more jobs, more choices for everyone. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.93.2:  Here's the best part, and LEGOLAND isn't Great Adventure, it is not an 
amusement park.  I will have to go to a dictionary, maybe technically it could be, but it's not the 
50-story roller coasters and the noise and so forth. 
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Response:  Based on similar-sized LEGOLAND parks, between 1.5 and 2.5 million annual 
visitors are anticipated to the site.  According to the industry standard classification system, based 
on number of annual visitors and its family-oriented nature and the Proposed Project would be 
classified as a “family park”.  Commonly known theme parks such as Disney World in Orlando, 
Florida with typical annual attendance of 8-15 million visitors a year are classified as “Mega” 
parks while parks such as Six Flags Great Adventure and Hershey Park are considered “Regional” 
parks with an annual attendance of up to 4 million. 
 
Comment A.93.3:  Our children don't have much of a choice to find a career here, and many moved 
away over the last 15 years to find their fortunes elsewhere.  Farmers, their children do not want 
to be in the business anymore, so a lot of them are selling and they can't sustain without family 
members.  Now, with projects like this, they will have a choice, the children and grandchildren 
will have a choice of where to work and live as they get older. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  See responses to Comments A.9.1 and A.29.2. 
 
Comment A.93.4: They're a good Project and it goes through this process, you're going to make 
the right decision.  We know the roads have to be fixed, they have to be a certain way, we're not 
foolish.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment A.93.5: We know that water has to be provided, so these are not things that we're saying 
forget about it.   
 
Response:  Water will be provided via the Village of Goshen’s public water supply system.  See 
Section III-E of the DEIS.   
 
Comment A.93.6:  Seniors will open up an opportunity, even at LEGOLAND for some seniors to 
have some positions where they can't – where they can't currently get a position. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor employs many seniors at its existing facilities and have made 
public statements that older individuals are very well suited to work at a theme park built for 
children.   
 
 A.94. Joseph Gus, Orange County resident 

Comment A.94.1: I have always seen Goshen as a beautiful town and village.  Why would they 
want to destroy the charm of Goshen and destroy the hundreds of acres of land?  Where would all 
the species go?  
 
Response:  Approximately 149.9 acres of the site will be disturbed for the theme park and resort. 
Ultimately of the 347 wooded acres of the Project Site, following construction approximately 
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250.1 wooded acres will remain. Additionally, the Project Sponsor has offered to permanently 
protect approximately 150.1 acres of the Project Site by placing certain lands under a conservation 
easement. A plan showing the proposed conservation easement areas is included as Figure 10 of 
the FEIS.  Undeveloped areas will include both wetland and forested areas to provide habitat areas 
for species on site.  
 
Comment A.94.2:  What about all the water LEGOLAND is wanting to use?  Has there ever been 
adequate water studies completed?  I did see the front cover of the Times-Herald Record, and a 
few weeks ago, our region is in drought. 
 
Response:   The DEIS analyzes water supply in Section III-E. Water supply for the Project will 
be obtained from the Village of Goshen.  The Village retained an engineer to analyze the available 
capacity of the system both today and under full build-out of the Village to ensure projected water 
volumes necessary for the Project can be safely accommodated.  The Village has confirmed that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the Proposed Project. 
 
Comment A.94.3:  The traffic is going to be outrageous.   
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.28.4.  A study of projected traffic which 
could be generated from the Proposed Site was prepared and provided in Appendix G and 
summarized in Section III-H of the DEIS.  An updated analysis has been provided in Appendix E 
herein. 
 
Comment A.94.4:  And do you think people are going to jump up to work at LEGOLAND?  There 
are so many jobs now that business can't fill.  Not many people are going to want to work at 
LEGOLAND for close to minimum wage.  
 
Response:  The Project will provide 500 full-time salaried year-round jobs in addition to 300 part 
time jobs, 500 seasonal jobs and 800 construction jobs.  Full time jobs include management, 
marketing, finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as 
security, maintenance and hotel and aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and 
offer benefits.  
 
Comment A.94.5:  I have been concerned with these areas becoming a prime target for attacks. 
Where would all of these thousands of people go if there – if they had to evacuate?  Goshen does 
not even have enough emergency personnel. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will have security on the site 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
including gate screening of guests and security patrolling the park.  The Project will also have 
certified EMS available on site with a first aid station that will act as first responders in the event 
of a medical emergency.  Goshen is also part of local mutual aid agreements.  In the event of an 
emergency, neighboring departments such as Chester or Florida could be contacted for assistance 
as well as County and State service providers. The Project Sponsor and its design team have met 
several times with emergency service providers to ensure their ability to serve the site. This 
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includes local, Orange County and State officials, as well as Chester and Florida fire departments.  
Emergency response plans for existing facilities have been provided to emergency service 
providers for their input and a site-specific plan will be prepared once plans are finalized. Drills 
will be commenced on the site once constructed.   
 
Comment A.94.6:  Who would pay for all the extra services?  Our government has already given 
LEGOLAND millions of our tax dollars, they need to pay their fair share of taxes. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.16.2.  There has been no evidence that the presence of 
LEGOLAND in Goshen will result in a need for many extra services.  The site visit to 
LEGOLAND Florida in October 2016 by many of the Town Planning Board’s consultants 
included meetings with municipal service providers, including police, fire and EMT, and the only 
comments by these local service providers were that the presence of LEGOLAND resulted in 
minimal demand for public services.  See site visit report at Appendix P. Based on the fiscal 
analysis prepared, the PILOT payments to be paid by the Project Sponsor will cover more than all 
of the costs of municipal services that are anticipated to be generated by the Project. 
 
PILOT agreements to not obviate the requirement to pay special district taxes and therefore the 
Project Sponsor will pay 100% of the taxes to the Goshen Fire District.   
 
Comment A.94.7:  Why doesn't LEGOLAND go up to Sullivan County?  Sullivan County wants 
them.  I know Middletown doesn't need the extra traffic and this Project is going to destroy Goshen. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.24.1.   
 
 A.95. Chris Pennings, Pine Bush resident  

Comment A.95.1: I’ve seen good and bad projects, thankfully more good than bad, which most 
ended up finding a good host community.  Sometimes I think we forget how some of these projects, 
you don't want in your backyard, but you'll be the first to potentially go utilize their service or their 
amenities landfills, movie theaters, malls, strip shopping centers, a cell tower, that each one of 
your phones that are in your pockets grab that signal, a distribution complex or a truck stop.  We 
all have to, at one time or another, accept something that isn't exactly something we want, and, 
yes, maybe, at that time, it's a decision to decide where you want to remain.  Many of the fields 
that you all have homes on were once a farm and that gets a little emotional for me, because a lot 
of the farmers would prefer to still be here. 
 
Response: Comment noted, no response warranted. 
 
Comment A.95.2: LEGO seems to have taken tremendous time and careful consideration about 
this Project.  I've sat in on many, many public hearings for projects, I think Orange County and 
New York, for that matter, is very slow in its entirety to move projects along, and that has put us 
in a very difficult situation. 
 
Response: Comment noted, no response warranted. 
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Comment A.95.3:  On another note, I'm also a business owner, recruiting and staffing for 23 years, 
I've had people sit across from my desks and the job you don't think is worth having, they'll beg to 
differ.  It's an opportunity to get a foot in a door with a Fortune [500] company, global, worldwide 
organization, maybe it's not the income you were making, but I don't think you have a right to say 
and speak for them …we do have the increase that’s going to happen with minimum wage, those 
jobs are going to be impacted by many organizations. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.94.4. 
 
Comment A.95.4:  I, for your sake, wish 17 wasn't through your town, but it's one of the main 
arterial routes that pass by Goshen, it was put there for a reason.  In 1924, the road was put there, 
it was to be able to improve communities; to progress.  Businesses to be brought here. We only 
have three main roads that go through our community and that's one of them. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.24.6. 
 
Comment A.95.5: My kids will be fourth generation farmers.  I will tell you, most farms would 
have preferred to have been farms, but we've had to adapt and move over to agri-tourism.  My wife 
and I opened a vineyard and a winery, my cousins, my brothers are in Warwick, and we much 
prefer them to be fields than parking lots. However, we've had to adapt and LEGOLAND will 
bring the tourism that we need. 
 
Response: The Orange County Economic Development Strategy targets tourism as one of the 
main industries essential to economic development in Orange County.  This plan recommends 
expanding tourism by both overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through 
the hotel occupancy tax and developments which emphasizes Orange County as a ‘destination’ 
within the Northeast.  The Proposed Project accomplishes both of these goals.   
 
 A.96. Alec Phillips, Goshen resident 

Comment A.96.1: When I moved here, I looked everywhere, I moved all around the United States.  
When I found Goshen, it was as Doug Bloomfield said, a charm to it…Everything is about balance, 
and I agree with the growth, it's just out of place, it's just - I believe it would be great, yes, in a 
different place, there's nothing wrong with LEGO in the right place, the right time and place.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.1.  
 
Comment A.96.2:  Exit 125, LEGOLAND and that is what will happen, 10,000 people a day at a 
minimum, every day in and out, that's the result.   
 
Response:  In response to governmental agency and public comments on the DEIS during the 
SEQR process, the Project Sponsor modified the “flyover” alternative in the DEIS to provide what 
is now the preferred alternative to relocate Route 17 Exit 125 and provide a bridge over Route 17 
to accommodate, among other concerns, the concern that there would be a significant amount of 
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traffic on local roadways. See response to Comment A.2.3.  While the Project Sponsor believed 
that the originally proposed DEIS traffic mitigation plan would have adequately mitigated traffic 
concerns, the relocation of Exit 125 will provide a direct means of access for visitors traveling to 
and from the Project, and thus reduce traffic impacts on local roads.  
 
Further, while the Proposed Project anticipates between 10,000 and 20,000 guests, this does not 
equate to 10,000 to 20,000 vehicles. Based on the nature of the theme park, and historical data 
from other LEGOLAND sites, families and larger groups will travel together to the park in one 
vehicle. The peak daily traffic generation is in the order of 4,500 to 5,000 entering vehicles over 
the course of the day.  In comparison, data indicates that significant other regional traffic 
generators in the area, such as Woodbury Common, the Galleria at Crystal Run and the Palisades 
Center, generate daily volumes of between 15,000 and 25,000 entering vehicles, three to five times 
as many vehicles per day than LEGOLAND.  The LEGOLAND Project is estimated to have a 
peak hour generation of approximately 1,500 entering trips. Also, the Project Sponsor has 
committed to offering shuttle service from local hotels to further reduce the number of cars to the 
Project Site.  
   

A.97. Derek O’Hanlon, Goshen resident 

Comment A.97.1:  I just wanted to talk about the benefits that LEGOLAND would have for the 
disabled.  I've been disabled my whole entire life, and while my disability is moderate, I have many 
friends whose disabilities are severe. In 2007 when I went to the Special Olympics, I met with 
people with my same condition that have severe disabilities.  The fact that LEGOLAND even 
acknowledges the disabled and is open to help them is a breath of fresh air, because very rarely 
are disabled people even acknowledged and you don't hear them acknowledged in politics, and I 
feel really underrepresented, it's very hard being disabled, there are some jobs I know I will never 
be able to do.  And the fact that LEGOLAND is so open to offering jobs to the disabled and things 
for the disabled to do is a breath of fresh air for me, because for some of these people, it's very 
tough.  I've had these people tell me that they often feel very put down, because they'll see people 
their age, and they'll have these jobs, but they can't get these jobs because they're disabled and they 
just can't do it.  So to me, I think LEGOLAND is benefit to the disabled, something I don't often 
get to see.   
 
Response: The Proposed Project will be fully ADA compliant. More importantly, as such 
compliance is a legally mandated minimum, LEGOLAND has represented that it will, as it does 
at its other locations, allow any guest to contact the park in advance of their visit to speak directly 
with staff to discuss and tailor their experience to their particular needs.  A publication titled, 
“Guide for Guests with Disabilities” is available on the company website. Representatives for the 
Proposed Project have already engaged in conversations with BOCES and other local disability 
advocacy groups to discuss future opportunities for staff members with disabilities.    
 
 A.98. Ed Guido, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.98.1:  Goshen was a choice, we invested a lot of money into our home, picked a 
perfect location at that time, it was two miles from Orange Regional Hospital, where both my 
children were born, and now we're facing this and it - it just doesn't fit, guys, it really doesn't.  I'm 
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sure [Merlin], is topnotch, it's just not the place for it.  My wife is an educator she works in – is an 
Orange County teacher and, yeah, the children, it would be great, you know, for the children to go 
to some place and learn and have field trips that are close just not there.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.1.  
 
Comment A.98.2:  Glen Arden and Elant are right there.  What do they have?  I've worked for 
Elant as a physical therapy assistant, I've watched a lot of people die there, take their last days, 
take their last breath, I've held hands with people who have died there.  Is this what we want to put 
in their backyard, their last days?  
 
Response: See Comment B.31 below from Donna Cornell Chairperson of Elant, Inc. dated 
December 27, 2016 which states that she believes the facility can continue to provide adequate 
service to its residents after construction of the Proposed Project.  Also, see Comments A.21.1 and 
A.21.2, by a Glen Arden resident. 
 
Comment A.98.3:  We house our county jail, Mid-Hudson psych center, a children's detention 
center, 911 center, how much does Goshen have to take?  Why are we the kicking child of the 
county?   
 
Response:  As the County seat, Goshen is the home to many public buildings and facilities 
including those mentioned by the Commenter.  These tax-exempt facilities provide thousands of 
jobs for local residents, and are the reason for many other fully taxable businesses that support and 
service these facilities. It is not a correct comment that Goshen is the “kicking child” of Orange 
County because it is home to these facilities.  However, these tax-exempt facilities, together with 
many religious-owned and other not-for-profit tax-exempt properties in the Town, do present a 
difficulty for the Town in terms of generating the necessary real property tax revenue from the 
remaining properties. For this reason, the Town’s present Comprehensive Plan, in effect since 
2009, provides that areas “along Route 17 are suitable for more intensive commercial and light 
industrial uses where appropriate.”  This is further emphasized in the proposed Comprehensive 
Plan amendment under consideration by the Town Board, which encourages “tourism/recreation 
business opportunities along State Route 17,” and further provides the encouragement of these 
“additional commercial uses in the Town along State Route 17 to increase tax and other revenues 
to offset the costs of providing residential services to Town residents . . . to ensure that the Town 
is an affordable place to live and work.”  Also, see responses to Comments A.19.3 and A.24.1.   
 
Comment A.98.4: If Steve Neuhaus is so concerned about economic growth in Goshen, it shouldn’t 
take five years for the government center to be up and running, that should have been running three 
years ago.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed. This comment warrants no response. 
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 A.99. Alex Kemp, Orange County Partnership 

Comment A.99.1: I work directly with hundreds of local companies in Orange County, large and 
small.  Virtually all of whom proudly support LEGOLAND New York, many of them have written 
you directly to express their support. What I hear most from these companies is their excitement 
over the opportunity of getting work.  When LEGOLAND is operational, they require tremendous 
amounts of services, some examples of services would be food and beverage, utilities, landscaping, 
banking, construction, security, healthcare, staffing and a host of other opportunities for local 
companies to get work.  This Project provides so much economic vitality for local businesses and 
when that occurs, it multiplies.  I'm here to ask you to approve this Project and help support our 
local businesses, who have always supported us.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
support of the Project.   
 

A.100. Leslie Schumacher, Goshen resident  

Comment A.100.1:  I'd like to start by addressing air quality, I've had a recent health diagnosis 
which makes this important to me.  The scope had requested a study on the cumulative impact of 
air quality during construction and operation of LEGOLAND, from pesticides, construction 
equipment, generators, trucks, buses, idling vehicles and to include operations of gas-powered 
rides in the park.  The study has taken in consideration ten projects proposed in the area, all listed 
in the scope and the DEIS, with the exception of the CPV plant, which should have been included. 
 
Response:  Air Quality is addressed in the DEIS in Section III-R, with additional air quality 
information provided in Appendix Q.  The CPV natural gas power plant, currently under 
construction approximately 8 miles from the Project Site, was not identified in the Adopted Scope 
as a project which needed to be analyzed. It was previously evaluated and approved by the Town 
of Wawayanda and apparently in accordance with its SEQRA obligations for review of the 
Project’s significant adverse environmental impacts, and is under construction.  
 
As noted in the additional air quality information contained in Appendix Q, in general, air quality 
in Orange County has improved substantially, as shown by the decreased levels of Ozone and 
PM2.5 throughout the County.  Air quality impacts for LEGOLAND New York would be limited 
to stationary emissions from onsite equipment as well as mobile emissions from guest and 
employee vehicles.  
 
There will be no stationary sources emitting quantities of pollutants above EPA or NYSDEC 
permitting thresholds for this project, nor any source which would result in a change in the ambient 
air quality standards. 
 
Emissions from vehicles generated by the Proposed Project would be unavoidable, but are not 
considered impacts to air quality as none of the mobile source emissions exceed the volume 
threshold criteria for either carbon monoxide or particulate matter established by NYSDOT, and 
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the proposed traffic improvement plan will reduce traffic congestion of visitors to the Proposed 
Project, which has been shown to reduce impacts to air quality. 
 
During construction air quality could be temporarily affected by dust from disturbed areas during 
dry periods and emissions from construction vehicles and other machinery.   Best Management 
Practices will be employed during construction activities to reduce the potential for fugitive dust 
generation at the site.  
 
No airborne pesticides or herbicides will be utilized on the site.   
 
Comment A.100.2: One of the mitigation strategies offered by LEGOLAND was to impose a 
minimal speed limit on site for construction vehicles, but there is nothing stating who’s going to 
monitor that and how it’s going to be enforced. Another was to “monitor unnecessary idling of 
construction vehicles.”  And again, it doesn’t say how it’s going to be monitored, we don’t know 
… And once the park opens there’s no way to control idling cars in and out of the park. 
 
Response:  The Project Site will be subject to inspection by Town officials as is done on all 
construction sites within the Town. The Building Inspector will be responsible for enforcing all 
State building code requirements, all Town Code restrictions on construction activities, and all 
conditions of any resolution of approval that would require LEGOLAND to comply with all 
mitigation measures that may be included in the final SEQR document – the Findings Statement.  
The site will also be subject to inspection by State and federal officials concerning air quality 
issues. 
 
Comment A.100.3: The DEIS basically skipped over the inclusion of the Town’s anticipated 
projects in their response, stating that …to the extent information is publically known and available 
to them, to then there would be no associated impact.  This is not doing an in-depth, independent 
study, as the scope requested.  That’s taking a pass as far as I’m concerned.  So how will the 
construction and operation of LEGOLAND, along with all these other projects impact our air 
quality? 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, B.4.21 and B.21.5.  
  
Comment A.100.4:  There is nothing in the DEIS stating how many gas powered rides versus solar 
powered rides there will be.  Are there 40 gas powered rides, 2 solar powered rides, or vice versa? 
We don’t know. It’s not telling us that.   
 
Response:   Approximately 16 total rides are proposed in the Proposed Park. There are no gas 
powered rides proposed; there are two rides proposed which incorporate solar panels to run 
vehicles.   
 
Comment A.100.5:  According to the DEIS, based on the National Clean Air Act, which hasn’t 
been amended in 26 years, the Town of Goshen’s existing Air Quality Index is less than the 
national average.  So the study requested in the scope is very important, but it wasn’t done. 



II-121 
 

 
Response: The National Clean Air Act (CAA), which was last amended in 1990, requires the EPA 
to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to 
public health and the environment.  It does not determine municipal air quality levels. The existing 
air quality can be characterized based on pollutant concentrations measured by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation at air quality monitoring stations in the region.  The 
data presented in Table III-12 of the DEIS demonstrates that pollutant concentrations in Goshen 
are substantially lower than the NAAQS for pollutants. Also, see response to Comment A.64.6. 
 
Comment A.100.6: The DEIS is woefully vague and lacking details on the impact on air quality.   
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, B.4.21 and B.21.5.  
 
Comment A.100.7:  There was a recent sound bite from an interview with Phil Royle, where he 
stated that in five years’ time, after LEGOLAND is built, he could stand under the church and look 
out on the town and nothing will have changed.  Well, five years from now, if LEGOLAND is 
built, residents of Glen Arden or Elant or any of the neighboring residents of Arcadia Hills 
bordering the perimeters are not going to be able to say nothing has changed for them. I can’t think 
of a worse spot to build LEGOLAND than next to two nursing homes, it’s shameful. But I guess 
they are just seen as collateral in this Project. 
 
Response:  The referenced discussion with Phil Royle was in relation to impacts to the Village of 
Goshen only. There is no doubt that the Project will have greater impacts to those residing in very 
close proximity to the Project. However, a letter received from the Chairperson of the neighboring 
Elant senior care facility states, “I have evaluated the LEGOLAND proposal and I do not see any 
negative impact on our operations or individuals we serve.”  (See written comment B.31 for the 
full letter).  Also, see Comments A.21.1 and A.21.2 from a Glen Arden resident. In addition, there 
have been modifications to the layout of the facility and buffer areas noted in this FEIS that will 
mitigate further the effects of the Project on the nearby Arcadia Hills. 
 
Comment A.100.8:  LEGOLAND is not about community or LEGOs or Children. It's about profit 
for Merlin, they are taking much, much more than the pittance they are offering Goshen. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed, As a result, this comment warrants no response, other than to note that neither SEQR 
nor any land use decision by a Planning Board, is allowed to be made based upon the amount of 
profit than an applicant may or may not yield from a requested development. See response to 
Comment A.5.1. Finally, in addition to (i) the full taxation payments LEGOLAND will be giving 
to the Goshen Fire District from year one, and (ii) the Town’s share of sales taxes that will be 
generated, LEGOLAND has offered to pay the Town a minimum of over $38,000,000, and an 
estimated more than $71,000,000, in combined host community fees, PILOT payments and real 
property taxes over 30 years. 
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Comment A.100.9:  Anyone involved in fast-tracking a Project of this magnitude with the 
indisputable impact it will forever have on this area should be ashamed of themselves 
  
Response:  See response to Comment A.55.1.   
 
 A.101. Debbie Gitner, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.101.1:  I've seen how Goshen's businesses have really gone downhill in the past – 
especially since the County buildings closed. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed. This comment warrants no response. 
 
Comment A.101.2: My first concerns about LEGOLAND were traffic and water, just like 
everyone else and living in Hambletonian Park and raising two kids, two boys, teenagers who love 
to take long showers, I do have a high water bill.   
 
Response:  Traffic impacts were evaluated for the Proposed Action in Section III-H of the DEIS 
with the full study provided in Appendix G. This information is hereby supplemented with the 
additional study provided in Appendix E.  Also, see response to Comment A.2.3. The Project 
proposes to obtain its water supply from the Village of Goshen public water supply system.  The 
Hambletonian Park water service is a separate system with its own wells operated by the Town of 
Goshen, approximately three-quarters of a mile north of the Project Site. The Project will have no 
impact on water supply or water bills in Hambletonian Park.   
 
Comment A.101.3:  LEGOLAND, for the most part, going to be a destination for families, they're 
going to come up 17, get off the exit, go to LEGOLAND, have a great day, spend money in the 
park and a lot of them are going to get back on the highway and go home and they're not going to 
come into the village and they're not going to come even further north.  However, there will be 2 
to 5 percent that will come into the village that will make it more than one day, that will spend the 
weekend and come into a bed and breakfast, maybe there will be more bed and breakfasts, and 
they will spend, you know, go down and see some decent restaurants.  We could have some, you 
know, reasonable growth, where there could be one or two good restaurants off the highway like 
a Cracker Barrel, which would draw people, but I can also see the revitalization of downtown and 
having it become more of like a Stowe, Vermont where there's a lot of small shops, craft shops, 
art galleries, small restaurants, and I really think we'll end up getting a grocery store, which 
everyone wants. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project is anticipated to have a positive economic impact on local 
businesses and could spur additional development in the surrounding municipalities.  See response 
to Comment A.5.1. 
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Comment A.101.4:  So I hope you will do your job, follow through with LEGOLAND and if it 
comes through, just keep doing your job and do some creative growth for our town and look 
forward to the future and we can create more of a Goshen, quaint town rather than destroy it. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project.  
 
 A.102. Chris Miele, Orange County resident  

Comment A.102.1: I've been reading the DEIS for several weeks now, and many of the appendices, 
and what I read is a very deficient and inaccurate document.  I then compared it to the other DEIS 
documents.  The Merlin document has a lot of errors, there's a ton of missing data, there's missing 
charts, truncated sentences and factual errors, outrageous claims are made in this document without 
any supporting documents. It is disturbing to me that there’s very little accurate data in the Merlin 
DEIS. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
opposition to the Project, It is unclear what “other DEIS documents” are being referenced in this 
comment.  The DEIS was reviewed by both the Planning Board and its professional consultants 
with several revisions prepared consistent with reports and board comments made on the DEIS.  
The Planning Board determined that the document was adequate for agency and public review and 
comment. 
 
Comment A.102.2:  Much of the information presented [in the DEIS] is more than five years old 
and thus, unusable.  
 
Response: It is impossible to ascertain what specific DEIS information is being referenced in this 
comment.  Clearly not all information in the DEIS is more than five years old.  Further, the fact 
that data is more than five years old, with no context, does not render such information “unusable.”  
The DEIS was prepared utilizing current data when available.  Previous well testing studies from 
2009 were utilized as a Projection of what onsite wells may be able to provide to the Town of 
Goshen if the onsite wells are gifted to the Town.  These wells are not to be used for the Proposed 
Project and are not being studied and analyzed as part of the SEQR review as to their present 
production capabilities or how that may affect the Arcadia Hills Water District.  Therefore, updated 
pump testing of these wells was not required.  All other studies in the DEIS were completed in 
2016, including traffic studies and counts, a habitat assessment, site surveys, wetland delineations, 
land use evaluations, archeological investigation, the Environmental Site Assessment, Village of 
Goshen utility usage data, and existing noise readings in both Goshen and at the existing 
LEGOLAND facility in Carlsbad.   
 
Comment A.102.3:  I understand that Goshen is anxious to bring this corporation into town, but 
this Project is in the wrong place, and this site in particular is definitely the wrong place 
Furthermore, the plan itself accentuates the physical limitations of this site with both BOCES and 
Glen Arden.  
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Response: See response to Comment A.24.1. 
 
Comment A.102.4:  There is a major negative impact for emergency services.  
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect.  See response to Comment A.94.5.   
 
Comment A.102.5:  Adjoining residences bear the burden of noise, pollution, visual disturbance 
and runoff.  This DEIS does not address these impacts adequately.  
 
Response:  A full evaluation of noise impact was completed for the Project and can be found in 
Section III-I (with the full study in Appendix H of the DEIS) which used recorded ambient noise 
levels at various receptor locations around the site and added recorded noise levels obtained from 
the existing park in Carlsbad, California to determine potential noise impacts.  Updated noise 
impact data is presented in this FEIS (see Appendix N). It is not clear what type of “pollution” is 
referenced, but see response to Comment A.64.6 as to the likely pollution intended in the comment. 
 
Visual impacts were evaluated with photo simulations of the park provided from the adjacent 
neighborhood to show projected views of the site.  This analysis has been updated based on the 
revised site plans, and is included in Appendix M of this document.   
 
A full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan was prepared for the site and provided in Appendix 
F of the DEIS.  Runoff patterns will remain the same both pre- and post-construction. Stormwater 
will discharge from the site via two existing culverts which run underneath NYS Route 17.  No 
stormwater will travel to the adjacent neighborhood.   
 
Comment A.102.6: In reading the other environmental impact statements, I'm struck by the vastly 
different ways documents are treated by these boards.  
 
Response: It is unclear which “other environmental impact statements” or which “boards” are 
being referenced.  However, the SEQR process is regulated by New York State law, not local 
regulations.  The Planning Board and its consultants review the documents for this Project.  The 
SEQR regulations set forth a clear process for a Lead Agency to follow, and the Planning Board 
has been punctilious in adhering to both the procedural and substantive requirements of SEQR for 
this Project. 
 
Comment A.102.7:  In Windsor, England, traffic and power have been their big issues. Those 
issues were there before they built and they're still there today. There were no raves from the 
surrounding communities on their presence.   
 
Response:  This basis for commenter’s generalization regarding the relationship of LEGOLAND 
Windsor to its surrounding community is unclear, and lacks any specific references to published 
statements of the lack of “raves” that might form the basis for a particularized response.   In any 
event, power will be supplied to the Project Site by Orange and Rockland. The Project engineer 
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met with representatives from Orange and Rockland Utilities during Project planning.  Orange and 
Rockland identified no power supply concerns.   
 
A full traffic impact study has been prepared for this Project.  See Appendix G with a summary in 
Section III-H of the DEIS.  This information is hereby supplemented with a revised Traffic Impact 
Study responding to comments from the agencies, public, Town representatives, and the NYSDOT 
which is located in Appendix E herein.  Also, see response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment A.102.8:  Did you talk to businesses [LEGOLAND Florida Resort] claims experienced 
a boom because of their presence? We did, on our investigation, and spoke to a number of business 
owners and not a single one of them mentioned millions of dollars Merlin talks about discussed in 
the DEIS. Maybe Perkins did, but not the regular business people that are the heart of the town.   
 
Response:  Again, the Commenter fails to reference the particular business owners or their 
statements so that a more particularized response could be fashioned. The noted “regular business 
people” are traditionally represented by local chambers of commerce. During the Planning Board 
consultants’ site visit to LEGOLAND Florida, they met with the local Chamber of Commerce 
President, outside of the presence of any LEGOLAND officials or representatives.  The group also 
met with local elected and appointed City officials.  Without exception, all referenced the positive 
economic effect of LEGOLAND Florida upon the City of New Haven and the surrounding area. 
The site visit report is contained in the FEIS in Appendix P.  Also, see response to Comment A.5.1 
and Comment letter B.7 from Katie Worthington, President/CEO of the Winter Haven Chamber 
of Commerce who discusses the myriad of benefits flowing from LEGOLAND Florida to the local 
Winter Haven economy and community as a whole.   
 
Comment A.102.9:  You owe it to the people of this area to do due diligence, and pushing this 
Project through without lots of careful thought will have a very bad outcome for all of us.  If you’re 
intent on inflicting a part-time amusement [park] on us, at the very least, [do] SEQR on all the 
property, not only the 140 acres [they are] developing now.   
 
Response:  SEQR documents have been prepared taking into account and analyzing the entire site 
and the Proposed Project development on a portion of the site, as well as off-site areas where 
improvements are currently proposed.  There is no SEQR review being conducted, nor is any 
warranted, on development of the site other than what is being proposed. Also, see response to 
Comment A.55.1. 
 
Comment A.102.10:  Put a conservation easement on the wetlands, put restrictions on future 
development on their site and see if they stick around.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.25.2. Also, the extent of development, if any, allowed in 
and surrounding wetlands on the site is regulated by the NYSDEC, ACOE and the Town.  Any 
Project design approvals will only allowed in compliance with these regulations, including any 
mandated buffer areas, and all work will be conditioned on compliance with these regulations.  
Further, no future development on the site may occur unless it is consistent with zoning, and 
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proceeds through the Planning Board approval process for an amended site plan and special permit 
use, including all SEQR reviews as necessary. 
 
Comment A.102.11:  There is not a single high-level ratable next to an amusement park in this 
country.   
 
Response: This comment is incorrect.  A shopping center is located across the street from 
LEGOLAND in Winter Haven and several successful commercial properties including retail, 
restaurants and hotels are located immediately adjacent to the LEGOLAND property in Carlsbad, 
California.  Also, a March 28, 2017 analysis of market values provided by Orange County’s Real 
Property Tax Service Agency specifically concludes that there would be no negative impact on 
home values even within one mile of the proposed LEGOLAND site.  This County analysis can 
be found in this FEIS at Appendix K, and is supported by actual data in the area, and taking into 
consideration several studies analyzing the impact of theme parks on housing prices in other areas 
of the country.  See also, response to Comment A.2.2. 
 
Comment A.102.12: For the Comprehensive Plan, I thought this is a good document.  It allows the 
people who live here to invest in the Town, a good blueprint for the future.  It was well thought 
out and presented.  So now, without all the careful input and research and community involvement 
that went into this plan, a big corporation comes along, a lot of money is thrown their way by the 
governor and you try to make this Project fit.  Well, it doesn’t fit…Do not alter the Comprehensive 
Plan in this way, do your diligence.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.1.1. Prior to the Comprehensive Plan amendment 
currently under consideration by the Town Board, and two years prior to the application for 
LEGOLAND New York, the Town Board previous sought the recommendations of the Town of 
Goshen Environmental Review Board (ERB) regarding future zoning amendments.  The ERB 
recommended in 2014 to the Town Board that commercial uses be expanded along Harriman 
Drive, including the Project Site (see memorandum in Appendix F). 
 
Comment A.102.13: Look at the total 544 acres.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.102.9.  
 
Comment A.102.14: Look at the impact on the wildlife and the endangered species you will kill, 
the plants you will destroy, the ecosystem that you will ruin.  
 
Response:  The DEIS studied all of the wildlife, plants and ecosystems identified in the EIS Scope 
to be studied.  See response to Comment A.38.4.  The information concludes that the only 
endangered species which may be present on the Project Site are Indiana and Northern Long-eared 
bats.  The appropriate mitigation to ensure to impacts to these species are to limit tree cutting on 
the Project Site to November 1 to March 31 when bats are known to be in hibernation and not 
roosting in trees, per the NYS Department of Environmental Conservation.   
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Comment A.102.15: [Look at] the wells that will run dry. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will not utilize the onsite wells.  In order to avoid any impacts 
to the Arcadia Hills water system or to any wells in the area surrounding the Proposed Project, and 
to address concerns regarding the availability of water at the Project Site, the Proposed Project will 
connect to the Village of Goshen’s public water supply system, which the special engineer for the 
Village has studied and concluded that the Village has more than enough water sources to satisfy 
all the water needs of the Village and the LEGOLAND water needs. 
 
Comment A.102.16:  [Look at] the cancer and heart disease you will introduce into this 
community.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. There is no evidence to suggest 
that the Proposed Project would cause medical conditions.   
 

A.103. John Mirabella, Village of Goshen resident  

Comment A.103.1: Of course there’s construction jobs, but what I can’t understand is that this is 
just a moot point.  If LEGOLAND is not built in Goshen and is built somewhere else, it’s not going 
to go anywhere, those jobs still exist no matter what; somebody has got to build them. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.28.1.  This comment is incorrect.  The Project Sponsor 
has proposed to construct and locate in Goshen; there is no alternative site in Orange County or 
the Hudson Valley. If the Project is not approved, the opportunities and benefits of the Project, 
including the construction jobs, will not be realized. 
 
Comment A.103.2: I think this wide-sweeping proposal goes against everything I know of in 
history of any town or city that's ever been formed, because towns, like evolution, start out small 
they'll build slowly, a church is added, a strip mall, small housing, that kind of thing.  At this time 
in history, I think that we're faced with literally rewriting Goshen.  Really, at this time, it's starting 
from scratch, changes that are going to occur, no matter what anybody says, if somebody doesn't 
believe it's going to change the Town of Goshen is just naïve.  
 
Response: As noted in the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan, “A community is developed over 
the years by hundreds of individual and group decisions – decisions by private citizens to build 
houses, by corporations to locate in the Town, by Town officials to create new public facilities, 
and so on. The ultimate accomplishment of the Comprehensive Plan, as modified from time to 
time, requires the cooperative action of many people and agencies. All interests, whether public or 
private, have a stake in an attractive, orderly and environmentally sound community. The 
Comprehensive Plan is designed to be a guide for achieving this shared goal.”  There is no 
limitation in the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan or otherwise that sets a limit on the rate of 
incremental growth that must be observed.  The Commenter is also historically inaccurate, in that 
there are many events in the development of municipal centers, including Goshen, that have not 
been moderately incremental.  To cite but just a few such transformative events for Goshen, 
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reference is made to Goshen becoming the County seat, the location of the now Historic Track, 
and the Railroad linking Goshen to other communities. 
 
Comment A.103.3:  The Stop LEGOLAND people and the Goshen residents are the only people 
you should really be listening to, because they're interested in the where, the what, the why, the 
how this is being built, they're talking about water, environment, the traffic.  The other opinions, 
although they're fine opinions and they may have some validity to them, I still have to say that 
they're one dimensional.  
 
Response:  It is a radical and alarming position that only those people who reside in Goshen have 
a claim on defining how Goshen ought to develop or how potential projects should be reviewed. 
Many people make up a community, including those that own property in Goshen but do not reside 
in Goshen, or those that operate businesses in Goshen, or even those people that work in Goshen. 
Residency alone does not confer wisdom of environmental review, or ensure selflessness of 
interest.  A community is comprised of all those that live, work, and invest in the community, and 
even those that visit and may thereby become residents, owners and investors in the future.  A 
point of view from those other than residents does not relegate it to being one-dimensional. It is 
the merit and worth of a point of view itself that determines its dimension, depth and value.  There 
is no doubt that residents have an important, indeed critical, investment in a community, and have 
the added weight of being able to affect a community through electing representatives.  But this 
critically important view does not stand alone in caring how a community develops; nor are 
residents the only people that may have insight into the significant adverse impacts that a Project 
might visit on a community, or how those impacts might be mitigated. In any event, SEQR review 
of a Project is not legally allowed to exclude all comments from consideration other than those 
proffered by Goshen residents, or to rank as a lower level all comments other than those from 
Goshen residents. The Planning Board as SEQR Lead Agency will perform its role and listen to 
all comments (including those of its consultants), perform its hard look at the relevant 
environmental impacts and data presented to it, and attempt to ensure mitigations as required under 
the law. 
 
Comment A.103.4:  This is such a bad idea for so many reasons, that I just won't even reiterate 
right now, that it doesn't seem to be in our best interest.  I mean, I can't even help thinking about 
Venice as a dead city, it's become such a tourist place, nobody is born there anymore, it's a 
museum. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. 
 
 A.104. Gretchen Zierick, Wills Way Equestrian Center  

Comment A.104.1:  I'd just like to talk about our emotions, but I'd actually like to address the 
economic impact of this development that's been a subject for many speakers. Goshen residents 
are concerned about jobs, we all need to be concerned about good jobs.  While LEGOLAND's 
presentation told us it was at 500 full-time jobs, those are divided among technical trades, 
management, administration, retail, food and beverage.  Then there are 300 part-time jobs, 500 
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seasonal jobs.  The big question is, how many of those are good jobs?  Logically, I would expect 
that most of the full-time, all of the part time and all of the seasonal jobs are of the, would you like 
fries with that variety, minimum wage, unskilled. 
 
Response: The Proposed Project will generate 500 full-time, year-round jobs in addition to the 
500 part-time and 300 seasonal jobs.  Based on projected salary information, more than 50% of 
full-time employees are expected to make a least $48,000 annually, exclusive of benefits.   Full 
time jobs include management, marketing, finance personnel, information technology (IT) and 
administrative positions as well as security, maintenance and hotel and aquarium management 
which pay competitive salaries and offer benefits.  Part-time and seasonal staff will also be paid 
competitive wages. 
 
Comment A.104.2: Goshen's Comprehensive Plan calls for developing a strong and balanced 
economic base. That comes after protecting cultural activities, rural character, support the village 
center and foster town clusters, provide a range of housing alternatives, and before protecting the 
space, ensure development had to provide for sustainable water use and encourage appropriate 
sized development to protect environmental assets.  These are wonderful goals, they should be 
used to evaluate any proposed development.  
 
Response:  The goals of the Comprehensive Plan are not ranked as noted.  None of these goals 
can be looked at in isolation; they are interdependent. Both the Planning Board and Town Board 
are cognizant of and will take into account these goals when making their decisions, each in their 
own way as dictated by law.   
 
Comment A.104.3:  I believe that encouraging the location for more small businesses would 
benefit Goshen much more than the location of a large, seasonal amusement park as part of the 
international network of companies.  According to the Small Business Administration, small 
businesses make up 99.7 percent of U.S. employers, small businesses are defined as those with 
less than 500 employees… Manufacturing jobs are good for the local economy by any measure… 
Manufacturing jobs pay an average of $20.62 an hour, leisure and hospitality, 13.01.  That's a gap 
of nearly $16,000 per person, per year.  I think the residents of Goshen would prefer the higher 
wage that they could earn in manufacturing.  Then there are the multipliers, according to the State 
of New York Department of Labor, the employment multiplier for manufacturing is 3.04, while 
leisure and hospitality have a multiplier of only 1.50; thus, the 500 jobs created by labor, 750 
additional jobs could be created in New York, but those same additional jobs could be created by 
half as many jobs in manufacturing.  Then there’s the dollar multiplier, that measures the output 
from other sectors in response to output in one, so for every dollar spent in manufacturing, it 
generates a lot more economic activity.  According to The Manufacturing Institute, every dollar of 
sales and manufacturing products supports 1.33 in output, the largest multiplier in any sector.  Arts, 
entertainment, recreation, $0.81. Retail trade, $0.66.  Agriculture, an important part of our 
economy, comes in second to manufacturing at $1.11. Many union members have come to speak 
about the value of the union construction jobs, they have a point, but once construction is finished, 
the jobs are over and gone, a well-thought out plan to attract Goshen's industrial park can provide 
more jobs. 
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Response:   The Planning Board is obligated to follow the zoning in effect at the time that they 
make their decision on whether or not, and the conditions of, any approvals.  They have no legal 
ability to demand that any property be developed with a particular use, provided that the use is 
then allowed under the zoning Code.  Similarly, the SEQR process is not designed to mandate that 
a particular form of use for the property be approved. See response to Comment A.5.1. Finally, 
the Comprehensive Plan, both existing and as proposed to be amended, encourages variable 
commercial enterprises, including, but not limited to, manufacturing uses and small business uses.  
Indeed, the Town was recently successful in attracting Amy’s Kitchen as a manufacturing use. 
 
 A.105. Ken McNally, Goshen resident  

Comment A.105.1: I think I still fall on the side of not wanting it, not - I am suspect of growth, 
because I don't know, we're in an age, we're talking about greening the world and sustainability 
and there is a side that says, well, growth is good and, you know, I believe that's true, but on the 
other hand, it's just a knee-jerk reaction of, oh, I don't want it. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. It should be noted, however, 
the Proposed Project incorporates several sustainable measures to reduce the overall environmental 
impacts and carbon footprint of the park. Sustainable construction practices (also referred to as 
green building techniques) to be employed on the site include recycling construction materials 
such as concrete and steel.  Sustainable stormwater practices to be employed during construction 
include several green infrastructure and runoff reduction measures such as the use of porous 
pavers, grass swales, bio-retention areas and a rain garden.    
 
Within the park, recycling receptacles are placed next to trash receptacles to encourage guests to 
recycle. As a reference, LEGOLAND California recycles 2 million pounds of materials annually. 
Several sustainable landfill diversion measures will be undertaken as they are currently done at 
existing LEGOLAND facilities as follows:  

 Placement of receptacles around the park with all trash receptacles;  
 Green waste such as landscaping trimmings, are processed into mulch; 
 High Density polyethylene (HDPE) plastics such as food and beverages containers used on 

site, are recycled into benches and trash receptacles off site, for use on site; and 
 Cooking oils are recycled to be used for biodiesel fuel. 

 
Comment A.105.2:  There seems to be a lot of pressure to do this, from Albany, to make money, 
perhaps from the County Executive, again, I don't know how these things works, so I – ‘group-
think’ says, these faulty decisions are made by a group due to group pressures lead to a mental 
efficiency deterioration of reality testing and moral judgment…I hope you'll think independently 
and work with experts and others. 
 
Response:  No pressure is being exerted upon either the Planning Board or Town Board by 
Albany, the County Executive or anyone else, to make a decision one way or the other.  For its 
decision-making, the Planning Board is relying on its own consultants and public and 
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governmental agency input to assist it in making decisions in its SEQR role and in making 
decisions on the requested site plan, special permit, and subdivision.  The Town Board is relying 
upon the Planning Board’s SEQR review as well as public comment to assist it in its decision-
making. 
 
 A.106. Renee Turcott, Circle Z, LLC and Wills Way Equestrian Center  

Comment A.106.1:  I respectfully dispute the conclusions of the DEIS regarding the noise impact 
evaluation, Section G, future sound levels.  In the last paragraph of that section, the report states, 
that the one receptor expected to experience a significant increase in sound level is receptor one, 
Glen Arden.  My concern, as well as the partners, at WillsWay Equestrian Center, is receptor 
seven, the one closest to our farm.  I believe we will see a significant increase in sound levels near 
receptor seven, and we'll experience an adverse effect on our farm and the surrounding area.  In 
Section F, sound level data collected at LEGOLAND park in Carlsbad, California, the report says 
that the Dragon roller coaster does, in fact, generate significant noise, 45 dBa at 500 feet, 39 dBa 
at 1,000 feet.  Given the height of the roller coaster for the Proposed Park here in Goshen, there is 
no surrounding terrain capable of obstructing the noise sure to be generated by a ride of this size 
and the exuberant screams of the park's visitors on this ride.   
 
Response:  Receptor 7 is located in excess of 1,500 feet from the closest point of the LEGOLAND 
parking area and over 2,700 feet from the park facilities (main access gate). In addition to the 
distance separation from the Wills Way Equestrian Center, this area is also fairly heavily wooded 
and will remain undisturbed. Additionally, as part of the final site plan approval, the addition of 
possible berms, additional plantings, and/or positioning of any sound generating structures will be 
finalized. This will ensure compliance with the Town of Goshen code relative to noise levels. 
 
Comment A.106.2: As you are aware, this immediate area proposed for the park is known locally 
as Echo Ridge, specifically for the reason that generated sound, has the capability to travel long 
distances and be heard quite clearly on surrounding properties. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.12.2.   
 
Comment A.106.3:  The level and type of noise generated by the park's rides could very well 
increase our risk level and negatively affect our horses, which by nature are flight animals, and our 
clients.  This Project will directly impact our ability to conduct business and could very well 
adversely effect our bottom line, as well as other small businesses in the area.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.106.1. 
 
Comment A.106.4: If the main roads are backed up with traffic, how will small business' clienteles 
conveniently travel to their destination? 
 
Response: As a result of comments received, the Project Sponsor has proposed to relocate NYS 
Route 17 Exit 125 and construct a new bridge which will allow for a direct connection to Harriman 
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Drive, which is intended to minimize traffic impacts on local roads.  See response to Comment 
A.2.3. 
 
 A.107. Joan Donato, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.107.1: I live in Arcadia Hills…our backyard pits up against the LEGOLAND 
property. I have had water issues every single year – I’ve been here 26 years, and miraculously, 
this year, everyone in the Hudson Valley was in a severe drought except for Arcadia Hills.   
 
Response:  The Proposed Action will not utilize any onsite wells.  In order to avoid any impacts 
to the Arcadia Hills water system, and to address concerns regarding the availability of water at 
the Project Site, the Project proposes to connect to the Village of Goshen’s public water supply 
system.  
 
The Project Sponsor has also conditionally offered to donate two wells and surrounding lands on 
the Project Site to the Town of Goshen, which could be utilized by the Town of Goshen to 
supplement and enhance the water supply to Arcadia Hills. 
 
Comment A.107.2:  Traffic is another issue. My husband retired, he was a New York City Police 
Officer.  He came every Friday, left work at 4:00, and got home at 7:00; three hours.  My children 
don’t want to come up here on a Friday because of too much traffic.  That is my quality of life 
now.   
 
Response:  Traffic congestions on NYS Route 17 are legacy issues which have existed in this area.  
The proposed commercial recreation facility proposes to open to the public at 10AM after peak 
commuter traffic times on local roadways.  Furthermore, the majority of commuters travel east in 
the morning and return from east to west in the evening while the majority of guests to the park 
would be expected to be traveling west along NYS Route 17 from larger population centers in the 
morning and returning home eastbound via NYS Route 17 in the afternoon/evening. It should also 
be noted that as part of the proposed Exit 125 Relocation improvements, a continuous third lane is 
proposed to be constructed in the westbound direction from the new Exit 125 westbound on-ramp 
to the existing three-lane section in the vicinity of Exit 124. The westbound afternoon commuter 
traffic will receive a benefit of this improvement since the Proposed Project traffic is limited in 
this direction during the Peak PM commuter period.  
 
Comment A.107.3:  They are going to give Goshen a million dollars for their school.  My kids 
went to Chester.  Chester is not getting anything.   
 
Response:  The land on the site within the Chester Union Free School District is owned by the 
Town of Goshen and does not currently generate revenue to the district.  No loss of revenue, and 
no additional school children will result, by the Proposed Project to the School District.   
 
Comment A.107.4:  I know people living in Glen Arden.  Those people are affected.  If there were 
ever an emergency, how are those ambulances going to get to that road?  They are on the same 
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road as LEGOLAND.  If there was a backup, how are ambulances going to get to Glen Arden to 
help those people.   
 
Response:   The Project has been designed with an approximately 4,100 linear foot access road 
with parking towards the rear of the site to allow for stacking of approximately 500 vehicles on 
the site.  Parking attendants will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure efficient 
and expedited parking of guest vehicles to get vehicles on to the site and avoid stacking as much 
as possible.  Based on the revised traffic mitigation the Project Sponsor proposes to relocate NYS 
Route 17 Exit 125 further to the east and construct a bridge that will provide a direct connection 
to Harriman Drive.  This will significantly reduce the number of vehicles that will enter the site 
from South Street and will significantly reduce the overall number of vehicles utilizing local roads.  
Based on this revision, vehicle stacking west onto Harriman Drive, potentially blocking the Glen 
Arden entrance is not anticipated.  
 
Additionally, the Project Sponsor has met with emergency service providers and will continue to 
coordinate with them as the Project continues through the review process.  Further, a letter from 
Donna Cornell, Chairperson of Elant, Inc. dated December 27, 2016 confirms she believes the 
facility can continue to provide adequate service to its residents.  Also, see Comments A.21.1 and 
A.21.2, from a Glen Arden resident. 
 
Comment A.107.5:  People [from other towns] came here and they told them what a great thing it 
is.  Well, go there.  Don’t come to a place where it doesn’t belong...It just doesn’t fit here. Let 
them go somewhere else.  Sullivan County, perfect place for it. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.1.  
 
 A.108. Jeremy Davies, Village of Goshen resident 

Comment A.108.1:  Although I have to commute every day, I don’t have to deal with [traffic in 
New Jersey] seven days a week. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, only substantive comments warrant a response, 
i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or which raise 
important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed.  No response is warranted 
to the Comment. 
 
Comment A.108.2:  Amusement parks are prohibited in the Goshen Master Plan.  You keep saying 
this isn’t an amusement park.  It is an amusement park.   
 
Response:  Amusement parks are not prohibited by the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan.  
Amusement Parks are prohibited in the Town by Section 97-10 of the Zoning Code.  To clarify 
this section of the Code, Introductory Local Law 6 proposes to add the following language at the 
end of Section 97(C)(1)(b): “For purposes of this section, a Commercial Recreation Facility in a 
Commercial Recreation Overlay District is neither an amusement park nor a circus”. 
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Also, pursuant to Introductory Local Law 6, Commercial Recreation Facilities shall be defined as 
follows: “A business operated for profit offering fully planned, integrated recreational and 
educational uses including, but not limited to, rides and attractions, an aquarium, theaters, 
restaurants, hotels, retail offerings and various supporting administrative facilities including 
offices and staff areas, as well as associated parking and drainage facilities.” 
 
Comment A.108.3:  The residents of Glen Arden is going to get affected more than anyone in our 
community.  They paid a lot of money to live there in a safe quiet community.  If this goes through, 
they are going to have to put up with years of noise, dust and diesel fumes during construction.  
The pollution and particulate matter may effect residents with pulmonary conditions.  There were 
no studies done in the DEIS on what effect this may have on nearby residents.  
 
Response: Both the noise and visual impact analyses studied receptor locations at the Glen Arden 
property and traffic studies took vehicle counts at the Glen Arden site entrance.  See responses to 
Comments A.24.1 and A.107.4. 
 
Comment A.108.4:  Once the years of construction are completed, you will have to contend with 
traffic.  3,500 cars a day traveling on Harriman Drive, one way in, one way out.  So if Harriman 
Drive backs up, and it will, if there’s a medical emergency at Glen Arden and it takes an ambulance 
just five extra minutes get there, someone could die.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.107.4.  
 
Comment A.108.5: This is a direct quote [from the DEIS], the park will be nothing like Winter 
Haven or Carlsbad, it will be more like Windsor in the United Kingdom.  If this is so, why were 
there no studies done from Windsor?   
 
Response: The above statement is not a direct quote from the DEIS. Internally, each of the 
LEGOLAND parks are similar in terms of size, type of rides and annual attendance, which made 
it appropriate to provide data from these parks to Project noise, architectural treatments, vehicular 
trips, trash generation and other general operations.  However, due to the seasonal nature of the 
park and the fact that Windsor (like LEGOLAND NY) does not have a water park, both water and 
sewer generation projections were derived from monthly usage at the existing LEGOLAND in 
Windsor, England. 
 
Comment A.108.6:  Merlin stated in the beginning there was going to be a 2,000 foot buffer to any 
residence.  Now, looking at the DEIS that buffer shrunk to less than 900 feet.   
 
Response: The initial reference was an estimated measurement from adjoining residences to the 
park itself which is further west on the site than back-of-house areas or parking areas. The adjacent 
residential subdivision will be separated from all developed areas of the site by approximately 
1000 feet of undisturbed buffer and the park will be surrounded by an eight-foot tall privacy fence.  
These factors will limit visibility into the site and mitigate both visual and noise impacts.  There 
will also be a zoning buffer along much of the perimeter of the property.   
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 A.109. Judy New, Village of Goshen resident  

Comment A.109.1:  I think it could be a perfect location to have children with seniors.  A lot of 
those seniors have no families.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project. 
 
Comment A.109.2:  I asked the Town how often master plan is revised or updated.  Our building 
inspector said it would be every four or five years.  So he said it was overdue.   
 
Response:  The Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan was last updated in 2009.  Plans are 
typically updated approximately every five years or so to provide updated demographic, land use 
and economic data and to reevaluate goals and objectives of the plan based on any changes in 
existing conditions.  
 
Comment A.109.3:  They rezoned where the new jail is, that used to be two farms.  They had a 
scenic by-way on Cheechunk Road and that was changed [by] zoning.  Now it’s a transfer station.   
 
Response:  Towns have the ability to amend both their zoning maps and text to meet the changing 
needs of their towns.  However, the County’s decision to site the jail was not done in accordance 
with Town zoning; the County was exempt from the Town’s zoning for that Project. 
 
Comment A.109.4: Goshen is the county seat of Orange County, New York.  Goshen’s physical 
location is roughly in the center of the county as well.  Whatever happens in Goshen has an effect 
on a great deal of the rest of the county in many ways.  I have spoken with many of the towns, 
villages and city officials when I go there, and one hundred percent of those municipalities have 
given their support to this Project.  Taxes and cost of living in New York are one of the highest in 
the country.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
support of the Project.  
 
Comment A.109.5: At the end of 2012, the increase in foreclosure rates from 2011 was up 83.33 
percent.  At the end of 2013, the increase from 2012 was up 85 percent.  In 2014, the increase from 
2013 was up 131 percent.  2015, the increase from 2014, that foreclosure rate was up 53.24 percent.  
These figures are not -- these figures are each year.   These are added on to each one from the 
previous years. You're not talking about houses, we are talking about people.  These figures are 
from the County Department of Real Property.  Goshen is struggling.  If you can't see it, let me 
know and I'll be happy to take you around and show you.  Taxes are not getting lower and we need 
something, not just for Goshen, but for our county and sooner rather than later. 
 
Response:  The Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan recommends commercial development along 
the Route 17 corridor to offset the impact of taxes on residential properties.  Consistent with that 
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recommendation, the Proposed Project will make annual PILOT payments to the Town, County 
and School District and will pay special district taxes to supplement the tax base of its various 
taxing jurisdictions.  In addition, the Project Sponsor is offering a Host Community Benefit fee for 
30 years. 
 
 A.110. Colleen Davies, Goshen resident 

Comment A.110.1:  I am adamantly opposed to the construction of LEGOLAND on the proposed 
site in the Town of Goshen and I oppose the changing of Laws 5 and 6.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment A.110.2:  There is no denying that traffic is not only a current concern, but a major 
concern if LEGOLAND is approved.  The DEIS is severely lacking information regarding traffic 
in the following areas:  Goshen School District is responsible for transporting students to and from 
school.  The buses which transport our children on a daily basis start at approximately 6:00 a.m. 
and end at approximately 9:00 a.m.  It commences again at 2:15 p.m. and continues to run until 
approximately 6:00 p.m., which allows for regular dismissal, late bus runs and sports runs.  The      
bus routes involve numerous roadways which will negatively impact the time allotted for student 
pickup and drop-off time due to the increase in traffic caused by the proposed LEGOLAND 
Project.  The following roads used to transport these students were not included in the DEIS, they 
include but are not limited to Route 94, parts of Route 207, Scotchtown, Craigville Road, Sarah 
Wells Trail, Conklingtown Road and Coleman Road.  It has been stated by Merlin representatives 
that school will not be adversely effected by traffic as LEGOLAND is not open until 10AM.  This 
is an absurd interpretation as it will not only affect the school district but also the rest of the town.   
 
Response:  Weekday attendance while school is in session are among the lower attendance days 
at the Proposed Project. The Project is not scheduled to open to the public until 10AM and therefore 
peak travel times would not impact the morning bus routes, as described in the DEIS in Section 
III-H.  Evening traffic would be more likely to overlap times discussed above as the theme park 
will close at 6PM during spring and fall dates when school is in session.  However, many of the 
roads mentioned above are not within the study area for the Project because they are local roads 
on the northeast side of the Town, not in the vicinity of the highway network where the majority 
of vehicles would be traveling and therefore traffic impacts in these areas would be negligible; 
they were not set forth in the Scope as requiring study, and were, therefore, not studied in the 
DEIS.  Furthermore, the proposed off-site roadway improvements to be completed as part of the 
Project, including the relocation of Exit 125 to the east, will significantly reduce the amount of 
project traffic on the local roads mentioned in the comment, as well as the Project traffic on 
roadways within the study area, including NYS Route 17M, South Street, and Harriman Drive 
west of the Project Site, and therefore will reduce impacts to school busses in the Town. 
 
Comment A.110.3:  The DEIS states that there were 18 road areas to be reviewed for existing 
traffic conditions (DEIS Page 13, H-1 existing conditions).  In addition, only seven various 
roadways were chosen for machine traffic counts.  The areas studied with the machine traffic count 
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do not reflect what will negatively impact the existing roadways of Goshen…with regard to 
Goshen School District.  Machine traffic counts should have been performed on all area roadways 
which are utilized on a daily basis.   
 
Response: The Project study area was determined during the public scoping process. Existing 
traffic counts were provided for all intersections identified in that document.  Some existing traffic 
data was available from reliable sources such as the NYSDOT and in some cases, manual counts 
were done to collect existing traffic counts on local roads.   
 
Comment A.110.4:  The DEIS does not mention the additional planned or potential developments 
within the LEGOLAND Project which would increase additional traffic volume in the future.   
 
Response:  Phase 2 of the Project development, the construction of SeaLife aquarium was taken 
into consideration in all analysis.  No other future development is proposed.   
 
Comment A.110.5: The DEIS recognizes 12 additional planned or potential developments in the 
immediate area, which would generate more additional traffic but does not offer any solution for 
how we mitigate this situation.   
 
Response: This comment is incorrect.  Mitigations proposed in the Project Sponsor’s Traffic 
Impact Analysis take additional development projects into account and the traffic volume 
generated at each of the study area intersections.  Refer to Figure 6: Traffic Mitigation and the list 
of traffic improvements in Chapter I of this document beginning on page 8. 
 
Comment A.110.6:  The DEIS refers to bussing its employees but does not state any effects 
regarding how many employees would be using public or private transportation.   
 
Response:  While LEGOLAND can encourage the use of public transportation by coordination 
with Orange County on bus routes and providing free bus passes to employees as is done in Winter 
Haven, employees will not be required to utilize public transportation and therefore a specific 
number of employees who will use the service is unknown at this time.  For the purposes of the 
traffic impact analysis, it was assumed that all employees would drive to work in order to assess a 
worst-case scenario.   
 
Comment A.110.7: There is no concrete plan for any type of emergency traffic.  Only an incident 
management plan which is to coordinate with local law enforcement fire and EMS all except for 
police and volunteers.  
 
Response:  A 25-foot wide, gated emergency access road is to be maintained from the guest 
parking lot to Arcadia Road to provide emergency access to the site.  The emergency access road 
will be in addition to access via Harriman Drive.  Also, as requested by service providers, a flat 
area to land a medivac helicopter has been shown on the site plan.  
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Comment A.110.8:  A letter dated October 26, 2016 from the NYSDOT to Lee Bergus, Planning 
Board Chair, states that “The proposed trip generation in the traffic study lacks sufficient 
documentation to be verified by the Department.”  There were 9 Project-wide comments and 25 
intersection-specific comments from the Department.   
 
Response:  The referenced letter was preliminary in nature.  A more up to date letter dated 
November 19, 2016 was provided by the NYSDOT on a revised Traffic Impact Study and is 
responded to below in its entirety.  See Comment B.6.   
 
 A.111. John Zahradnik, Goshen resident  

Comment A.111.1:  I have lived in Goshen about a hundred years, and during that time, not much 
has changed except the taxes have gone up, businesses have closed, businesses downtown in the 
Village are having a difficult time and we’ve built a very large jail.   
 
Response:  No response is warranted to these general comments. 
 
Comment A.111.2: First of all, I specifically spent some time with Mr. O'Donnell, who has been 
mentioned here, about safety.  I specifically talked to him about these visits in Carlsbad.  And his 
problem is safety, was specifically that they only looked in bags that people carried into the park, 
and they did nothing else to check that something else wasn't brought into the park.  He had no 
other problems with safety during our conversation. That’s no different than what happens in 
Bethel Woods, New York City and other places; they just look in your bag.  
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor reports that it has many policies and procedures in place that 
make the resort a safe place for our guests and staff members. All guests are subject to security 
screening and bag checks and walk through metal detectors prior to entering the park. Other covert 
and overt security procedures are utilized that are confidential, to aid in keeping guests and staff 
safe. 
 
Comment A.111.3:  I moved here about 20 years ago, and I moved here for a job. You heard at 
least one other speaker who said they moved here for a job.  So the talk about people moving here 
for an idyllic situation and not for work it’s just not true.  I’ve had a number of children here.  They 
have all left, they have moved because professional opportunities for them do not exist in this area.  
I know some of you have children have also done the same thing.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.9.1.   
 
Comment A.111.4:  The opponents to LEGOLAND, and I am not an opponent…have been not 
opposed to other building projects going on.  They have not opposed Amy’s [Kitchen], they have 
not opposed the brewery.  My opinion is because it’s not in their backyard.  If you look at the 
brewery site that was proposed, they clear cut acres of land, next to the Heritage Trail, abutting the 
Audubon bird sanctuary, nobody said boo about that.  It’s going to be decades before that ever 
starts to grow back, unless something else is built.  Nobody complained about it because of the 
location.  Let’s not base a decision on a few people who don’t want anything built in their backyard. 
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Response: See response to Comment A.24.1. 
 
 A.112. Nick Gallo, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.112.1:  I have asked the building inspector and the Town Supervisor what the Special 
Permits encompass and they couldn’t answer.   
 
Response:  Special Permits are one of several authorizations for land use development that are 
authorized by State law.  Some land uses are allowed under a local zoning code “as of right,” i.e., 
the use (e.g., construction of a single family home on an approved lot) may be allowed either by a 
simple permit from the Building Department or upon approval of the Planning Board. Special 
Permits require more. A Special Permit use requires that before it is approved it must comply with 
certain requirements that are referenced for that use in the zoning code. Based on the requirements 
of Revised Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016 which proposes to create a Commercial 
Recreation Overlay Zoning District, all uses constructed in the CR Overlay District will require 
the issuance of a special permit and site plan approval by the Planning Board. The use is subject 
to the requirements set forth in the proposed local law for that use.  Also, the relevant procedures 
and required findings must be followed as set forth within Article IX of the Town Zoning Code.  
 
Comment A.112.2:  I have asked what properties are to be sold, the two properties needed to 
build as planned, lots 11-1-68 and 11-1-69, some of the properties or all of the properties owned 
by the Town, again, no answer. 
 
Response:  As discussed in the DEIS and shown on the proposed subdivision map (Figure II-2), 
Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-63, 11-1-64, 11-1-65, 11-1-66, 11-1-67, 11-1-68, and 11-1-69 are 
currently owned by the Town of Goshen.  Each of these parcels were deeded to the Town of 
Goshen on July 25, 1984 by the County of Orange following the County’s foreclosure on those 
lots due to nonpayment of taxes.  Merlin Entertainments proposes to acquire certain of those 
parcels from the Town of Goshen for their fair market value, excluding areas of those parcels 
containing wells and associated infrastructure related to Arcadia Hills. 
 
Comment A.112.3:  Clearing and grading.  I have been told that the site plan is liquid, an expression 
meaning we don't know what we're doing, so clearing and grading what, when? 
 
Response: It likely was a reference that the site plan is fluid, not liquid, and it does not mean or 
imply that an applicant does not know what it is doing.  During any site plan review process it is 
common for plans to change in response to comments from the Town’s boards, their consultants, 
other governmental agencies, and the public, to arrive at a better overall Project.  It is in this sense 
that all site plans, including those of LEGOLAND, are fluid, i.e., not static and unchanging. It is 
through this process that site plans are improved. Since the LEGOLAND DEIS was submitted, the 
grading plan has been amended and improved, based on several comments received from the 
public, the Planning Board, and Planning Board consultants.  See Figure 7 for the most up to date 
cut and fill analysis.   No clearing or grading can commence on the Project Site until SEQR is 
completed and the clearing and grading plans are approved.   
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Comment A.112.4:  [The] topographical map on Page 52 of DEIS shows a 90-foot high retaining 
wall to hold backfill for the parking area.  LEGOLAND representatives claim 50 foot at the highest 
retaining wall.  Either will be visible from my property. 
 
Response:  The topography map in the DEIS is Figure III-4.  It follows page 38 of the text and 
depicts existing conditions only.  Retaining walls shown on the site plans have been revised 
consistent with the revised grading plans and have been reduced in overall height and length based 
on revisions to the grading plans. See Figure 7 in Section I in this FEIS (more detail in the full 
plan set). Walls along the guest entrance road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and 
generally average 12-14’ high. The tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 23’ and 20.5’ high 
walls resulting in an overall grade change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the 
Orange & Rockland easement for the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the 
interior of the park range from 4’ to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’-8’ high. The tallest walls 
interior of the park are located on the northerly side of the “Bricktopia” cluster and within the 
“Miniland” area. 
 
Comment A.112.5: The DEIS is so incomplete it should not have been presented. It states an 
emergency access road is needed and a gravel road will be built.  According to several agencies, 
what is required is a 25-foot wide blacktop road designed with drainage to prevent erosion, 
maintained year round, plowed and salted as needed.  That road, as proposed to begin at Arcadia 
Road, travel a half mile west through wetlands, quarter mile north parallel to the Otter Kill Creek 
through wetlands and then turn west, crossing the creek where a bridge would have to be 
constructed capable of holding fully loaded fire trucks.  That road would continue on to the park 
through more wetlands.  This is a major undertaking and is not addressed. 
 
Response:  It is incorrect that the DEIS was incomplete in the sense that it was not ready for 
release to governmental agencies and the public for comment. The NYSDEC has stated, “the lead 
agency should ensure that all relevant information has been presented and analyzed [in a DEIS], 
but should neither expect nor require a ‘perfect’ or exhaustive document.”  The standard is whether 
the DEIS was ready enough in its treatment of the topics outlined in the Scope to allow the public 
and agencies an opportunity to comment on the DEIS in a substantive manner. The goal of the 
Lead Agency in this preliminary review of the DEIS should not be to comment on or critique the 
substantive issues presented in the DEIS, but ensure only that it is adequate to advance the review 
process to the public and agency review phase.  As noted by the NYSDEC , the Planning Board 
and its consultants, in their review of the initial DEIS, were to give comments that would “enable 
the Project sponsor to develop an acceptable DEIS with only one revision effort, and only reject a 
resubmission if that resubmitted DEIS still contains errors or omissions which are essential to the 
public’s understanding of the Proposed Project.” 
 
The road proposed for use as emergency access is currently existing on the site as it was installed 
for a previously approved subdivision in this location.  This proposed access is a 25-foot wide, 
compacted Item 4, non-paved surface for use by emergency vehicles only, and shall only be 
utilized in the event the main access to LEGOLAND is blocked during an emergency situation.  
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At its current location the access road does run through wetland areas on the site.  The adequacy 
of this access has been discussed with emergency service providers.  This access road does not 
pose a significant adverse environmental impact, but its location, composition and maintenance 
will be considered by the Planning Board in its site plan review of the Project prior to any 
approvals.   
 
Comment A.112.6:  Traffic in the town and village needs to be addressed.  The area around Exits 
125 and 124 handles 11,000 vehicles a day, add [another] 5,000.  Accident data from New York 
State DOT states above state average accidents at all its intersections in the study, that rate is from 
25 percent higher at about 17M Matthews Street between 207 and Duck Pond Road to twice as 
high at 17M Cotes Drive, Clowes Avenue, add the Government Center and LEGOLAND what 
happens?   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3.  In response to comments from the public, elected 
officials and the NYSDOT, the Project Sponsor has committed to relocate and reconfigure Exit 
125 on Route 17, including building a bridge over Route 17 as part of its proposal for LEGOLAND 
New York.  In addition to addressing concerns regarding traffic on local roads by removing 
LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen, the relocation of Exit 125 
would also help solve geometric shortfalls and improve safety at the existing Exit 125 interchange 
compared to current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines. 
The relocated Exit 125 would be a full access interchange for both westbound and eastbound 
vehicles on Route 17 and will provide a more direct point of access to and from the LEGOLAND 
New York to ensure a significant amount of visitor traffic utilizes this exit rather than Exit 124 or 
other local approaches to the site.  Additionally, intersection improvements have been identified 
to address existing shortcomings at the South Street/Route 17M intersection.  These types of 
improvements including separate left turn lanes at the intersection would likely be required 
regardless of the Project.  These improvements enhance safety at the intersection and typically 
reduce accident rates, based upon data published by the NYSDOT.  Other locations referenced in 
the comment are more remote and would not experience a significant amount of Project-generated 
traffic (less than 5%); however, the Project Sponsor has identified additional safety improvements 
at locations, as identified in Table AR-1 of the Traffic Impact Study. 
 
Comment A.112.7: A lack of empathy for wildlife is shown in the DEIS, the endangered Indiana 
and threatened Northern long-eared bats have left the area.  Bats that hibernate in the winter in 
caves now, and intend to return to their previous roosting areas in the spring.  The proposed area 
of 150 acres plus one mile further will devastate the local population of a must-needed animal, an 
animal that cannot defend itself. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.102.13.  To off-set any potential incidental “take” (using 
the vernacular of the Endangered Species Act) of the Indiana and Northern Long-eared bat due to 
indirect effects, the Proposed Project will avoid disturbance of approximately 265.79 total acres 
of woodlands on the Project Site that would maintain potential foraging and roosting habitat for 
Indiana and Northern Long-eared bats.  The Project Sponsor proposes incorporate into their 
landscaping plan high quality potential roost trees wherever possible (see Figure 9: Wetland 
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Disturbance and Mitigation).  In addition, the Project landscaping plan will incorporate high 
quality native species for supplemental planting throughout the development site.  These trees 
include shagbark hickory, Red Maple, White Oak and Pin Oak.  The Project will avoid the 
intensive use of insecticides or herbicides outside of the park area that may impact prey species or 
vegetation. 
 
Comment A.112.8: Add to this, the lack to properly address the air, water, noise and light pollution, 
the destruction of habitat of many animals, the reduction of property values, the lack of recognition 
of the Chester School District in the DEIS and PILOT, and so much more.  
 
Response:  The DEIS addressed each of the environmental topics discussed above consistent with 
the requirements of the Adopted Scope.  Air Quality is addressed in Section III-R, Ground Water 
and proposed water supply to the site are addressed in Section III-E, Noise is discussed in Section 
III-I with a full report in Appendix H, species and habitat is discussed in Section III-D with a full 
report from the site biologist in Appendix C, impacts to the school districts and the proposed 
PILOT is discussed in Section III-M.  Light pollution is discussed in Section III-N of the DEIS, 
with a lighting plan provided in in the plan set (see L191-L195).  Also, see response to Comment 
A.2.2 regarding property values. 
 
Comment A.112.9:  I think it is obvious that this meeting must remain open.   
 
Response:  The written public comment period was extended until January 17, 2017 to allow for 
additional comments on the document, providing the agencies and public with 57 days to review 
the DEIS and submit written comments, nearly twice the required time frame for comment.   
 
Comment A.112.10:  As I have said, my wife and I bought our new home in Arcadia Hills 43 years 
ago, we always expected to have houses built in our backyard, we didn't expect to see an 
amusement park from our kitchen window. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.24.1.  
 
 A.113. Annmarie Rolo, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.113.1:  The DEIS says the Village of Goshen has a water withdrawal permit that 
allows up to 1.3 million gallons a day of water during drought conditions available to serve the 
needs of its residents, businesses and LEGOLAND.  I noticed that the wording includes the words 
"up to."  I wondered what it meant, so I looked at the New York State regulations and found at 6 
CRR-NY 601.7.  It seems that this withdrawal volume is equal to the maximum withdrawal 
capacity reported to the NYSDEC.  Now, that's not the minimum withdrawal capacity, it's the 
maximum.  So is that sustainable of the Goshen water supply system? 
 
Response:  The Village’s Water Supply Approval permit allows the Village to withdraw an 
amount of up to 1.3 million gallons per day from the combined resources including both reservoirs 
and Crystal Run Village Wells 1 and 2.  This is not the capacity of the system, but the maximum 
amount that is permitted to be withdrawn.  The Village’s consulting engineer reports, that under 
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normal climate conditions the Village’s water supply could produce up to 1.8 million gallons per 
day.   
 
Comment A.113.2:  Appendix E [of the DEIS] reports that this number assumes the reservoir level 
is at or below 75 inches or drought conditions.  Are those normal drought conditions or are they 
severe drought conditions? We have the same reservoirs and wells now, and yet we were declared, 
and have been declared to be in a drought emergency.  By the way, I brought you this photo off 
the New York State drought monitor website, this is December 13th, 2016, this is current, we are 
in severe drought for Orange County and the surrounding regions, and as you see, the edge of 
Orange County is in extreme drought, but nobody is talking about this, we're in drought conditions 
right now.  So how can we possibly have enough water to supply them too?  The truth is, we don't, 
we really don't have 1.3 million gallons a day. 
 
Response:  Drought levels in the reservoir are set by the Orange County Health Department and 
the Village of Goshen.  Reservoir levels are not at or below this level, and have not been in several 
years. These levels are memorialized in the Village’s Code with specific procedures required to be 
implemented by both the Village Board and Village staff in the event drought levels occur. Water 
levels are monitored regularly by the Village’s waster system operator. The last time the Village 
Board placed water use restrictions in place was 2003, prior to the Crystal Run Village wells being 
placed into service. 
 
Comment A.113.3:  The other thing I have here is a water supply development management plan 
prepared by Camp, Dresser & McKee for the Village of Goshen.  It states that the estimated 
drought yield for both of Goshen's reservoirs combined is .5 million gallons a day.  The DEIS itself 
confirms that the drought yield from the two village wells is .45 million gallons a day.  That adds 
up to a total of 950,000 gallons a day. That is not 1.3 million.  That's the differences between what 
is considered a safe yield and what is considered maximum yield, I prefer to calculate a plan based 
on a safe yield.   
 
Response:  The referenced study is outdated and was completed prior to the Crystal Run Village 
wells being placed into service. The Village’s independent civil engineer has provided a copy of 
the Village’s NYSDEC water taking permit to confirm the total amount of water the Village is 
permitted to safely withdraw from its system (see Appendix G).  
 
Comment A.113.4:  The DEIS says the anticipated demand from the village at LEGOLAND on a 
peak day will be 1.224 MGD, that's 274,000 gallons per day more than the 950,000 gallons per 
day safe yield.  You know, even if you were to accept the 1.3 MGD figure the difference between 
the projected demand and supply is only 76,000 gallons per day.  Even at 1.3 MGD, that's less than 
6 percent of the total capacity.  Honestly, that doesn't sound like much of a buffer to me. 
 
Response:  The Village acknowledges that under drought conditions with the inclusion of the 
Proposed Project, and including the water demands of the anticipated future growth and needs of 
the Village, the Village’s water supply system is likely closer to capacity than the Village would 
like on a long term basis. However, the fulfillment of the future water demands of future growth 
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and needs of the Village is likely many years away, and may never be realized. However, to be 
pro-active for the future, the Village began exploring the opportunity for additional wells on the 
Crystal Run Village site to supplement its water supply system.  Initial pump testing as provided 
by the Village’s water and sewer engineer (see full report in Appendix G) shows the new well can 
yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons 
per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing 
production wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with 
the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no 
adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated. It will be up to the Village whether and when to 
develop these wells.  Because these wells are not required for the Village to provide water service 
to the Proposed Project, this SEQR review does not include the development of these wells. 
 
Comment A.113.5:  And what if water from the reservoirs was completely unavailable, this is not 
farfetched.  In 2002, ATVs were reported to the police riding on the dry reservoir bottom all 
summer long.  If the reservoirs are unavailable, the village can only draw .45 MGD from the wells, 
they can't even be pumped at the same time because they draw from the same aquifer. 
 
Response:  The Crystal Run Village wells were developed as permanent water supply sources in 
direct response to the low reservoir levels in 2002 and 2003.  Both wells in that location are used 
at the same time and are approved as permanent sources.  The Village of Goshen prepares an 
Emergency Response Plan which includes planning for a scenario where reservoirs hit drought 
levels and other water emergencies.  This plan is on file with the County Health Department.   
 
 A.114. Len Berger, Town of Goshen resident 

Comment A.114.1:  If I were to walk out of my house, look at my back deck door, walk westward 
900 feet, I will be at the point which will be, now, this is the proposed location of that wall, which 
would rise over my head an additional 90 feet.  Now, the point where my feet would be would be 
20 feet above the elevation of -- at least 20, 50 feet the elevation of my house, which means that 
this proposed wall would wind up being 140, 150 feet higher, at least maybe 200 feet higher than 
my home, meaning that on a summer evening, sundown, night for me would come earlier, my 
house would be colder, darker and all that goes with it. So my home will be severely impacted, my 
quality of life will be severely impacted.  Everything about this Project speaks of non-
sustainability… There's no way that as an environmentalist I can think positively of this proposed 
development.  It will not fly.  Air quality, noise, traffic are bad enough, but my thought of waking 
up, looking westward to see that wall hovering over me, is a bit more than I can take and you 
people have the intelligence and the grace, to imagine that. 
 
Response:  In response to comments received, the Project Sponsor has revised the grading plans.  
The total use of retaining walls and the height of the retaining walls has been reduced.  The location 
of the specific retaining wall referenced, just east of the guest parking area, is more than 1000 feet 
from the referenced dwelling.  This wall is proposed to be 25 feet tall and is necessary to avoid 
disturbance to the NYSDEC wetland area.  See Sheets C10 through C16 of the plan set.   
 
 A.115. Debbie Corr, Town of Goshen resident  
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Comment A.115.1:  There's no cumulative impact study of the Project, which includes all of the 
new subdivisions, Montreign's casinos, Amy's Kitchen, Dan Depew's water park the Government 
Center, the library, the proposed CVS, supermarket, additional hotels and low-income affordable 
housing that will be needed.  All the suggested development along Route 17 and the 17M corridor.  
This is missing from the DEIS. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.45.2.  There is currently no water park proposed in the 
Town of Wallkill.  There is currently no supermarket proposed at the existing CVS Plaza in the 
Village of Goshen. All of the cumulative impacts identified in the EIS Scoping document have 
been addressed. 
 
Comment A.115.2:  There is no independent cost-benefit analysis.  Using LEGOLAND's 
guesstimate is allowing the fox to watch the hen house.  We need to know what LEGOLAND is 
truly going to cost the taxpayers.  You need to do an independent cost-benefit analysis. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.5.1. The fiscal impact analysis prepared in the DEIS has 
been prepared using existing tax and budget information from the Town of Goshen, Goshen 
Central School District, Goshen Fire District and County of Orange and it was prepared using 
generally accepted fiscal impact analysis methods.  The proposed assessed value used in the study 
was provided by Orange County Office of Real Property as they would be responsible for assigning 
this value once the Project is constructed. The audit concludes that the revenue generated by 
LEGOLAND will exceed the total costs to its various taxing jurisdictions and therefore no costs 
to the taxpayers is expected.   
 
In addition, the Orange County IDA commissioned an independent Economic Impact Review 
Report prepared by KPMG in February 2017 which discusses the revenue which would result from 
the PILOT agreement (see Appendix K).   
 
Comment A.115.3:  The Town turned down the Lone Oak subdivision on April 25th, which 
proposed more money to the Town of Goshen and proposed a conservation easement and 
protection of the wetlands.  Why are we not demanding a conservation easement to protect this 
land that is so unsuitable for this type of Project? 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect.  The Town did not made any findings or decisions 
regarding the Lone Oak subdivision, which was the subject of a prior EIS, and it was not proposing 
more money to the Town.  Further, no decisions regarding the Lone Oak subdivision were made 
on April 25th. Based on the Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Lone Oak 
subdivision, that project was projected to generate 431 residents, including 121 school-aged 
children, would have paid $213,114 in annual taxes to the Town of Goshen (based on 2008 tax 
rates and projected assessed values), and once Project costs were subtracted, the total annual net 
tax revue to the Town of Goshen was projected to be $73,676.  A projected annual negative cost 
to the School District was projected of -$111,506.   
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Over 30 years, the Town of Goshen is anticipated to receive approximately $71,000,000 in revenue 
from the host community fee, PILOT payments and tax payments from the Project.  
 
In response to comments the Project Sponsor has agreed to place a portion of the sensitive 
environmental areas on the site in a conservation easement. (See Figure 10).   
 
Comment A.115.4:  LEGOLAND could not have chosen a worse site located within the Moodna 
Watershed, Wetlands, AQ-3, AQ-6, Scenic, Stream and Reservoir overlay district. The Otterkill 
Creek a Class C tributary of the Moodna Creek runs through the site and has significant 
biodiversity along the beds that must be protected, yet the Otterkill Creek is ignored on 
LEGOLAND maps.  The proposed buffer from the Otterkill Creek does not meet the NYSDEC 
requirements.  I live on the Otterkill Creek; I could not build within 100 feet of the Otterkill as it 
floods, sometimes up to 300 feet from the creek’s edge. 
 
Response:  The Project Site is within the Moodna Creek Watershed and the Lower Otter Kill 
subbasin of that watershed.  Recommendations for this watershed, as developed by Orange County 
Planning Department’s Moodna Creek Watershed and Management Plan (2010) were evaluated 
in Section III-K of the DEIS.  The Proposed Project is not inconsistent with this plan.   
 
The Otter Kill, as well as all site wetlands and floodplains, is shown on Figure III-7: Surface Water 
Resources within the DEIS.  No disturbance is proposed to the Otter Kill or to any land within 100 
feet of this resource.  According to the NYSDEC (see comment letter B.32 herein) “Article 15, 
Title 5, Protection of Waters – Tributary of Otter Kill, Waterbody Index NO. H-89-20-17, Class 
A is located in the western corner of the Project Site adjacent to Conklin Town Road. Tributary of 
Otter Kill is a “protected” waterbody. A Protection of Waters permit is required to physically 
disturb the bed or banks (up to 50 feet from stream) of any streams identified as “protected.” 
According to the proposed plans, work will not be conducted in the lower southwest corner of the 
site, where this portion of the tributary is present….Tributary and sub tributary of Otter Kill, 
Waterbody Index No. H-89-20-17, Class C, is located on the eastern portion of the site. This is a 
“non-protected” waterbody. A permit is not required to disturb the bed or banks of “non-protected” 
streams.” 
 
Comment A.115.5:  The DEIS claims 140 acres will be disturbed. I was corrected by Phil Royle 
who said, “no, they will clear cut 180 acres and additional development of the site is a distinct 
possibility for the future.  So why is there no study on the different phases? 
 
Response:  Total area of disturbance for the Proposed Project is approximately 149.9 acres based 
on the latest revised plans.  This represents all development planned on the site, including a second 
phase of development which entails construction of a 20,000 square foot aquarium to be built two 
to five years after initial park opening.  
 
Comment A.115.6: There is not an accurate study on the endangered species.  Endangered species 
don’t just jump out and say, “here I am”, it takes hours and days to locate them.  The DEIS refers 
to disturbing the wetlands.  On one page it’s less than acre, then 62 acres then 52.75, then another 
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15 acres, all before the NYSDEC has been involved in evaluating the wetlands.  It should be clear 
what the total amount of acres is that is going to be destroyed.  The data refers to information 
collected from 1999 and 2006.  The data that is being used in LEGOLAND’s DEIS is 10 and 17 
years old, and should be thrown out.  The DEIS should be thrown out. 
 
Response:  The commenter is incorrect. EcolSciences, Inc. was retained to conduct an 
environmental assessment of the Project Site focusing on potential threatened and endangered 
species habitat of the Project Site.  A full copy of the report, including mapping, agency 
correspondence and staff qualifications can be found in Appendix C of the DEIS.  EcolSciences 
conducted field habitat evaluations on several dates between June and August 2016 as stated in 
the report.  
 
Wetlands have been delineated in and around the additional areas of disturbance by the Project’s 
biologist. As shown on Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation, 0.440 acres of the federally 
regulated wetlands disturbance will result from the development of LEGOLAND New York.  The 
wetland disturbances resulting from the revised traffic improvement plan consist of 1.654 acres of 
Federal wetlands and 0.084 acres of NYSDEC wetlands that are located within the NYS Route 17 
right of way. A signed map from the NYSDEC has been provided in Appendix H confirming 
wetland delineation.  

Comment A.115.7:  This DEIS was done fast and cheap by the current applicant.  The truth is 
LEGOLAND is here to make money and lots of it.  They don’t care what will happen to our town, 
taxes or property values.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition the Project. 
 
 A.116. Marcella Gross, Warwick resident.  

Comment A.116.1:  According to the DEIS currently today, traffic starting on Sunday afternoons, 
backs up so far from the Harriman Toll Plaza in the summer that drivers exit at either Route 17A 
or South Street in Goshen.  An assessment of the impact on the Harriman Toll Plaza and the New 
York State Thruway is completely absent from the DEIS.  The I-84, Route 17 interchange was 
studied, but that's going to get only about 22 percent of traffic from LEGOLAND, three times as 
much will go through Harriman.  How could the DEIS ignore that? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.173.4.  The Project Sponsor studied all of the traffic points 
required by the EIS Scoping document.  Additional analysis of the NYS Thruway and NYS Route 
17 interchange has been provided in the revised Traffic Impact Study found in Appendix E.   
 
Comment A.116.2:  Currently, traffic comes off Route 17 onto Route 17M to parallel Route 17.  
So then, what in the world will happen to Route 17M with the LEGOLAND traffic?  Well, the 
DEIS does have an answer to that, but you sure have to look hard to find it.  Table 9 that started 
on electronic Page 711 shows that at a build condition process, intersection after intersection along 
17M will have a level of service F. 
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Response:  It is confirmed that the Traffic Impact Study analyzes a “diversion” scenario by which 
drivers exit onto Route 17M to attempt to avoid NYS Route 17. However, the preferred traffic 
plan for the Project has been altered, as a result of governmental agency and public comments, 
providing additional mitigation for traffic impacts. See response to Comment A.2.3. While it is 
still anticipated that some diversions of traffic from NYS Route 17 to NYS Route 17M will 
continue with the completion of the proposed project, the proximity of the LEGOLAND Main Site 
Access to NYS Route 17 eastbound is anticipated to make the diversion of LEGOLAND traffic to 
NYS Route 17M less desirable and less likely. Regardless, improvements to the intersection of 
NYS Route 17M and South Street, as well as signal timing modifications to the intersection along 
NYS Route 17M going towards and into the Village of Chester, are proposed to address the 
existing and future diversions of traffic to Route 17M. Furthermore, this diversion of traffic from 
NYS Route 17 appears from traffic information to likely occur only during the Peak Summer 
Sunday Afternoon period and is limited to 8-10 Sundays per year.  
 
Comment A.116.3:  When you hit a wall of traffic on 17, you try to detour on to 17M, but that's a 
parking lot too.  What are you going to do?  You know yourselves that the smartest thing to do is 
to then take 17A all the way to Tuxedo, make your way to get on to the Thruway down in 
Sloatsburg avoiding the Harriman tolls altogether.  The same will be true for all this traffic heading 
out of LEGOLAND.  If you can't move in one direction, you check your GPS and you'll head the 
other way and go down 17A.  So what is that going to do for the traffic for us in Warwick? We're 
going to get a whole new mess of traffic coming through, but you wouldn't know that from reading 
the DEIS.  Warwick may just as well be on another planet, but we're going to be getting all this 
traffic precisely at the same time that tourism is peaking in Warwick. 
 
Response: Based on comments received, additional analysis has been provided in the revised 
Traffic Impact Study regarding traffic coming for the south (see Appendices E and K). Based on 
the population centers in the region and trade information provided by Merlin, estimates of the 
expected traffic which will arrive to and from the area via Route 17A, the amount of traffic is 
expected to be less than two percent of Project-generated traffic. During the peak time periods this 
equates to less than 30 vehicles per hour in the highest one hour period. These volumes are not 
expected to significantly impact conditions in the Town of Warwick or the Village of Florida. 
Also, see response to Comment A.116.2. Significant diversions of traffic to NYS Route 17A are 
not anticipated. 
 
Comment A.116.4:  Living in Warwick, we don’t like our tourist traffic, but we know that all those 
cars are coming to Warwick to spend money in our town with our famers and our merchants.  The 
people heading for LEGOLAND are heading only there, and will pay a high admission price to 
get in.  They're going to make sure they get their dollar's worth and spend their whole day eating 
at LEGOLAND's restaurants with their shopping limited to buying LEGOLAND souvenirs.  They 
won't be adding anything to our Warwick economy or Goshen's, for that matter, except maybe 
gas…If the people who want to spend money in our town can’t get in, they’re going to turn around 
and go somewhere else. 
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Response:  This comment is based on speculation of the spending habits of visitors to 
LEGOLAND, which is not supported by any objective criteria.  In accordance with NYSDEC 
guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations 
or data need no response.  
 
 A.117.  Patrick Nab, Goshen resident  

Comment A.117.1:  The location in question is not the right location for the park.  The town, 
simply put, does not allow amusement parks and the residents purchased property here just for that 
reason.  To change the zoning at the request of a nonresident or a company is wrong.  If we wanted 
to live near an amusement park, we would do just that.  
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.16.4 and A.24.1.   
 
Comment A.117.2:  The construction jobs at Merlin will be local, local being defined as up to 
seven counties away, including Rockland, Putnam, Duchess, Westchester Greene, Sullivan and 
Orange.  Just because the union workers are going for those jobs and supporting them, does not 
mean that they are going to get the jobs at this site, the companies are bidding against each other 
for that job, which means that the companies will need to supply the workers.  And how are we 
going to validate those workers?  Are we going to check IDs every day? 
 
Response:  The language contained in the IDA’s local labor policy is dictated by the IDA.  The 
Counties included in the agreement are predetermined by the IDA. The company itself must be 
located within the seven-county area.   
 
Comment A.117.3:  Today, currently, there are Canadian workers on Montreign casino.  Did 
anybody check for their PILOT submission? 
 
Response:  Because the Montreign casino is located in Sullivan County, it was not covered by the 
Orange County IDA. The requirements of any Sullivan County IDA policies are not known, and 
are irrelevant to the Proposed Project. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive 
comments warrant a response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives 
and mitigations, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed, Therefore, no response is necessary. 
 
Comment A.117.4:  Anyone in this market that is claiming that we need jobs must be missing the 
fact that our unemployment rate is below the average for Orange County. 
 
Response: To propose that jobs are not needed in the Town of Goshen or Orange County is 
completely insensitive to and disregards the hopes and aspirations of all the unemployed looking 
for work, as well as those employed or underemployed looking for better opportunities. Orange 
County does not have full employment. 
 
Comment A.117.5:  To ensure the traffic doesn't back up on the public, the site has been designated 
with a main access road, which is 3,000 feet long.  Are we going to truly consider that a 3,000-
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foot road, will not create additional backups on 17?  A long access road does not negate the fact 
that 2,500 to 5,000 additional cars per day will be coming, and Merlin can't guarantee that the 
traffic will not negatively impact the local residents.  
 
Response:  The Project has been designed with an approximately 4,100 linear foot access road 
with parking towards the rear of the site to allow for stacking of approximately 500 vehicles on 
the site.  Parking attendants will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure efficient 
and expedited parking of guest vehicles to get vehicles on to the site and avoid stacking as much 
as possible.  Vehicle stacking beyond the sites entrance onto Harriman Drive is not anticipated.  
 
Comment A.117.6:  People's quality of life should not compromised, for other's entertainment.  It's 
not a joke or a game.  There are people's lives this park will ruin because it devalues their property.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, general opposition comments, or speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data, need no 
response. See also response to Comment A.11.4.  
 
Comment A.117.7:  Specific to the DEIS, the scenic overlay section, quote, "No disturbance within 
the town's scenic road overlay district, which runs along Conklingtown Road, will occur."  It is 
approximately 3,300 feet from Conklingtown Road to the transmission lines that mark the nearest 
point of development.  Of course, it’s all trees. The Arcadia Road scenic overlay area, however, is 
barely mentioned and is mentioned as not being visually impaired.   
 
Response:  Scenic Road Overlay District regulations require increased buffers and allowing 
natural vegetation to remain.  While the visual analysis, provided in the DEIS, shows that the 
Project may be visible from locations along Arcadia Road, only minor clearing at the point of the 
emergency access road will be required within the overlay district. 
 
Comment A.117.8:  I noticed there is a revision to Local Law 6 that states, “The maximum height 
of any structure may not exceed 100 feet tall."  How could a structure 100 feet tall not visually 
impair the peak vantage point on Arcadia Road?  I travel it every day, it is not possible. 
 
Response: The visual impact analysis for the Proposed Project shows portions of the Project, 
including the Proposed Parking lot and hotel will be visible from Arcadia Road.  Given the 
distance, changes in topography and dense vegetation to remain the visual impact will be 
minimized.  There is no requirement that all visual features and aspects of the Project be 
completely hidden from neighboring viewpoints. Introductory Local Law # 6 of 2016 only allows 
the height restriction noted if the Planning Board does not restrict the heights of structures during 
its site plan review in accordance with the plan proposed. 
 
Comment A.117.9:  Infrastructure improvements.  To note, all of the ones that I have seen are 
designed by the New York State DOT, not the Applicant or its consultants, they will be paid for 
by New York State taxpayers and residents.  Why should we pay for their needed improvements? 
 



II-151 
 

Response:  All infrastructure improvements are being designed by the Project Sponsor, subject to 
review and approval by the NYSDOT.  The applicant has received some funding commitments 
from New York State through Empire State Development for infrastructure improvements.  These 
funds were earmarked for economic development purposes to attract businesses which will bring 
jobs, generate sales tax and bring tourism dollars to New York State. The Project Sponsor has 
committed to fully funding all traffic improvements, while reserving the right to request funding 
contributions from New York State. Also, see response to Comment A.16.2.  
 
Comment A.117.10:  [Regarding] the Project Site. The majority of the Project Site or 544.54 acres 
will remain undeveloped open space and/or manicured lawn.  At what cost?  What existing forest, 
pasture or brush must be removed to make a manicured lawn? 
 
Response:  Based on the revised plans, Park development requires an area of disturbance of 149.9 
acres.  Of this total, 76.32 acres will be landscaped or be maintained as manicured lawn post-
construction.  This will allow for over 357 acres of land to remain undisturbed on the site.   
 
Comment A.117.11:  And lastly, on traffic, estimates of the traffic to be generated by the Project 
during summer peaks and also for typical conditions were computed based on information 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers and specific traffic count and attendance 
data provided by LEGOLAND based on Carlsbad, we are not Carlsbad.  
 
Response:  Attendance figures from LEGOLAND facilities in Winter Haven and Carlsbad 
California were used to supplement the ITE numbers. While the character of Carlsbad and/or 
Winter Haven may be different than that of the existing conditions in Goshen, the parks are 
similarly sized and therefore, would be expected to generate a similar number of vehicles to the 
site. For a further detailed discussion on the anticipated traffic generated for the proposed 
LEGOLAND facility, see Section IV.A of the Traffic Impact Study contained in Appendix E. 
 
 A.118. Al Rolo, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.118.1:  You have a proposed zoning change that will bring a new zoning overlay, an 
intensive development over 522 acres of property, but you have an impact statement that only 
considers a development of 140 acres.  I’m in Arcadia Hills, and I'm extremely close to this site. 
You can understand why I'm concerned.  I want to know exactly what the zoning change would 
mean to me and my family, not only the plan before you, but the land that's surrounding the site.  
The impact statement doesn’t tell me. 
 
Response:  The entirety of the site is being studied by the SEQR review. Based on the revised 
plans, 149.9 acres of the site will be disturbed for the Proposed Project.  This is the only 
development that is proposed.  No other development would be permitted outside of the proposed 
area of disturbance without further SEQR analysis and additional approvals, which may or may 
not be granted.  To protect sensitive environmental areas of the site and to provide permanent 
mitigation to the adjacent residential area, a conservation easement shall be placed on 150.1 acres 
of the Project Site between the proposed development and adjacent properties, as shown on Figure 
10. In addition, the Project Sponsor is recommending to the Town Board that the proposed zoning 
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district be reduced in size to provide a buffer to adjacent properties from the Commercial 
Recreation Overlay uses, as shown in Figure 11. 
 
Comment A.118.2:  I saw a map by LEGOLAND that they might put in another 250 acres - 
purchase acres from someone named Serdarevic, another big chunk on either side of the Goshen 
reservoir.   That would mean that they have 737 acres.  Why do they need that much land?  You 
can't tell me that they're not going to keep developing.  
 
Response:  No land outside of the identified Project Site has been purchased by the Project 
Sponsor, and no additional land is being sought to be purchased.  Further, no land outside of the 
Project Site would be within the Commercial Recreation Overlay Zoning District.    
 
Comment A.118.3:  The impact statement doesn't say that there is any future development by 
LEGOLAND and that they will have to go through a new SEQR process, from what I've been told 
that would be illegal, it violates the provision of the laws that say you cannot segment reviews of 
projects in separate phases. It's all got to be done now, at the same time.   
 
Response:  No additional development other than what is shown on the Proposed Site Plans is 
proposed.  Any future proposal, if any were to materialize in the future, would need to comply 
with all legal processes and considerations, including SEQR. Segmentation is not triggered merely 
because more acreage on the property exists than is proposed for development. 
 
Comment A.118.4:  When LEGOLAND first was coming to Goshen, Steve Neuhaus was saying, 
oh, it's going to include a water park, it was all over the paper and all of sudden it was dropped, 
what happened to it?  Because they know that Goshen cannot sustain that so they dropped it. That's 
not to say that they're going to keep doing it and eventually add it. What is there to protect that 
they won't do it?   
 
Response:  LEGOLAND has represented that concerns regarding the availability of water, 
coupled with the economic feasibility of a waterpark in Goshen’s seasonal climate, resulted in a 
plan for development which does not include a waterpark.  All development on the site will be 
consistent with the site plans and SEQR Findings.  No additional development is planned, nor can 
occur without further SEQR review and approvals.  
 
 A.119. Joan Berger, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.119.1:  I want to move before the property value of my home goes down.  We pay 
$1,300 in water and sewer, minimum yearly, okay, and our taxes have gone up about 600 percent 
in 40 years, maybe more than that.  I'm a retired educator, I'm a peaceful person, I'm pro union, 
I'm pro-democracy and everything involved with that.  I do not want this. When I look out my 
window and see a wall facing a parking lot and I'm totally, completely frustrated with the situation 
and I had no say-so in the group home that does not pay any taxes, which is my next door neighbor, 
they're peaceful and quiet, but I want to sell my house.   I have a LEGOLAND wall behind me and 
a group home next door to me, I will probably never be able to sell my home for any amount.  
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Response:  See response to Comment A.2.2. 
 

 A.120. Dan Bloom, Campbell Hall resident  

Comment A.120.1:  I trust you are all going to read those notes [from the stenographer] because 
about 50 percent of you never touched a pen tonight, and there was so much information shared, 
how can you possibly retain it all, okay, I hope you are really reading the stenographer's notes. 
 
Response:  Minutes of both nights of the public hearing were prepared by the stenographer and 
distributed to all Board members for their review and adoption. 
 
Comment A.120.2:  Goshen can attract industry, higher-paying, whether it’s food processing or if 
it’s industrial building products, they can attract opportunities for people to make money. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or 
which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed. Thus, no 
response is warranted. 
 
Comment A.120.3: How many of you have been to an amusement park?  You go to the concessions 
and the person working the concession is from a foreign country because they were here on a work 
study - the locals wouldn't go to work there, they had no interest in doing it.  So, please, be aware, 
be relevant to what you have experienced yourselves when you've gone to these amusement parks. 
 
Response: Of the 1,300 jobs, the Project Sponsor anticipates that 1,290 jobs will be filled by 
residents of Orange County and the surrounding area.  However, it is expected that LEGOLAND 
will follow all laws in its hiring practices and will not demonstrate prejudice in making a hiring 
decision based on the fact that a person is, or appears to be, from a foreign country, provided that 
they are legally able to work at LEGOLAND. There are many residents of Goshen that are from 
foreign countries. 
 
Comment A.120.4:  How many of you go to the amusement park and stay at the amusement park, 
stayed at the hotel, ate the food at the amusement park and then got the hell out of Dodge?  Okay, 
so if you believe that Goshen is going to be improved by this, there may be some percentage of 
that, but it's not going to be huge. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, only substantive comments warrant a response, 
i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or which raise 
important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed. Also, speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. 
Thus, no response is warranted. In any event, the proposed hotel contains 250 rooms, based on its 
capacity relative to the number of total guests expected at the park, it is likely that many guests 
will chose to stay at off-site hotels.   
 
 A.121. Ronald Smith, Goshen resident  
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Comment A.121.1: I want to address the proposed payment of taxes to the … Goshen schools and 
the, what I feel is inadequate.  I'm reading from the IDA Board meeting minutes of 7/6/16.  On 
that day, Merlin appeared there and made their proposal, which was a million dollars to the school, 
$210,000 to the town and $168,000 to the County; approximately 1.4 million per year, plus $0.65 
per admission fee… Mr. Petro asks how Merlin Entertainment will reach the par value by the end 
of 30 years with only a 1.35 percent increase.  This proposed amount does not reach a hundred 
percent of tax value at the end of 30 years.  Mr. Jacobson, Merlin, states that this is the proposed 
amount of the PILOT by Merlin Entertainment Group.  Mr. Diana, former County Executive asks, 
what happens on year 31? Mr. Shaw, financial officer for Merlin, [said] they haven't modeled year 
31 yet, they have only concentrated on a 30-year PILOT.  Mr. Armistad, IDA Chairman, states 
that typically, with any PILOT program, the applicant reaches the full tax amount by the end of 
the term.  Mr. Jacobson states that the current presentation is based on 30 years and towards the 
end of the PILOT, they will have to negotiate in good faith on the next steps.  So they don't want 
to pay full taxes, even after 30 years.  The worst-case scenario being they pay the full assessed 
value in year 31, so that's the worst-case scenario, for them to pay taxes… Mr. Diana states that it 
is important to let LEGOLAND know there is some concern up front. This is the important part.  
Mr. Jacobson states, they understand where the Board is coming from, but they have pushed their 
numbers to accommodate as much as possible.  In other words, that's it, folks.   
 
Response:  In response to the Orange County IDA’s independent Economic Impact Review Report 
prepared by KPMG in February 2017, the term of the proposed PILOT agreement has been reduced 
to 20 years.  Payments under this plan will increase each year at a higher annual rate in order to 
reach the projected full tax amount based on the assessed value by the end of the 20-year term.  At 
the end of the 20-year term, the Project Sponsor will be required to pay its full share of taxes to all 
jurisdictions.  In addition, the Project Sponsor has entered into a Host Community Benefit 
Agreement with the Town of Goshen committing to 30 years of payments in addition to taxes.  
Also, see response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 A.122. Brad Barnhorst, Town of Goshen resident  

Comment A.122.1: In the Town of Goshen, amusement parks are prohibited in all districts, the 
Comprehensive Plan states that, quote, “The foundation of this Comprehensive Plan is the 
recognition that the Town must both preserve its fragile and beautiful rural environment and 
provide for the needs of its people.  To ignore either of these goals or to pursue one at the expense 
of the other is to fundamentally misunderstand what this plan is all about” end quote.  There's an 
important word in there, "needs."  The Town or the Village may want the revenue from the 
Proposed Project; however, a want is not a need. A want is a desire, while a need is a requirement.  
Supervisor Bloomfield, one of the items for which I have heard you praised is your handling of 
the Town's finances, the Town's credit rating is quite strong, for that, I give you my 
congratulations, this demonstrates that the Town is in good shape financially, and does not need 
this Project.  This Project stands in diametric opposition to what currently is codified in town laws.  
I urge you here tonight to change that, it is, in a sense, to betray the public trust. 
 
Response:  Oftentimes, a comprehensive plan will espouse competing goals (e.g., preserve the 
nature of a community yet encourage economic growth and vitality).  The Town’s 2009 



II-155 
 

Comprehensive Plan recommends commercial development along the Route 17 corridor to offset 
the impact of taxes on residential properties.  This Project is consistent with that recommendation 
of the Town Plan.  Further, the Orange County Comprehensive Plan, last updated in 2010 sets 
Priority Growth Areas in its Land Use Plan in and around Villages and along transportation 
corridors.  The Project Site lies within the Plan’s delineated Priority Growth Area which extends, 
along Route 17M from the Village of Goshen into the City of Middletown.  The Plan recommends 
development within these areas to expand job growth and expand the tax base. The Orange County 
Economic Development Strategy (2015) specifically targets tourism as one of the main industries 
imperative to economic development in the County.  The goals of this plan include expanding 
tourism by expansion of both overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through 
the hotel occupancy tax and developments which emphasizes Orange County as a ‘destination’ 
within the Northeast.  The Proposed Action accomplishes both of these goals.  Further, it is entirely 
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan’s goal of providing for the needs of the people to have its 
elected Town Board consider the tax and other revenue from a potential tourism business in 
adjusting zoning. Also, see responses to Comments A.1.1 and A.24.1. 
 
Comment A.122.2:  I would like to read to you a few sentences from a paper titled "The Economic 
Impact of Theme Parks on Regions," by Michael Brawn, quote, still, a question is unsolved, what 
happens within the theme park region within this model?  Who is it who wants to live there?  Not 
only did much of the demand for tourism related to it was seasonal, and that low status and low 
pay characterize much towards the industry employment, but the biggest danger lies in the 
disproportion of the concentration of seasonal and low paying employment, which can be a threat 
to the region's employment structure.  The case of the City of Anaheim illustrates this very bluntly, 
most of the city's population works in traditionally blue collar jobs, it is a fact that those who can 
afford it, move to surrounding cities because of the low quality of life in Anaheim, end quote.  In 
order to take a hard look at this Project, you must consider that information.  This leads us to the 
larger question of the comprehensive cost-benefit analysis of the Project and its potential impacts 
on the town.  I am unaware that the Town has commissioned one, and I again call on you please 
to engage an impartial firm to conduct one. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.64.4.  The EIS for the Proposed Project is intended to 
provide a basis for the Town’s decision-making, which includes all of the comments on the Project, 
both for and against. 
 
The theory that a disproportion of the concentration of seasonal and low-laying employment can 
be a threat to the region’s employment structure is based on a region whose economy is largely 
based on seasonal uses (i.e. several large seasonal employers clustered in one region) due to the 
fact the area lacks full-time employment. A local example would be the resort communities along 
the Jersey Shore where a majority of businesses including restaurants, hotels and other commercial 
supporting businesses shut down over the winter/off-season and therefore those locations struggle 
to support a year-round population.  While the Proposed Action will be largely seasonal in nature, 
it will provide 500 year-round, full-time jobs in addition to seasonal employment.  Moreover, while 
Orange County does attract more tourists during summer and fall months.  Neither the economy 
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of Goshen nor the economy of Orange County is seasonally based, and neither are dependent on 
seasonal businesses or employment. 
 
A fiscal impact analysis was prepared as part of the DEIS which analyzes both revenue to the 
Project Site’s various taxing jurisdiction and costs on an annual basis.   
 
Comment A.122.3:  Proposed local Law Number 6 would allow for a commercial recreational 
facility on all of the 532 acres.  To my knowledge there's been no study of the impact such as 
zoning change on the full area, for example, what will be the impact on the fragile and beautiful 
rural environment of the rezoning for commercial and recreation, an area equivalent to 25 percent 
of that in the Village.  
 
Response:  While the zoning would apply to a larger area than the specific area of site disturbance, 
no other development is proposed.  Also, several areas of the site have been disturbed. The site 
contains a residential dwelling, a cell tower and the remains of barns and a restaurant and inn, 
which previously occupied the site.  Also, approximately 150 acres will be protected by a 
conservation easement. See also, response to Comment A.66.9.   
 
Comment A.122.4:  I need not speak of the potential impact, we are all living a real-live impact, 
the adverse effect of this Project of the environment of the town and village manifests itself daily, 
the rancor and hostility that have been brought up are painful to witness.  Should the Project move 
forward, I expect things to get worse, as theoretical concerns become realized ones.  I implore you 
to turn down this Project.  We do not need it and it is not a good fit for the town.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, only substantive comments warrant a response, 
i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or which raise 
important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed. Also, speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. 
Thus, no response is warranted. 
 
 

* * * * * * * * END OF HEARING NIGHT TWO * * * * * * * * 
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B. Written Comments 

 
The following written comments were received during the specified SEQR comment period. 
Copies of correspondence can be found in Appendix B of this document.   
 

B.1.  Mike Carroll, Senior Engineer, Orange County Department of Public Works 
two letters dated December 1, 2016 

 
Comment B.1.1: This department has reviewed the referenced Local Laws 5 & 6 of 2016 and take 
no issue to either local law.  Based on the referenced parcels, it appears that there is no traffic, 
drainage, or any other impact to any County Road or County owned property.   
 
If in the future any of the referenced parcels were to be acquired by the County of Orange, we 
would request that any development of any of those parcels be submitted to our office for review 
and comment.   
 
Response:  Comment noted.  There are no plans at this time for Orange County to acquire any 
parcels which make up the Project Site.  
 
Comment B.1.2: This department has reviewed the DEIS for LEGOLAND New York.  It appears 
there is no traffic, drainage, or any other impact to any County Road or County Owned Property.   
 
Therefore no further review of this Project will be required by Orange County Department of 
Public Works under Section 239-f of General Municipal Law or Section 136 of the Highway Law. 
We thank you for cooperation in submitting the above referenced for review and comment to this 
office.   
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The Project Sponsor will coordinate with all applicable County 
departments as required throughout the review and approval process.  
 

B.2. Dennis Lindsay, PE and Sean Hoffman, PE, H2M architects + engineers, Town 
Engineering Consultants memorandum dated December 14, 2016  

 
Comment B.2.1: The Proposed Action includes two (2) access points from Harriman Drive in 
conformance with Local Law No. 6.  Day/Hotel guests will access the site through a four (4) lane 
(2 entrance/2 exit) boulevard.  Day guests will travel along the entrance boulevard approximately 
4,100 linear feet and be directed into one (1) of six (6) Day Guest Parking Lots; Hotel guests will 
travel an additional 3,800 linear feet to Hotel Guest Parking Lot.  Service/Administrative vehicles 
for employees and deliveries will access the site thorough a two (2) lane service road to access the 
back-of-house facilities including a partial ring road along the outside perimeter of the park.   
 
Local Law No. 6 requires access roads within a CR Facility to generally be interconnected.  The 
current configuration creates essentially two (2) dead-ends requiring staff to travel around the site, 
via Harriman Drive, to access either the Day or Hotel Guest Parking Lots.  In addition, the 
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configuration requires emergency service organizations (ESO’s) to utilize the entrance boulevard 
when responding to any calls for service within the Day or Hotel Guest Parking Lots.  An 
interconnection between the service road and the Day and/or Hotel Guest Parking Lots should be 
evaluated particularly for emergency response. 
 
Response:  The site has been redesigned to accommodate additional traffic mitigation measures, 
including the relocated NYS Route 17 Exit 125, which lead to interior site design revisions 
including relocation of the proposed hotel to the westerly portion of the site, adjacent to the 
entrance boulevard.  Hotel guests will access the Hotel Guest Parking Lot via the second Day 
Guest Parking Lot reducing traffic, and any associated impacts, along the easterly portion of the 
site, closest to the Arcadia Hills subdivision.  The revised site design includes a short connection 
between the entrance boulevard and service road to facilitate emergency service organization 
response.  The final design of the connection including surface material and access control will be 
reviewed prior to Site Plan approval after additional discussions with emergency service 
organizations.  Additionally, it is noted that revisions to the grading design now allow emergency 
vehicles to access the hotel and park guest entrance plaza from both the service road (via a gate) 
and Day Guest Parking Lot. 

 
Comment B.2.2: The Proposed Action will develop approximately 140-acres of the 522-acre 
Project Site.  The plan shows the development area to be concentrated along Harriman Drive and 
the center of the site (north of the existing overhead electrical transmission lines and west of the 
NYS freshwater wetland) with undisturbed natural areas along the perimeter.  This is generally 
consistent with the proposed Local Law No. 6 requirement to provide sufficient buffers and 
screening, including undisturbed natural areas, to adjoining residential uses.  The DEIS estimates 
approximately 1,000 linear feet from the visitor parking lot to the Arcadia Hills subdivision and 
indicates this undeveloped area is not intended to be subject to any deed restrictions or 
conservation easements but rather mandatory setbacks would prevent those areas from being 
utilized for future park development (DEIS page 28).  Along the westerly Project boundary, the 
nearest structure appears to be approximately 400 linear feet, however the proposed entrance 
boulevard and retaining walls will be approximately 100 linear feet from the Project boundary.  In 
our opinion, topography and vegetation in the undeveloped portions of the Project Site, as shown 
on the plans, will be sufficient to buffer and screen the CR Facility as required.  We suggest you 
consider the adoption of corresponding setbacks and limit clearing of vegetation (except dead or 
dying trees).  
 
Response:  The area of disturbance associated with interior site design is 149.9 acres as delineated 
by the limits of disturbance shown on the erosion and sediment control plans, sheets 20-22 of the 
plan set.  The plans graphically show a 50-foot setback surrounding the entire site.  In addition, 
the setbacks of proposed buildings from the Project boundaries have been listed.  Specifically, the 
hotel, which is the closest building to the Project boundary, is approximately 227-feet from the 
westerly Project boundary, the Maintenance/Warehouse building is approximately 1,268-feet from 
the easterly Project boundary in the vicinity of Gumwood Drive and the Ticketing & Guest 
Services building is approximately 1,841-feet from the easterly Project boundary in the vicinity of 
Redwood Drive.  The proposed retaining wall required for the construction of the emergency 
access drive connection is approximately 1,000-feet from the Project boundary in the vicinity of 
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Redwood Drive.  Additionally, the Project Sponsor proposes to permanently preserve 150.1 acres 
of land including wetland areas through the imposition of a conservation easement on the property. 
 
Comment B.2.3: The DEIS indicates potable water for the Proposed Action will be provided by 
the Village of Goshen public water system (DEIS page 57) and includes a copy of the Village of 
Goshen Board of Trustee’s August 8, 2016 Resolution as well as an engineering analysis of current 
and projected water demands (DEIS Appendix E).  The engineering analysis appended to the DEIS 
indicates the Village can “currently adequately provide the LEGOLAND Project with their 
anticipated water demand” however additional water sources will be needed for future Village 
buildout (paraphrased from engineering analysis).  If development of additional water source(s) 
are unnecessary and to be developed by others at a later time, it appears a new Village well should 
not part of, or considered a benefit of the Proposed Action.  Alternatively, if the applicant wishes 
to include the new well, additional groundwater testing will need to be submitted.  We suggest you 
discuss this with Counsel.    
 
Response:  Confirmed that the Village’s engineering water analysis indicates that there is 
sufficient water resources to provide water to the project, including Village buildout, under drought 
conditions.  Although the Applicant has agreed to fund development of an additional Village well, 
and testing to date on such potential well indicates that it will be a very good producing well, the 
additional well is not needed to satisfy the water needs of the project and thus is not part of the 
SEQRA or other review of the proposed action by the Town. Additional testing of this well has 
been completed by the Village’s consultants and an updated report is provided in Appendix G.  
See also, responses to Comments A.88.5 and A.113.4. 
 
Comment B.2.4:  FEIS to acknowledge appraisals will be performed to establish fair market value 
of existing parcels owned by the Town prior to sale or transfer. 
 
Response: An appraisal has been performed, commissioned by the Project Sponsor, to establish 
fair market value of existing Town parcels owned by the Town prior to sale or transfer (see 
Appendix K). The Town has engaged an appraiser to conduct the Town’s own independent 
appraisal, which is presently under way and which is estimated to be completed prior to the Town’s 
decision on whether to sell any Town-owned land to the Project Sponsor.  The economic value of 
the Town-owned parcels is not an environmental factor to be considered under the Lead Agency’s 
SEQRA review. 
 
Comment B.2.5: FEIS to acknowledge LLNY description as a “great benefit” is the Project 
Sponsor’s opinion. 
 
Response: The FEIS description in Chapter I of this document will state “in the opinion of the 
Project Sponsor the Project will be a great benefit to Goshen and the surrounding communities,” 
or some similar sentiment, clarifying that whether or not the Project is generally a “great benefit” 
is not for the Lead Agency to determine in the context of SEQR. 
 
Comment B.2.6: DEIS indicates two (2) wells to be donated to the Arcadia Hills Water District 
have yields of 46 and 37.5 GPM.  Site plan and other portions of DEIS indicate dedication of Well 
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1 and 2 but not Well 3.  We believe Well 1 has a lower yield than stated and Well 3 should be 
offered if possible due to the higher yield and proximity to existing water facilities. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor proposed to offer Well 1 and Well 2 to the Town for the benefit 
of the Arcadia Hills Water District “as is,” for possible future development by the Town, as well 
as any required buffers and easements necessary to develop these wells and connect them to the 
Arcadia Hills water distribution system. As part of the Host Community Benefit Agreement, the 
Project Sponsor has agreed to reimburse the Town for the actual cost of the development and 
permitting of these wells, up to $30,000 per well, when the Town chooses to do so. These wells 
are located along the undeveloped northeasterly boundary of the Project, within NYS NYSDEC 
wetland GO-41, near the Otter Kill.  Well 1 is reported to have a yield of 15-25 GPM and Well 2 
is reported to have a yield of 46 GPM (October 6, 1999 letter report prepared by Leggette, 
Brashears and Graham).  Well 3 is located further to the south, approximately 75 linear feet and 
down gradient of the proposed emergency access road within a steep embankment.  Since Well 3 
will not comply with the DOH requirement for 100 feet of ownership surrounding the well, and 
development and access are restricted by the steep topography, the Project Sponsor proposed to 
extend the well casing to the proposed grade and provide the Town with easements to utilize the 
well, if necessary, as a monitoring well.  Alternatively, if the Town prefers, Well 3 will be 
abandoned in accordance with any applicable NYSDEC and/or American Water Works 
Association (AWWA) guidelines. 
 
Comment B.2.7: DEIS provides depth to groundwater for existing soils except Bath-Nassau. FEIS 
to provide groundwater depth (from Soil Survey or field observations). 
 
Response: According to the Orange County Soil Survey, Bath-Nassau is a soil complex made up 
of about 50% Bath soils, 30% Nassau soil and 20% other soils.  The complex ranges from deep, 
well-drained soils to shallow, somewhat excessively drained soils. In Bath soil, a perched water 
table is above the fragipan for brief periods in early spring, while in the Nassau soils there is no 
seasonally high water table above bedrock and would be expected at greater than 5 feet.  As such 
water capacity is very low.  
 
Comment B.2.8: DEIS shows test pit depths of ± 20-feet; Cut & Fill Analysis indicates some cuts 
to exceed this depth (max. cut shown as ± 50-feet).  FEIS to provide evaluation of test pit results 
and indicate if additional investigation is necessary in areas with cuts greater than 20-feet.   
 
Response:  Based upon the revised layout and associated grading, proposed “cuts” - although 
reduced - are still greater than the test pit depths of 20’ in some areas.  However, based upon soil 
types and well logs from the site, additional soil disturbance/testing is not deemed necessary at 
this juncture.  As discussed in the DEIS, excavation methods, including potential blasting was 
presented.   
 
Comment B.2.9: DEIS indicates total site disturbance of 140-acres.  Plans should include Erosion 
& Sediment Control Plan identifying limits of disturbance and location of erosion control practices 
in accordance with NYSDEC General Permit requirements. 
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Response: The area of disturbance associated with interior site design is 149.9 acres as delineated 
by the limits of disturbance shown on the erosion and sediment control plans (sheets 20-22 of the 
plan set).  In addition, the erosion and sediment control plans (sheets 20-22 of the plan set) show 
the location of the proposed erosion control practices. 
 
Comment B.2.10: DEIS notes suitable soils will be reused onsite (i.e. utility trench backfill) and 
sound rock could be crushed and utilized as base material.  It is recognized the reuse of existing 
materials will reduce overall impacts (i.e. number of truck trips, volume of material to be moved, 
etc.). FEIS to evaluate impacts from material stockpiles and/or rock crushing (i.e. noise, dust, etc.) 
and identify potential mitigations should these practices/operations be utilized onsite. 
 
Response:  The soil stockpiling area has been expanded, and is shown on the erosion control plan 
sheets (20-22) of the plan set relative to potential areas on the site where these stockpiles could be 
placed. Depending on the volume and quality of rock encountered, onsite rock crushing may be 
utilized for construction of onsite roads, parking lots and foundations.  Onsite rock crushing will 
reduce impacts associated with the transport of excavated rock.  If utilized, rock crushing would 
be performed at a single location in the central portion of the Project Site.  This location was 
chosen to minimize impacts to nearby residences and noise receptors. Given the size of the 
property, rock crushing operations would be located a minimum of 2,400 feet from any dwelling.  
In addition, consistent with Town of Goshen construction noise regulations (Town Code Chapter 
70), construction activities, including rock crushing, would only occur Monday through Friday 
from 8:00AM to 8:00PM and Saturdays from 9:00AM to 8:00PM. 
 
Comment B.2.11: FEIS to confirm bedrock faults and fracture traces are outside the limits of 
disturbance and evaluate impacts of development. 
 
Response:  It appears from Figure III-1: Fracture Traces and Bedrock Faults, the proposed access 
road is in the area of a fracture trace.  Based on the grading plan, grading in this area is minimal 
and bedrock would not be disturbed as a result of the installation of this road.   
 
Comment B.2.12: DEIS notes site specific blasting protocol will be developed by the construction 
contractor.  FEIS to provide general protocol procedures/requirements and acknowledge protocol 
will conform with federal, NYS and local regulations. 
 
Response: Any blasting would be strictly controlled and conducted according to all applicable 
regulations, including Town of Goshen Code Chapter 58 (“Explosives”).  Pre-blasting surveys of 
proximate structures would be conducted and vibration thresholds would be established. Blasting-
induced vibration above established levels would be prohibited. If determined to be necessary, 
blasting mats would be placed over the area to be blasted in order to reduce noise and dust impacts. 
Any required blasting would be monitored. Monitoring points would take into consideration 
sensitive receptors.  Monitoring equipment would be capable of monitoring both ground and 
airborne vibration. Pre-blasting surveys would identify water wells, and water quality testing of 
existing wells would be conducted. Monitoring would continue throughout the construction 
process.  Seismic monitoring will be conducted during any blasting.  In addition, at least three 
minutes before firing a blast, the person undertaking such blasting operation shall give warning 
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thereof by causing competent man carrying a red flag to be stationed at a reasonable distance from 
the blast on all sides of the blast on any path, lane, street, road or highway or other avenue of 
approach capable of use by the public. 
 
In all cases, signs at least 36 inches by 36 inches bearing the works “Danger, Blasting Operations 
Underway – No Radio Transmission”, or similar language printed in red, shall be posted on all 
sides of the blast at a reasonable distance from the blast.  At least four such signs shall be so posted.  
Such posting shall occur at least by 8:00 am on the day of the blast, and such signs shall be removed 
after the blasting operations are completed. 
 
The manner and conducting of all blasting operations shall in all respects conform to the rules, 
regulations and requirements of the New York Board of Standards and Appeals or the Industrial 
Commission of the State of New York, promulgated under the authority of the New York State 
Labor Law, and all other State regulations, including any necessary permitting, concerning such 
blasting operations. 
 
Comment B.2.13: DEIS indicates extensive precast concrete retaining walls along the site 
perimeter and interior.  Site plans should indicate proposed wall elevations (i.e. top/bottom) and 
include general wall details.  FEIS to acknowledge specific wall design will be performed by NYS 
licensed Professional Engineer and indicate what alternatives, if any, will be utilized if subsequent 
subsurface investigations impact wall design. 
 
Response:  Retaining walls have been provided where possible to reduce impacts from grading 
and limit disturbance.  Plans have been revised to reduce the overall amount and height of retaining 
walls. Retaining wall locations are shown on the Grading and Utility Plans (Sheets 10-16) and 
include proposed wall heights. Typical construction details are shown on the Construction Details 
Plan (Sheet 34) which notes a separate building permit must be obtained prior to construction 
which will include site specific design, based upon specific soils and surface investigation and be 
stamped and sealed by a design professional licensed in the State of New York.  See also, responses 
to Comments A.64.14 and A.112.4. 
 
Comment B.2.14: DEIS notes the Project Sponsor met with representatives from NYSDEC and 
ACOE to confirm the wetland delineation and jurisdiction (i.e. jurisdictional determination) and 
indicates a map will be submitted to the Town.  FEIS to include an update on the status of 
NYSDEC and ACOE review.   
 
Response: The NYSDEC confirmed the limits of State wetland jurisdiction with a wetland 
delineation map that was approved by NYSDEC on December 12, 2016 (see Appendix H).  The 
Project Sponsor also requested from the ACOE a federal wetland jurisdictional determination, 
which request has been superseded by a pre-construction notice (“PCN”) for coverage under the 
Nationwide Permit program.  The PCN details the amount of disturbance associated with the 
development of LEGOLAND New York.  Based on the revised plans for the Project, particularly 
the revised traffic mitigation, a total of 2.62 acres of Federal wetlands and 0.45 acres of 
NYSDEC/Federal wetlands for a total of 3.07 acres will be disturbed for the revised layout.   The 
Project Sponsor proposes to compensate for the loss of those wetlands by constructing up to 6.97 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-163 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

acres of wetland mitigation area on the Project Site as required by the permitting agencies. The 
mitigation areas are proposed to be contiguous to existing wetland areas, and therefore the 
compensatory areas will be constructed to match the character of the existing wetlands.  Once 
created, these wetland areas would be subject to the same regulations as other wetlands.  All 
wetlands, including the location of the proposed compensatory wetlands, are shown on Figure 9.  
The compensatory wetlands shall be designed and constructed in a manner that shall not impede 
in any manner the offer to dedicate Wells 1 and 2 to the Town for the benefit of the Arcadia Hills 
water distribution system. All design features of the wetland construction will be reviewed and 
approved by NYSDEC and the ACOE prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy. If the 
location of the compensatory wetlands substantially deviates from the location shown on Figure 
9, an amended site plan may be necessary if the Town Engineer determines that the location 
modification substantially affects other Project elements or impacts on the Project site. 
 
Comment B.2.15:  FEIS should discuss impacts to surface waters associated with offsite 
improvement areas. 
 
Response:  Based on the revised traffic mitigation plans to relocate NYS Route 17 Exit 125, the 
Project Sponsor’s wetland biologist flagged additional wetlands in areas which may be disturbed 
as a result of highway construction.  As shown on Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation, 
0.440 acres of the federally regulated wetlands disturbance will result from the development of 
LEGOLAND New York.  The wetland disturbances resulting from the revised traffic improvement 
plan consist of 1.654 acres of Federal wetlands and 0.084 acres of NYSDEC wetlands that are 
located within the NYS Route 17 right of way.  The Project Sponsor proposes to compensate for 
the loss of those wetlands by constructing up to 6.97 acres of wetland mitigation area on the Project 
Site.    
 
Comment B.2.16: DEIS indicates the 100-year floodplain with the Otter Kill is onsite and there 
are no proposed encroachments into this area.  FEIS to confirm no impacts or changes to 
downstream floodplain due to increased impervious area and/or changes in topography. 
 
Response: There are no proposed encroachments or downstream changes to the 100-year flood 
plain or with the Otterkill Creek.  The only construction near these areas are associated with the 
emergency access road, and currently plans propose to utilize the existing gravel road where it 
passes through the flood zone.  If for any reason this were to change due to unforeseen 
circumstances, a flood plain permit in conformance with Town code would be applied for. 
 
Comment B.2.17:  DEIS states no disturbance of NYSDEC wetlands. We note the proposed 
emergency access road will cross several culverts (site plan identifies as 48” and 24” RCP) 
adjacent to existing wetlands.  FEIS should confirm existing culverts are sufficient and clarify if 
grading for emergency access road will disturb wetlands. 
 
Response: A 25-foot wide gravel road is proposed to provide emergency access to the Project 
from Arcadia Road.  This access will be controlled by a gate and is intended only for use by 
emergency service organizations.  In the vicinity of the Otter Kill, the existing gravel access road 
will be utilized and no grading is proposed.  Minimal grading of the portion of the emergency 
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access road east of the Otterkill is required to make the connection to Arcadia Road.  The 
emergency access road grading is proposed to have no impact on existing wetlands except the 
0.016-acre disturbance of federal wetlands as shown on the plans (See Figure 8).  The existing 
gravel road includes several drainage culverts that are intended to remain.  No additional 
stormwater runoff will be directed to these culverts, and an initial investigation concluded that 
these crossings have sufficient size, capacity and condition to be utilized for emergency access. 
 
Comment B.2.18: DEIS states impacts from pesticides and chemicals is not anticipated due to 
water quality treatment of stormwater. FEIS should evaluate the ability of proposed stormwater 
practices to reduce impact from pesticides and chemicals. 
 
Response:  As stated in the DEIS, pesticides, herbicides and other chemical use would be limited 
to the developed portion of the Project Site, consisting of approximately 150 of the total 521.95 
acres. Integrated Pest Management Plans, according to the NYSDEC are generally for residential 
(small-scale) use. No IPM was required for this site.   To date, none of the approved NYSDEC 
stormwater mitigation practices in the NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design Manual remove 
pesticides or herbicides from stormwater.  See also, response to Comment B.9.22. 
 
Comment B.2.19: DEIS indicates development of a SWPPP pursuant to NYSDEC regulations.  
FEIS to verify stormwater practice outlet will be stabilized to reduce any concentrated impact 
immediately downstream from the proposed point discharges.   
 
Response:  All stormwater discharge locations will use riprap outlet protection or level spreaders 
to prevent erosion and promote sheet flow.  These outlets will be designed in accordance with the 
latest NYSDEC regulations. Stormwater Management Design Manual and reviewed prior to Site 
Plan approval. 
 
Comment B.2.20: DEIS indicates four (4) existing wells on Project Site (one (1) well serving the 
existing multi-family dwelling and three (3) wells from the previously proposed Lone Oak 
Subdivision).  This is at variance with the LBG Well Location Map (Appendix D) showing several 
monitoring wells and the plans (showing wells along the entrance boulevard, within the day guest 
parking lot, near the hotel and south of the electrical transmission lines).  FEIS to identify the wells 
to be abandoned; plans to include abandoned specification or detail. 
 
Response: The four existing wells identified in the DEIS were production wells; the LBG Well 
Location Map (Appendix D of the DEIS) and plans also included onsite monitoring wells. The 
“existing condition maps” of the Site Plan show all identified wells. The Project Sponsor proposes 
to offer Well 1 and Well 2 to the Town for the benefit of the Arcadia Hills Water District “as is” 
for possible future development by the Town as well as any required buffers and easements 
necessary to develop these wells and connect them to the Arcadia Hills water distribution system. 
See also response to Comment B.2.6. 
 
Comment B.2.21: DEIS indicates existing onsite well (Lone Oak) yields of 15-25 GPM (Well 1), 
46 GPM (Well 2) and 37.5 GPM (Well 3) for a 132-dwelling unit proposal and references LBG 
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Test Report (Appendix D).  These well yields appear to be from a subsequent LBG letter report 
(10/6/99).  FEIS to revise reference and include 1999 letter report as Appendix. 
 

Response:  The LBG report provided in Appendix D of the DEIS, prepared for FASA 
Construction Corporation is dated February 1999.  As per that report, initial testing of the wells 
was done in 1996 and additional testing was completed in December of 1997. The well yield stated 
in the DEIS for Wells 1, 2 and 3 are from a letter report prepared by LBG dated October 6, 1999. 

 
Comment B.2.22: DEIS indicates four (4) Arcadia Hills wells are located on the “subject parcel”; 
FEIS to indicate wells are located on “Project Site”.  FEIS to address subsurface infrastructure, 
overhead power supply and access through the Project Site to operate and maintain 
existing/proposed infrastructure. 
 
Response: Four Arcadia Hills wells are located on various parcels on the Project Site, and are 
shown on sheets 3 and 4 of the plans. Overhead power supply exists (also on the existing conditions 
sheets) which provides power to Arcadia Hill well infrastructure, and subsurface pipes connect 
these wells with the Arcadia Hills supply system. This infrastructure will continue to exist in their 
current locations and will not be impacted by the proposed development.  The Project Sponsor will 
provide the Town and/or the Arcadia Hills Water District with easements so as to more particularly 
allow for the continued operation, maintenance, access and replacement of this infrastructure by 
the District, as well as a 200-foot wellhead protection fee/easement area surrounding each well. 
 
Comment B.2.23: DEIS states OCGIS indicates no aquifers under Project Site.  FEIS should clarify 
no “sand and gravel” aquifers and reference bedrock faults, fracture traces and bedrock contacts 
described in DEIS Chapter III.A. 
 
Response: No “sand and gravel” aquifers are present under the Project Site.  Bedrock faults, 
fracture traces and bedrock contacts are present on the site.  See Figure III-1 of the DEIS 
illustrating these features.  
 
Comment B.2.24: DEIS indicates Arcadia Hills Water District is immediately east of the Project 
Site.  FEIS should confirm portions of Project Site are within Arcadia Hills Water District.  
 
Response: The statement is confirmed. Portions of Project Site are within the Arcadia Hills Water 
District.  However, the Arcadia Hills Water District will not supply water for the Project Site.  The 
Village of Goshen will directly provide all water for the Project Site from its water supply system. 
 
Comment B.2.25: DEIS indicates Village water system capacity of 1.8 MGD and average day 
demand of 655,178 GPD (0.65 MGD); Engineer’s Report (Appendix E) indicates a permitted 
combined yield of 1.3 MGD and average daily treated/distributed of 0.65 MGD.  FEIS to confirm 
the Village can produce 1.8 MGD but is permitted to withdraw 1.3 MGD. 
  
Response:  The statement is confirmed. The Village’s water supply resources, including both 
reservoirs and the existing two Village wells, have been determined to have the ability to produce 
1.8 MGD; however, the Village is only permitted to withdraw 1.3 MGD based on the NYSDEC 
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Water Taking permit.  The permitted withdrawal amount is reduced by the NYSDEC to account 
for a drought scenario with reservoir levels at minus 75 inches.  See also, responses to Comments 
A.44.1 and A.90.2. 
 
Comment B.2.26: DEIS indicates anticipated peak day demand of 888,400 GPD.  This is consistent 
with the Engineer’s Report (Appendix E).  The report sums this peak day (0.88 MGD) with the 
estimated LLNY peak month average day (0.25 MGD) to obtain 1.14 MGD for comparison with 
the current Village permitted combined yield 1.3 MGD.  FEIS should comment on actual peak day 
demands from other LEGOLAND parks rather than the peak month average day. DEIS indicates 
the anticipated water demand for the Proposed Action is based on water demand from 
LEGOLAND Windsor.  FEIS to evaluate additional attendance (DEIS indicates Windsor 
attendance of 2.2M/year; LLNY attendance to be 1.5-2.5M/year).  FEIS to provide per capita 
estimates from LEGOLAND park or industry standards to support average and peak day demands.  
FEIS to address similarities between Windsor and LLNY in terms of water use for the landscaping 
and aquarium. 
 
Response: Actual peak day water demand from LEGOLAND Windsor is 1,110,258 litres, or 0.29 
MGD. Rides and attractions, including those that use water (i.e. boating school) are similar to those 
at the proposed park as are the demands for irrigation and the aquarium.  Due to similarities 
between the existing LEGOLAND Windsor park and Proposed Action in terms of water usage, 
the estimated peak day water demand for LLNY may be calculated to be approximately 0.33 MGD 
as follows: 
 
 Windsor Annual Water Use   64,399,850  Gallons 
 Windsor Average Annual Attendance 2,200,000  Visitors 
 Windsor Per Capital Water Use  29.27  Gallons/Visitor 
 Windsor Peak Day Water Use  290,000 Gallons 
 Peaking Factor (Annual: Peak Day)  222.07 
 
 LLNY Estimated Annual Water Use  73,181,648 Gallons 
 LLNY Estimated Peak Day   329,545 Gallons 
 
Comment B.2.27: DEIS estimates LLNY to have average water demand of 176,438 GPD and peak 
day demand of 255,394 GPD based on LEGOLAND Windsor.  FEIS to include calculations 
indicating how these values were determined and evaluate variations in water usage for theme 
parks within and outside the United States 
 
Response: The values were determined from actual records from LEGOLAND Windsor. A 
spreadsheet with this data has been provided in the water system design report in Appendix I of 
this document. See also, response to Comment B.2.26. 
 
Comment B.2.28: DEIS indicates 12,680 feet of ductile iron watermain; Engineer’s Report 
indicates 12,855 feet (4,325 + 8,530 feet); site plan indicates PVC watermain and should be 
revised.  
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Response:  Based upon the revised layout of park, it is anticipated that approximately 14,790 LF± 
of waterline will be installed including the Harriman Drive connection. Exact length will be 
completed during final design of the water system. All waterlines will be designed in accordance 
with NYSDOH, OCDOH and AWWA standards.  Final design, including both size and material, 
would be completed prior to final approval of the Site Plan, and will be submitted to the Town, 
Village and County Health Department for review and approval. 
 
Comment B.2.29: DEIS indicates (DEIS pages 18, 57 & 117) water tank to be 30-feet tall; 
Engineer’s Report and site plan indicate 36.5-feet (includes tank dome).  FEIS to clarify. 
 
Response:  Based on re-configured park design and layout along with re-located hotel it is 
anticipated that the water storage tank is actually anticipated to be placed at a base elevation of 
610.  Overall height of tank is proposed to be 38’ with an anticipated diameter 50’.  The tank wall 
height is 38’ and the tank roof dome is 9’ for an overall height of approximately 47’.  Final design 
will be in accordance with NYSDOH, OCDOH and AWWA and would be completed prior to final 
Site Plan approval and submitted to the Town, Village and County for review and approval. 
 
Comment B.2.30: DEIS indicates new Harriman Drive watermain will be owned and maintained 
by the Village of Goshen.  FEIS to include confirmation from Village indicating potential 
watermain acceptance or a description of watermain ownership and maintenance should the 
Village decline the applicant’s dedication offer.  FEIS to confirm Project Sponsor will install, test 
and activate the new Harriman Drive watermain. 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen has indicated a willingness to take control of the new Harriman 
Drive watermain.  The Project Sponsor will install, test and activate the new Harriman Drive 
watermain.  In the event the Village of Goshen does not accept ownership of the proposed 
watermain to serve the Proposed Action, the Project Sponsor will retain ownership and assume all 
maintenance responsibility.  Neither the Town nor any Town district will be responsible for the 
installation, maintenance or repair of the watermain servicing the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment B.2.31: DEIS indicates possible onsite water treatment (pH and chlorine disinfection); 
FEIS to describe location for water treatment including any chemical storage and transfer 
locations. 

Response: After review of test results for Village of Goshen water supply, no treatment is 
anticipated. Village of Goshen water is regulated and in compliance with county and state 
standards and does not require additional treatment.  If in the future, for any reason, additional 
chlorination was to be required for disinfection, sufficient room is available in the Booster Pump 
Station which could accommodate a sodium hypochlorite installation with a small meter pump 
and 50-gallon solution tank.  If installed within the Booster Pump Station, the additional 
disinfection will only benefit the downstream distribution system.  If water treatment (i.e., 
disinfection) is determined to be needed in the future, the Project Sponsor will be required to obtain 
any necessary approvals from the Department of Health.  If water softening is required it would 
be limited and installed within individual buildings where deemed necessary.   
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-168 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Comment B.2.32: DEIS indicates aboveground fuel storage; FEIS to identify specific locations 
and quantify total volume of onsite storage. 
 
Response: Approximately 500 gallons of fuel will be stored in the back-of-house area with limited 
storage at generator sites.  Onsite fuel will be stored above grade with appropriate spill prevention 
measures and containment systems, consistent with all Federal, State and local regulations.  Final 
design and location of the fuel storage system will be completed prior to signing of the Site Plan, 
and reviewed by emergency service organizations.  
 
Comment B.2.33: DEIS indicates no existing wastewater infrastructure on Project Site.  FEIS to 
confirm any existing manholes or sanitary sewers from the incomplete construction of the 
expanded subdivision (DEIS Page 22) will be disconnected and sealed to eliminate 
infiltration/inflow into the Arcadia Hills collection system. 
 
Response:  As stated on page 61 of the DEIS, all terminal manholes which may connect the subject 
property with Arcadia Hills will be disconnected and sealed to eliminate any existing infiltration 
and inflow from the existing sanitary sewer system.  All disconnections and sealing will be 
coordinated with the Town of Goshen Highway Department, and in accordance with the 
requirements of the Town of Goshen Highway Department.   
 
Comment B.2.34: Although sufficient capacity exists at the Village of Goshen WWTP to 
accommodate the Proposed Action, FEIS to include supporting information regarding use of 
LEGOLAND Windsor wastewater flow data.  We note average wastewater flow (90,461 GPD) is 
approximately half of the average day water flow (176,438 GPD).  FEIS to confirm approximately 
half of the water used on site will not be returned to the sewage collection system. 
 
Response:   Data supporting sewage effluent from LEGOLAND Windsor has been provided with 
the water and sewer system engineering reports in Appendix I.  The usage data is confirmed as 
water utilized for irrigation, washing of rides or equipment and fountain beverages does not 
generally get returned to the sewage collection system.   
 
Comment B.2.35: DEIS indicates the portion of existing Arcadia Hills force main within Harriman 
Drive common to LLNY and Arcadia Hills will be replaced (i.e. between the proposed wastewater 
pump station and existing receiving manhole approximately 800 linear feet east of South Street).  
DEIS states, should further investigation warrant, the remaining portion (i.e. between Arcadia Hills 
and the proposed wastewater pump station) will be replaced.  FEIS should include the results of 
this investigation; we understand this remaining portion of the force main is reported to be prone 
to breaks. 
 
Response:  After further investigation by the Project Engineer, consisting of discussions with the 
Town Highway Superintendent, Town Engineer and local contractors, it appears that the existing 
8” force main (ductile iron) has had several breaks in the past. It is believed these breaks were due 
to a deterioration of the force main caused by corrosion from hydrogen sulfide.  Deterioration may 
have been accelerated since a portion of the Arcadia Hills subdivision was never completed, 
resulting in the installed force main being oversized with longer hydraulic retention times which 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-169 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

generated hydrogen sulfide gas within the pipe. As part of the Proposed Action, the existing force 
main servicing Arcadia Hills will be replaced from the Arcadia Hills pump station to the receiving 
manhole on Harriman Drive. Current design anticipates two separate force mains; one for Arcadia 
Hills and one for LEGOLAND.  The Arcadia Hills replacement force main will be in generally 
the same location as the existing force main except slight shifting to avoid the proposed road 
improvement associated with the relocation of NYS Route 17 Exit 125. Minor changes to the 
Arcadia Hills force main elevation or locations of air relief valves are anticipated and would be 
considered a replacement in kind (profiles are now included in the plan set).  Final design of the 
force mains and appurtenances will be in accordance with NYSDEC requirements and will be 
completed prior to signing of the Site Plan, and submitted to the Town and Village for review and 
approval. 

 
Comment B.2.36: Engineer’s Report indicates LLNY will be an “out-of-district” user of the 
Village.  Current Harriman Drive force main is owned and maintained by Arcadia Hills.  FEIS to 
address ownership and maintenance responsibilities after construction.  Specifically, Project 
Sponsor should indicate whether Arcadia Hills will maintain the portion of the force main utilized 
to convey wastewater to the Village. 
 
Response:  As stated previously, the force main for Arcadia Hills will be replaced in kind and will 
continue to be owned and maintained by the Arcadia Hills Water District.  The force main 
proposed for LEGOLAND will be owned and maintained by the Village of Goshen, and easements 
will be sought from the Town of Goshen and NYSDOT for installation and maintenance of this 
line within Town and State rights-of-way.  The Arcadia Hills sanitary sewer force main will be 
owned and maintained by the Arcadia Hills Sewer District.  In the event the Village of Goshen 
does not accept ownership of the proposed watermain to serve the Proposed Action, the Project 
Sponsor will retain ownership and assume all maintenance responsibility. 
 
Comment B.2.37: Plans to include additional information (i.e. profiles, details, etc.) for new force 
main and identify if any additional structures (i.e. air release valves) are proposed within the 
Town’s right-of-way for Harriman Drive.  New force main should be located along the edge of 
Harriman Drive to the greatest extent possible to limit traffic and roadway impacts during 
maintenance and repair. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.35.  The new force mains (Arcadia Hills and 
LEGOLAND) have been shown along the edge or shoulder of the expanded Harriman Drive, to 
the greatest extent practical to reduce impacts to traffic during maintenance or repair. 
 
Comment B.2.38: DEIS indicates sewage collection system odors are not anticipated however, if 
odors are detected charcoal filters will be installed at the wastewater pump station.  FEIS to 
acknowledge the proposed pump station is downstream of the park and the installation of charcoal 
filters at this location will likely have little impact within the park. 
 
Response: It is acknowledged that the installation of charcoal filters at the wastewater pump 
station would have little impacts on odors within the park, but as stated in the DEIS, no odors are 
anticipated from the park itself related to the proposed wastewater system.   
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Comment B.2.39: DEIS indicated wastewater system improvements will provide a benefit to the 
Village.  This appears at variance with DEIS (Page 60) indicating no upgrades to the Village 
WWTP or collection system are necessary/proposed.  The FEIS should include an expanded 
discussion of potential wastewater benefits to the Village. 
 
Response: The proposed replacement of the deteriorating Arcadia Hills force main will benefit 
the Arcadia Hills Sewer District within the Town.  No upgrades to the Village’s wastewater 
treatment plant or other portions of the collection system are necessary or proposed.   
 
Comment B.2.40: Engineer’s Report describes a check valve and vault to connect the LLNY pump 
station and Arcadia Hills to the new force main.  Plans should show the location and details for 
the vault.  FEIS to include hydraulic calculation(s) confirming the new check valve will not impact 
operation of Arcadia Hills pump station and address responsibility for maintenance/repair should 
check valve disrupt service. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.2.35.  The two (2) separate force mains (one for Arcadia 
Hills and one for LEGOLAND) eliminates the interconnection of the force mains and thus the 
need for check valves and vaults. 
 
Comment B.2.41: Engineer’s Report indicates a 4.78-minute pump station cycle time during peak 
flow periods.  The report should describe the effect on Arcadia Hills pump station operation and 
include pump curves similar to those provided for the proposed pump station with system curves 
for both conditions (i.e. LLNY pump station on/LLNY pump station off). 
 
Response:   See response to Comment B.2.36.  The two (2) separate force mains (one for Arcadia 
Hills and one for LEGOLAND) eliminate any potential effects the proposed LEGOLAND 
wastewater collection and conveyance system will have on Arcadia Hills pump station operation.  
 
Comment B.2.42: FEIS to confirm adequate cleaning velocity will be achieved in the force main 
under all anticipated operating conditions including low flow (winter). 
 
Response:  A six (6) inch SDR (Standard Dimension Ratio) PVC force main is proposed to serve 
LEGOLAND as shown on the project plans (Sheet 29).  The calculated flow rate, based upon pump 
manufacturer operating curves, is estimated to be approximately 250 GPM under all conditions 
(including winter) which results in a velocity of 2.83 FPS which is more than the 2.0 FPS cleansing 
required by NYSDEC. This is further described in the Engineering Report provided in Appendix 
I. The proposed replacement force main for Arcadia Hills will be the same size as the existing 
force main so no changes in the cleansing velocity are anticipated.  Final design of the force mains 
and appurtenances will be in accordance with NYSDEC requirements and will be completed prior 
to signing of the Site Plan, and submitted to the Town and Village for review and approval.   
 
Comment B.2.43: SWPPP references 2010 NYSDEC requirements. Confirm latest (2015) version 
of requirements will be utilized. 
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Response: The SWPPP has been prepared in accordance with the latest available NYSDEC 
Stormwater Management Design Manual (2015).  The reference to the 2010 NYSDEC design 
requirements has been removed from the latest revision of the SWPPP, provided in Appendix D. 
 
Comment B.2.44: Study Point Peak flows (Table 7) should be revised for consistency with results 
from watershed model (SWPPP Appendix B, Page 3 of 606). 
 
Response:  The peak flowrates in Table 7 of the latest revision of the SWPPP have been revised 
to match the stormwater model. 
 
Comment B.2.45: SWPPP to be revised to correspond with site plans.  Specifically, Post- 
Development Drainage Area Mapping shows Drainage Areas A5-A9 with a drainage path and/or 
proposed storm drains inconsistent with the proposed grading. 
 
Response:  Time of concentration flow paths were drawn and calculated with assumed catch basin 
and stormwater pipe locations.  When the stormwater collection system and pipe network designs 
are completed, the flow paths modeled in the SWPPP will be updated to correspond with the plans.  
The latest revision of the SWPPP, provided in Appendix D, and stamped ‘Preliminary’, uses the 
latest site layout.  Final design of the stormwater collection, conveyance and treatment systems 
will be completed prior to Site Plan approval and the SWPPP will be submitted to the Town for 
review and approval. 

 
Comment B.2.46: SWPPP Appendix B, watershed model (Watershed B7) shows a bio-retention 
area in line with a stormwater pond. Plans show bio-retention area discharging to Study Point B 
while stormwater pond discharges to Study Point A. SWPPP to be revised to correspond with 
plans. 
 
Response: The design of bio-retention area B7 has been revised to function off-line.  Flows will 
enter a forebay with the bio-retention area off-line of the main flows.  Higher flows will pass 
through the forebay directly to stormwater pond B7.  The stormwater collection, conveyance and 
treatment systems modelled in the SWPPP and site plans have been revised to correspond with 
each other.   Final design of the stormwater collection, conveyance and treatment systems will be 
completed prior to Site Plan approval and the SWPPP will be submitted to the Town for review 
and approval. 
 
Comment B.2.47: SWPPP to include sizing calculations for culverts under the proposed main 
entrance road. 
 
Response:  Detailed sizing calculations for all culverts, including the culverts under the entrance 
road, back-of-house access road, and Harriman Drive extension, will be included in the final 
SWPPP to be submitted to the Town for review and approval prior to Site Plan approval.  
 
Comment B.2.48: SWPPP Appendix B watershed model uses a 48-hour storm event and a 24-hour 
rainfall depth. FEIS to confirm or revise for consistency. 
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Response: The stormwater model uses 24-hour design storms described by 24-hour rainfall 
distributions.  Due to the large size of the overall watershed, the stormwater model was extended 
to 48-hours, rather than limiting it to 24-hours, to measure the runoff produced throughout the 
entire watershed and include these more remote areas at the study point.  
 
Comment B.2.49: Stormwater Dry Pond B7 appears to provide all quantity control. The model 
includes a summary of Post Development Study Point A and B; calculations regarding post 
development sub-watershed areas should be provided. 
 
Response:  Proposed stormwater pond B7 will provide the majority of the necessary quantity 
control for the Project. Peak stormwater runoff flowrates for all post-development watershed 
subareas (i.e., sub-watersheds) are provided in Tables 3 of the SWPPP in Appendix D.   
 
Comment B.2.50: FEIS to confirm outlet discharge velocities are less than erosive velocity for 
proposed discharge conditions.  
 
Response: Outlet protection will be provided for all proposed stormwater discharge points.  
Design calculations will be included in the final SWPPP to be submitted to the Town for review 
and approval prior to Site Plan approval. 
 
Comment B.2.51: For projects larger than 50 acres with impervious cover greater than 25%, 
NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual recommends a geomorphic assessment (Appendix J of the 
NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual).  FEIS to provide assessment or describe why analysis is 
not applicable. 
 
Response:  A geomorphic stream assessment is typically only performed for sites with greater 
than 25% impervious cover.  The Proposed Project proposes 73.58 acres of impervious cover 
flowing into the post-construction lot area of 507.43 acres (subtracting parcels to be dedicated to 
the Town, the cell tower lot and land to be dedicated to the State of New York), which equals 
14.5% coverage of the Project Site, therefore the geomorphic stream assessment is not necessary.  
A separate SWPPP will be submitted for offsite traffic mitigation including the reconfiguration of 
NYS Route 17 Exit 125.  Even if impervious cover from offsite improvements were included (an 
additional 9.61 acres), the total resulting coverage would be 16.4%, and still under the 25% 
threshold. If unforeseen modifications in the project design require additional impervious areas in 
excess of 25%, a geomorphic stream assessment will be performed. 
 
Comment B.2.52: The NYSDEC recommended maximum contributing drainage area for 
Underground Sand Filters and Bioretention areas is 2 and 5 acres respectively.  FEIS to analyze 
and provide additional units or justification to increase contributory area. 
 
Response: The NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design Manual recommends a 5-acre 
maximum drainage area for bio-retention areas, 10-acres for surface sand filters, and 2-acres for 
underground sand filters.  Six of the underground sand filters have drainage areas over 2 acres and 
fiver of the bio-retention areas have drainage areas over 5 acres. All underground sand filters and 
bio-retention areas with drainage areas larger than NYSDEC recommendations have been 
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designed to function off-line using diversion structures upstream to limit flowrates to the bed area 
and direct high flowrates around the systems. The underground sand filters combine multiple rows 
of plastic stormwater chambers with only a portion of the rows having a sand filter beneath, 
allowing the 1-year design storm to be detained in the system, but not above the sand filter bed. 
Diversion structures will consist of catch basin or manholes with secondary diversion pipes, while 
bio-retention area B7 will use an internal riprap forebay for splitting the flows. The maximum 
drainage areas noted by the NYSDEC are only a recommendation, with adequate erosion 
protection and properly designed diversion structures, the proposed contributing areas will be 
acceptable.  
 
Comment B.2.53: The number of rows/chambers and filter bed area for the underground sand 
filters appears to be inconsistent between the SWPPP and plan.  FEIS should revise. 
 
Response:  The SWPPP has been revised to correspond with revised plans. 
 
Comment B.2.54: FEIS to clarify which pretreatment practice is intended at each bio-retention 
areas; detail(s) to be provided on the plans. 
 
Response:  Sedimentation forebays are proposed for all bio-retention areas for water quality pre-
treatment and are shown on sheet 23 of the plan set.   
 
Comment B.2.55: FEIS to include collection and conveyance (i.e. pipe sizing and swale) 
calculations. 
 
Response: Detailed collection and conveyance sizing calculations, including the pipes and swales, 
will be included in the final SWPPP to be submitted to the Town for review and approval prior to 
Site Plan approval.  
 
Comment B.2.56: FEIS to confirm proposed riparian buffers conform with NYSDEC Stormwater 
Design Manual (Section 5.3.2). 
 
Response:   Section VIII of the SWPPP has been revised to describe how the sheetflow to riparian 
buffers will meet the requirements stated in the NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design 
Manual.  
 
Comment B.2.57: FEIS should provide table indicating impervious area in each watershed to 
facilitate subsequent review. 
 
Response:  Impervious cover for each watershed area has been added to Tables 2 and 3 in the 
SWPPP.  
 
Comment B.2.58: SWPPP Pond B7 report indicates discharge flowrate exceeds calculated channel 
protection flowrate.  FEIS to revise. 
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Response:  The channel protection volume orifice sizing calculation sheet in Appendix D of the 
SWPPP has been revised to show flows from the stormwater modeling are less than or equal to 
the channel protection flowrate.   
 
Comment B.2.59: Additional information indicting drainage of the Proposed Parking deck should 
be provided in FEIS or on revised site plans. 
 
Response: Drainage from the Proposed Parking deck will be collected and directed to an 
underground sand filter system.  Construction details of the parking deck piping will be provided 
as part of the building permit process. 
 
Comment B.2.60: Storm System Layout plans to include collection system so model routing may 
be confirmed. 
 
Response:    See response to Comment B.2.55. 
 
Comment B.2.61: FEIS to confirm filtering systems are sized to temporarily store at least 75% of 
the Water Quality Volume prior to filtration. 
 
Response:  Information has been added to the filtering system calculations in Appendix D of the 
SWPPP showing the storage of 75% of the water quality volume. 
 
Comment B.2.62: FEIS to include details on Underground Sand Filtration. 
 
Response:  Construction details of the underground sand filtration system are provided on the 
sheet construction detail sheets in the plans. 
 
Comment B.2.63: FEIS to clarify Project Site includes several exiting Arcadia Hills well sites 
(DEIS page 6) and telecommunications tower which also have energy demands. 
 
Response: The Arcadia Hills water supply wells and cell tower within the Project Site have 
existing power demands. Since these are existing facilities, unrelated to the Proposed Action, the 
power demand associated with each of these facilities has been excluded from the estimated power 
demand resulting from the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment B.2.64: DEIS describes electric supply service crossing NYS Route 17 and connecting 
to pole on Harriman Drive.  FEIS to indicate whether this is a service line and if any upgrades are 
necessary to provide electrical service to the site.  This appears at variance with discussion 
regarding relocate of utility poles along Harriman Drive suggesting electrical service will be 
provided from Harriman Drive. 
 
Response: To clarify, the electric supply that crosses Route 17 and connects to a pole on Harriman 
Drive provides electric service to the existing uses on the site, including the existing residence and 
cell tower. Poles may require relocation for road widening.  This would be coordinated with 
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Orange and Rockland Utilities.  Electric service for the Proposed Project will come from the 
Orange and Rockland high-tension lines that cross the site.  
 
Comment B.2.65: DEIS described potential electrical substation which is also shown on the plans.  
FEIS to confirm the substation is not included in the Proposed Action and is described/shown for 
information only. 
 
Response:  This area is not proposed and has been removed from the site plans.  
 
Comment B.2.66: FEIS to include “will serve” letters from electrical and natural gas utilities 
indicating their ability to provide service to the Proposed Action. 
 
Response: A letter from Thomas Quigley of Orange and Rockland Utilities dated December 23, 
2016 indicating O&R intends to provide electrical facilities to the Project is provided in Appendix 
R. See response to Comment B.2.67 regarding natural gas. 

 
Comment B.2.67: DEIS indicates natural gas is available along Harriman Drive.  FEIS to address 
whether the Project requires natural gas and, if so, include estimated demand and describe how 
natural gas will be delivered to the Project Site.  
 
Response:  An Orange and Rockland Utilities natural gas line is located in Harriman Drive.  
However, at this time no natural gas will be used on the site.   
 
Comment B.2.68: DEIS indicates emergency generators are proposed.  FEIS to describe (i.e., 
location, number, approximate size and fuel).  If diesel, verify delivery vehicle may access 
generator. 
 
Response: Diesel powered generators will be installed to serve the hotel, aquarium sewer pump 
station and water booster station.  Standard 80kW generators will be used with acoustical 
enclosures to attenuate noise. Each generator will include a small volume fuel storage tank.  Fuel 
storage will include appropriate spill prevention and contamination systems. Delivery vehicles will 
have access to generator locations as necessary.  A turning analysis is provided in the plan set to 
verify the ability of large vehicles to access the service road and back-of-house areas. 
 
Comment B.2.69: FEIS to describe compliance with Goshen Town Code requirement to install 
telephone, electrical distribution and electrical transmission lines of 138 kilovolts and less 
underground [§97-61]. 
 
Response:  All new telephone, electrical distribution and transmission lines will be installed 
underground.   
 
Comment B.2.70: DEIS provides waste generation estimates from LEGOLAND parks in Winter 
Haven, Florida and Carlsbad, California.  DEIS previously utilized water demand and wastewater 
generation values from LEGOLAND Windsor due to seasonal nature and similar attendance 
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estimates.  FEIS to provide per capita estimates from LEGOLAND parks or industry standards to 
support waste generation estimates for the Proposed Action. 
 
Response:  Based on internal reports from LEGOLAND Windsor, in 2016 600.63 tons (1,201,260 
pounds) of general solid waste was generated, and 548.76 tons (1,097,520 pounds), of recycled 
material was generated (47.7% of the total waste generated). This resulted in 80 tons of waste per 
month in 2016 which is comparable to the 79 tons per month reported in the DEIS for LEGOLAND 
in Winter Haven and Carlsbad and utilized to estimate the waste generation for the Proposed 
Action.  
 
Comment B.2.71: DEIS indicates all collected trash will be stored in buildings identified on the 
plans as “trash facility”.  FEIS to describe any plans for vector control and confirm trash facility 
equipment has been included in noise analysis (i.e., compactor, fans, etc.) 
 
Response: Vector control will be addressed through the regular collection of trash from trash 
receptacles throughout the park, and regular trash compaction to reduce the overall volume of 
materials and daily trash collection by private haulers.  While noise readings were taken at the 
California Park at various times to capture a range of park noises, it was unclear if the trash 
compactor was functioning at the exact times of the readings.  As such, additional noise readings 
at the trash collection and compaction area were taken.  These noise readings show that at a 
distance of 10 feet the trash compactor produced a maximum noise level of 87.2 dBA.  An 
additional noise reading at 100 feet from the compactor area (outside of the security fence directly 
behind the area) provided a maximum reading of 75.6 dBA.  At the Proposed Park, the property 
line shared with the adjacent residential neighborhood is approximately 900 feet from the trash 
collection and compaction area.  This distance and the intervening vegetation are anticipated to 
attenuate noise levels to acceptable levels.   
 
Comment B.2.72: DEIS indicates all LEGO bricks will be recycled.  FEIS to clarify recycling 
pertains to and broken/damaged brick (rather than all bricks) and confirm recycling will be 
performed offsite. 
 
Response:  All bricks discarded for any reason, will be recycled. Discarded bricks will be 
transported by a private hauler to an offsite recycling facility similar to recycling of household 
plastic items. 
 
Comment B.2.73: DEIS provides an estimate of materials to be recycled based on values from 
LEGOLAND park in Winter Haven, Florida.  DEIS previously utilized water demand and 
wastewater generation values from LEGOLAND Windsor due to seasonal nature and similar 
attendance estimates.  FEIS to provide per capita estimates from LEGOLAND parks or industry 
standards to support recycling estimates for the Proposed Action. 
 
Response: As stated above, the total amount of recycled materials at LEGOLAND Windsor in 
2016 was 548.76 tons or 47.7% of the total waste produced at the park.  This is similar to what can 
be expected at the Proposed Project.   
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Comment B.2.74: DEIS indicates the applicant will engage in a sustainability program.  FEIS to 
include additional information so the environmental impacts of this program (both positive and 
negative) may be evaluated. 
 
Response: The LEGOLAND sustainability program consists of recycling materials such as 
cardboard, office paper, traffic cones, cooking oils, motor oil, light bulbs, shrink wrap, scrap metal, 
pallets, LEGO brick, foam brick, plastics (grades 1-7) and batteries.  Within the park and hotel, 
recycling receptacles will be placed next to trash receptacles to encourage guests to also recycle.  
High density polyethylene (HDPE) plastics such as food and beverages containers, are recycled 
offsite into benches and trash receptacles. Green waste such as landscaping trimmings, are 
mulched for reuse on site and restaurants offer reusable plates and utensils for dinning on premises, 
the Project also incorporates several sustainable stormwater management practices.  A similar 
sustainability program implemented at LEGOLAND Florida Resort resulted in being recognized 
as the 2016 Environmental Champion, in Polk County, by Keep Polk County Beautiful, Inc. at 
their 20th annual awards ceremony for leading the way in environmental efforts amongst fellow 
nonprofit organizations, businesses, municipalities, and communities.  LEGOLAND Florida 
Resort now has 20 recycling streamlining methods in their arsenal which resulted in increasing 
landfill diversion rate by 15% over the previous year. Such methods will be incorporated into the 
Proposed Action.  LLFR also operates an Energy Conservation Program which managed to save 
an energy consumption equivalent to 21 homes’ electricity use for one year over its last operating 
year and they also installed an electric or hybrid vehicle charging station in front of the 
LEGOLAND Hotel. These energy conservation practices will also be incorporated into the design 
of the Proposed Action.  
 
Comment B.2.75: DEIS identifies several landfill diversion measures undertaken at existing 
LEGOLAND parks.  FEIS to indicate which measures, if any, will be included in the Proposed 
Action.  
 
Response: Measures provided in the DEIS are those utilized by Merlin Entertainments at its 
various facilities.  Those measures will also be utilized within the Proposed Action when 
applicable.  
 
Comment B.2.76: DEIS describes overlay zoning districts for the Project Site.  FEIS should 
include portion of Town Overlay Map graphically showing the limits of each overlay district. 
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Response: The following figure depicts a portion of the Town of Goshen, New York Zoning 
Overlay Map (last amended June 2004) in the vicinity of the Project Site.  For reference, blue 
hatching identifies the Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District (SC), green 
hatching identifies the Scenic Road Corridor Overlay District (SR) light blue shading with the 

wetland cartographic pattern/symbol identifies the Flood Plain and Ponding Area Overlay District 
(FP), purple lines depict watershed boundaries, and yellow discs represent the AQ-3 Aquifer 
Overlay District. 
 
Comment B.2.77: Site plans should show the required 150-foot setbacks in connection with Stream 
Corridor and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District. 
 
Response:  The site plan has been revised to show these Overlay Districts.  
 
Comment B.2.78: DEIS indicates eight (8) parcels are currently owned by Town (DEIS pages 16, 
107 & 165); Table II-1 and site plans indicate nine (9) parcels. 
 
Response: Nine parcels within the Project Site are owned by the Town of Goshen which include 
tax parcels 11-1-60 and 11-1-62 through 69 
 
Comment B.2.79: Existing land use figure should include land uses in Town/Village of Chester 
within one (1) mile of Project Site. 
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Response: The map has been revised as requested.  
 
 

 
 
 
Comment B.2.80: DEIS indicates a one (1) acre lot will be subdivided from the Project Site for 
the existing telecommunications facility.  FEIS to confirm compliance with Town’s bulk 
regulations for telecommunications facilities [§97-94B] and indicate if any variances are 
necessary. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Action includes the subdivision of a one acre lot for the existing 
telecommunications facility.  This facility consists of an existing 174-foot lattice tower and several 
equipment shelters within a fenced compound.  No modification to the existing 
telecommunications facilities is proposed.  The purpose of the subdivision is to allow the 
telecommunications facility to remain under control of the current owner.  The proposed 
subdivision will create a smaller lot for this communications tower.  Rear and western setbacks 
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will not be impacted by this subdivision; generally, setbacks are addressed in Introductory Local 
Law No. 6.. 
 
Comment B.2.81: FEIS to include revised version of Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016. 
 
Response: Revised Introductory Local Law No. 6 has been included in Appendix C herein. A 
second revised version of Introductory Local Law No. 6, consistent with the reduction the 
proposed reach of the overlay zone on the affected parcels as set forth elsewhere in the FEIS and 
site plans, will be introduced by the Town Board in a timeframe consistent with State law and prior 
to its vote on Introductory Local Law No. 6.  There is no adverse environmental impact for this 
second revised version as the substantive modification proposed only reduces the reach of the 
overlay zone resulting in the present underlying zoning being the only zoning regulations 
applicable in this zoning buffer area on the properties no longer included in the overlay zone 
regulations,  
 
Comment B.2.82: DEIS indicates Project Site consists of 521.86-acres; this is at variance of other 
instances indicating 521.95-acres (DEIS pages 1, 2 and 20). 
 
Response: The total Project Site acreage is 521.95 acres.  Post construction, after dedications of 
land to the Town of Goshen, State of New York and the subdivision of the cell tower, the lot area 
for LEGOLAND will be 507.43 acres. 
 
Comment B.2.83: DEIS indicates setbacks of 276 feet and 350 feet from Harriman Drive; these 
should be shown on the site plan. 
 
Response: Setbacks have been shown on the overall site plan. 
 
Comment B.2.84: DEIS indicates amendment to Comprehensive Plan Sections 3.3 and 3.5; FEIS 
to confirm proposed amendments to Comprehensive Plan Sections 1.2, 3.1 and 5.02 (C). 
 
Response:  As per Introductory Local Law No. #5 of 2016, Sections 1.2, 3.1 and section 5.0(2) of 
the Town’s Comprehensive Plan are proposed to be amended.  
 
Comment B.2.85: DEIS indicated light poles to be 20’ - 30’ along access drives, and 30’ - 40’ in 
parking lots.  Town Code [§97-48A(4)(d)] requires lighting to be on low poles 12-feet to 15-feet 
maximum.  This should be reviewed with Counsel and Building Inspector to verify Code 
compliance. 
 
Response: The heights of the light poles are confirmed.  As per the proposed zoning amendments 
contained in Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016, (Section 97-29.1(G)(4)) development 
standards for the site within the Proposed Commercial Overlay District that are set forth in the site 
plan and approved by the Planning Board govern.  The development standards otherwise noted in 
the Town Code, or in the default dimensional development standards set forth in Introductory 
Local law No. 6, do not apply, including a maximum height dimension of 100 feet, unless the 
Planning Board does not approve certain dimensional development standards in its site plan 
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approval. The site plan will have a specific development standards table that sets forth the 
minimum lot size (including for utility lots), frontage, front yard setback, side yard setbacks, rear 
yard setback, maximum impervious surface coverage, maximum height restrictions, maximum 
footprint for any nonresidential structure, and any other bulk standard or land use control 
requirements. This will permit the Planning Board to review and approve or modify such 
dimensions efficiently. This response was reviewed by the Attorney for the Town who confirmed 
its accuracy and compliance with the Town Code, provided that Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 
2016 is adopted in a manner consistent with its present revised version pending before the Town 
Board for adoption and the anticipated second revision concerning the zoning buffer referenced 
above in response to Comment B.2.81. 
 
Comment B.2.86: Table of Zoning Regulations list “requirements subject to approval of Local 
Law No. 6 of 2016” and should be updated to correspondence with dimensions included in revised 
Local Law. 
 
Response: The Table of Zoning Requirements included with the site plan has been revised 
consistent with this comment. 
 
Comment B.2.87: DEIS indicates 6 full time Town police officers; FEIS to confirm current staffing 
with 2017 budget and/or discussions with Police Chief. 
 
Response: The Town of Goshen has 8 full-time officers (two of which are on disability leave), 
including a full-time sergeant, 13 part-time officers, a part-time secretary, and a part-time Police 
Chief.  
 
Comment B.2.88: FEIS to confirm Orange County Emergency Services Center is approximately 
three (3) miles from Project Site. 
 
Response:  The Orange County Emergency Services Center is approximately 4 miles from the 
Project Site.  
 
Comment B.2.89: DEIS notes Project Site vehicular entrances will be controlled by a security 
booth.  FEIS should provide information on staffing (will security booth be staffed continuously 
for hotel, guests, deliveries, etc.) and show the booth on the plan. 
 
Response:  The back-of-house entrance will be controlled with a 24-hour staffed security booth. 
The main guest entrance security will be provided at the park entrance and staffed only from 
approximately 8AM until all guests have left the park (approximately 10PM).  
 
Comment B.2.90: DEIS states last two (2) years of LEGOLAND Florida (Winter Haven) police 
reports were reviewed but only calls from a one (1) year period (9/14-9/15) were provide (326 
calls).  DEIS notes substantially lower call volume from LEGOLAND California (Carlsbad): thirty 
calls (30) for same period.  FEIS should analyze calls to determine if any practices (i.e. video 
surveillance, size of security force, etc.) at LEGOLAND California (Carlsbad) may be 
incorporated into the Proposed Action to mitigate impact(s) to local police. 
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Response:  Calls for police service data from LEGOLAND Florida Resort was provided by the 
Winter Haven Police Department, which recorded every call related to the LEGOLAND site, 
including duplicate calls (several individuals calling via cell phone related to a single incident), 
false alarms, misdials, or similar.  Calls for police service data for LEGOLAND California Resort 
was provided by LEGOLAND onsite security, rather than by park guests or others and excludes 
duplicate calls, false alarms and minor incidents resolved by onsite security or other staff.  The 
proposed LEGOLAND New York will be equipped with video surveillance and alarm systems, 
and all visitors (i.e., park guests, contractors, delivery personnel, etc.) and employees will enter 
the site through either the back-of-house entrance with 24-hour staffed security booth or the main 
gate parking control structure and pass through the security check at the main gate.   
  
Comment B.2.91: FEIS to provide additional information regarding the number of calls for service 
at LEGOLAND Florida (Winter Haven) from both Polk County and Winter Haven police 
including an evaluation of the type of call (i.e., vandalism, false alarm, etc.).  
 
Response:  Appendix S includes data sheets provided from the Winter Haven Police Department 
showing specific 911 calls for service to LEGOLAND Florida site.  It should be noted that this 
data includes all calls to 911 including those placed by security staff and park guests, so in several 
cases multiple calls were received for the same incident (note time of calls all within several 
minutes of each other).  
 
Comment B.2.92: Applicant anticipates approximately 27 calls for service per month (police) 
which is equivalent to approximately one (1) call per day.  If possible, FEIS to provide additional 
data (type of call, time spent responding, outcome) to evaluate potential impact to local police 
departments. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.91. Data sheets in Appendix S provide time of response.  
The anticipated one call per day is not anticipated to have any significant adverse environmental 
impact on the police service presently provided to the Town with its present police force. 
 
Comment B.2.93: FEIS to confirm ring road and internal driveways have been designed to 
accommodate existing GFD apparatus including ladder truck. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Action includes construction of a Service Road (i.e., ring road) intended 
to surround the site and provide access for employees, deliveries and emergency response 
personnel.  The Service Road is accessed via the back-of-house entrance from Harriman Drive 
which is the closest entrance to NYS Route 17.  The Service Road will connect to internal 
driveways and will consist of a twenty (20) foot wide (minimum width) medium duty pavement 
section consisting of a ten (10) inch Item 4 subbase, four (4) inch NYSDOT Type 3 binder course 
and one-and-a-half (1 ½) inch NYSDOT Type 6F2 top course.  The design of the internal access 
ways have been coordinated with emergency services, including layout, access and 
maneuverability.  A turning analysis has been conducted utilizing a Pierce 95-foot, mid-mount 
ladder truck (based upon the Goshen Fire Truck dimensions) included as a separate plan sheet 
included in the FEIS.  The Project Sponsor will continue to meet with emergency service 
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representatives through development of the site development plan to determine if other access 
improvements are beneficial, although none are anticipated. 
 
Comment B.2.94: DEIS estimates potential calls for service for Emergency Service Organizations 
(ESO’s) utilizing monthly averages from LEGOLAND Florida (Winter Haven).  FEIS should 
evaluate whether variations in park attendance will affect the number of service calls.  DEIS 
calculation of ambulance calls should be increased to 40 calls/year (238 calls/6 years = 39.6 
calls/year). 
 
Response: Variations in park attendance based on the seasonal nature of the park would inevitably 
impact the number of calls per service. If 40 calls per year are broken down on a monthly basis, 
this equates to 3.33 calls for service per month, and therefore LEGOLAND New York could expect 
approximately 23 calls for service a year for the seven month period outdoor areas of the park are 
open, plus some small addition of calls for the limited operations year-round.   
 
Comment B.2.95: FEIS to provide support for DEIS statement that no increase to Town court 
services are anticipated (comparisons to other LEGOLAND parks would be appropriate). 
 
Response: Based on the number and types of police calls anticipated (see data in Appendix S), 
and the fact that courts are largely user-fee supported entities (fines paid by those individuals who 
must appear in court, which provide revenue to the system) support the statement that no 
significant adverse impacts are anticipated to Town court services. The Town courts have two part-
time justices with support staff, which can accommodate the anticipated number of additional 
police matters without approaching the need to convert to even one full-time justice position or 
additional staff. 
 
Comment B.2.96: FEIS should define the features, size, etc. related to potential police substation 
and first aid facility and identify same on site plan.   
 
Response: A police substation is no longer included as part of the Proposed Action. A first aid 
facility will be constructed in the proposed in the City Restaurant on the Project Site. The first aid 
facility is anticipated to be 1,000 square feet and emergency medical technicians (EMTs) will be 
available for basic First Aid Assistance, a location to store medication requiring refrigeration and 
a “quiet room” for children who may require such services.   
 
Comment B.2.97: DEIS described potential helicopter landing site which is also shown on the 
plans.  FEIS to confirm the landing site is not included in the Proposed Action and is 
described/shown for information. 
 
Response: Emergency services had requested a potential “flat area” which could be utilized in 
case an emergency requiring an air lift either on the LEGOLAND site or in the surrounding 
area/Route 17/6.  No construction is associated with this area; however, to avoid confusion, this 
area has been removed from the Site Plan. If an emergency occurred that emergency services 
desired an area available for an air lift to occur, a landing area would be available in the “Land 
Banked” parking portion of back of house lot. 
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Comment B.2.98: DEIS indicates each LEGOLAND park has site specific emergency evacuation 
plans which are not released publicly for security reasons.  DEIS indicates the Project Sponsor will 
provide copies of the LEGOLAND Florida (Winter Haven) plan to local emergency responders as 
well as conduct emergency drills to refine evacuation, lockdown and other safety/security plans.  
We suggest, meeting with local emergency responders to incorporate their comments into the site 
plans (access, staging areas, etc.).  Additionally, any action should include a requirement for at 
least annual meetings and training events with emergency responders. 
 
Response:  A meeting with representatives from local, County and State emergency service 
providers was held at the Orange County Emergency Management Center on January 9, 2017 
where specific evacuation plans were provided and discussed.  The Project Sponsor will continue 
to coordinate with service providers throughout the planning process and once the Project is 
constructed.   
 
Comment B.2.99: DEIS indicates arts, entertainment and recreation employees represent 1.4% of 
employment in Goshen; Table III-7 indicates 2.8%.  Values in table to be reviewed and revised in 
FEIS. 
 
Response:  The values in the table are correct and confirmed.  The total number of workers in the 
arts, entertainment and recreation sector in the Town of Goshen in 2016 was 214 or 2.8% of the 
workforce.  The text inadvertently reflected numbers from 2015.  
 
Comment B.2.100:  FEIS to confirm the year 5 PILOT increases to $1.9M regardless of aquarium 
construction and total Project investment.  FEIS to confirm total guaranteed PILOT payment 
amount over 30 years. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has amended its request to the Orange County Industrial 
Development Agency (IDA) by seeking a 20-year Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) agreement 
for the proposed LEGOLAND New York theme park. The 20-year PILOT agreement was 
suggested by and evaluated as part of the IDA’s independent study prepared by KPMG, a copy of 
which is included as Appendix K.  The KPMG report was intended to: (1) compare alternate 
PILOT payment proposals, and (2) review and analyze assumptions provided or used by the 
Project Sponsor.  The KPMG report found that the IDA modeled 20-year PILOT will generate 
approximately $87 million in PILOT and property tax payments over a 30-year period, compared 
to the initial proposal which would have generated approximately $61 million in payments over 
the same period. Unlike the 30-year PILOT proposal, the 20-year PILOT agreement would 
increase PILOT payments by five (5%) percent annually, until full assessed value is reached in 
year 20 of the park operation.  Apart from the annual 5% increases, there would be no additional 
increases at year 5. 
 
Comment B.2.101: DEIS indicates salary ranges for anticipated job categories may be provided to 
Town and consultants (public disclosure is prohibited since material is proprietary commercial 
information).  Information for Town and consultants should be provided with FEIS. 
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-185 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Response:  Specific salary range information constitutes confidential and proprietary commercial 
information which the Project Sponsor does not make publicly available.   If this data was disclosed 
it would cause substantial injury to the competitive position of Merlin Entertainments. Generally, 
however, more than 50% of the full-time, salaried positions offered at the park will start at 
approximately $50,000 or higher.  Nonetheless, to assist the Town of Goshen with its review of the 
potential fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project, Merlin Entertainments will provide this data to 
the Town and its consultants under separate cover.  Given that the salary data is commercial 
information that, if disclosed would cause substantial injury to the competitive position of the 
Project Sponsor, it is exempt from disclosure under New York’s Freedom of Information Law.  
See New York Public Officers Law § 87(2)(d).    
 
Comment B.2.102: DEIS indicates 500 full-time employees, 300 part-time employees, 500 
seasonal employees and 800 construction jobs (DEIS pages 5, 31 & 124).  FEIS to include 
confirming calculation of anticipated jobs (comparisons to other LEGOLAND parks would be 
appropriate) as well as a definition of FTE and calculation of 900 FTE workers. 
 
Response:   The approximate number of jobs at the proposed site is confirmed. For comparison, 
the total number of persons employed during peak season at LEGOLAND Florida Resort is 1,800 
based on an economic impact analysis prepared for the site dated April 6, 2016.  This value 
includes full-time employees, part-time employees and seasonal employees.   FTE, or Full Time 
Equivalent is the ratio of part time employees which would be ‘equivalent’ to one employee 
working full time.  For example, if you have three employees and they work 50 hours, 40 hours, 
and 10 hours per week - totaling 100 hours. Assuming a full-time employee works 40 hours per 
week, your full time equivalent calculation is 100 hours divided by 40 hours, or 2.5 FTE.  The 
calculation for 900 FTE is based upon 500 FTE plus 800 part-time employees (500 + 400 
seasonal), assuming approximately 20 hours a week, or 0.5 FTE (0.5 x 800 = 400 FTE).   
 
Comment B.2.103:  DEIS (Table III-7) indicates 177,419 total employees in Orange County across 
21 industry sectors (source: ESRI).  This appears at variance with DEIS text (DEIS page 125) 
indicating 142,510 workers were employed throughout Orange County (source: Bureau of Labor 
Statistics).  We would expect slight variations in statistics from various sources, however this is a 
significant difference.  FEIS should describe the reason for the disparity and confirm subsequent 
DEIS fiscal calculations/evaluations utilized conservative assumptions. 
 
Response:  The ESRI table is more up to date than the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and should be 
considered the more accurate table.   
 
Comment B.2.104: DEIS describes Images 4 & 6 during leaf-off conditions.  This description 
appears at variance with DEIS images.  FEIS to provide additional photographs from these vantage 
points during leaf-off conditions. 
 
Response:  Image 4, from the intersection of Arcadia Road and Cherrywood Drive, and Image 6, 
from the intersection of Greenwood Drive and Larchwood Drive taken in February, 2017 with 
additional leaves off trees are provided below. 
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Comment B.2.105: DEIS described the topographic range of the Project Site (630-feet and 420-
feet) (DEIS page 38); FEIS should include discussion of the height of the proposed water storage 
tank and hotel and determine top elevation of these structures. 
 
Response:  Due to reconfiguration of the park in response to comments from both the Town 
consultants and the public, the hotel has been relocated further away from Arcadia Hills.  The hotel 
is still proposed to be four (4) stories, but is now at an elevation of 580’ at guest entrance with the 
fourth floor at elevation 615’. 
 
Due to the hotel relocation, in order to provide adequate pressure, the water storage tank elevation 
has changed.  It is anticipated that the 50’ diameter tank will be placed at ground elevation of 610’ 
and be approximately 38’ in height (47’ including domed roof), which would provide pressures 
throughout the park exceeding the Department of Health requirements for watermain pressure.  It 
is anticipated that the hotel would have internal booster pumps to provide additional pressures for 
showers. 
 
Comment B.2.106: DEIS indicates the Project Site is not visible from any national, state or local 
historic and aesthetic resources.  FEIS to evaluate if any impact to these resources from offsite 
improvements. 
 
Response: Off-site improvements are limited to traffic improvements to Harriman Drive, NYS 
Route 17 in the vicinity of Exit 125 and safety improvements at the Heritage Trail. Historic 
resources in the vicinity of the site are limited to a cemetery on South Street and residences on 
surrounding local roads including Reservoir Road, Arcadia Road and South Street. Traffic 
improvements will not directly impact any of these resources. Harriman Drive is not visible from 
any of the historic structures.  Improvements to NYS Route 17 will provide a more direct vehicle 
connection to Harriman Drive which will reduce projected traffic volumes on local roads and will 
improve safety of this section of the highway for all highway travelers.  As Exit 125 will be 
relocated further east of its current location, it will be less visible from resources on South Street. 
Pedestrian safety will also be improved at the Heritage Trail road crossings (see Exhibits 2, 3 and 
4 in Appendix M of the Traffic Study or refer to the summary of public improvements in Chapter 
I herein).   
 
Comment B.2.107: DEIS indicates the tallest structure on the Project Site will be the hotel and 
evaluated potential visual impacts of the hotel.  Although the hotel will be the tallest structure, the 
water tower may be the highest structure in terms of overall elevation; FEIS to evaluate potential 
visual impacts of the proposed water tower.  
 
Response:  Based on the revised water supply report, the water storage tank will be 38 feet tall 
(47’ including domed roof) and located approximately 650 feet south of the existing 
communications tower at a grade elevation of 610’.  The photo below looks west across the site 
from Arcadia Road.  The existing communications tower, consisting of a 125 foot tall lattice 
structure is located at an elevation of 620’ (top of structure is at an elevation of 745’) is barely 
perceptible from this location and therefore it is believed that the water storage tank, which would 
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be lower, would not have any negative visual impacts (see also, Appendix M for post-construction 
photo simulations).    

 
 
Comment B.2.108: DEIS indicates the proposed action will be minimally visible form Harriman 
Drive.  FEIS to include renderings, cross-section, building elevation, etc. so visibility may be 
evaluated by lead agency. 
 
Response: Cross sections have been provided as requested. See Appendix M. 
 
Comment B.2.109: DEIS indicates some visibility of the proposed hotel from vantage point 4 
(Intersection of Arcadia Road and Cherrywood Drive) and includes a post development rendering 
so the potential visual impact may be evaluated.  FEIS should address any change in impact during 
leaf-off conditions.  FEIS to discuss if modifications to hotel architecture or location could reduce 
visibility from outside of the Project Site. 
 
Response:  The hotel location has been adjusted further west on the site as shown on the site plan.  
This modification both reduces visibility from the adjacent residential neighborhood and improves 
internal access and circulation to this area of the site.  See revised visual simulations in Appendix 
M.  
 
Comment B.2.110: DEIS indicates park hours during summer months will be 10AM to 8PM and 
park staff will be onsite approximately 1.5 to 2 hours after park closing (DEIS page 24, 114 & 
143). Site plans do not appear to show light fixtures within the employee parking lot.  This is 
consistent with DEIS (pages 113 & 142) indicates light fixtures mounted on 30’ to 40’ high poles 

Existing Tower 
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in the guest parking lot. FEIS to indicate if any lighting is proposed in the employee parking lot 
(presumed due to proposed hours) and evaluate potential offsite impact.  The employee parking 
lot (adjacent to Harriman Drive) is near the approximate Project Site topographic low point and 
lighting of this area may be visual from offsite locations at higher elevations. 
 
Response:  Lighting plan has now been provided showing light fixtures within the parking areas.  
All parking area lights are dark sky friendly and are detailed on the Site Plan along with an ISO 
foot-candle diagram overlay identifying the lighted area.  Based upon the lighting plan, no impacts 
are anticipated.  Lighting plans to further reduce overflow lighting may be required by the Planning 
Board during its site plan review and approval. 
 
Comment B.2.111: DEIS indicates the site’s natural and proposed topography will work to visually 
buffer the site; we suggest the FEIS include cross-sections through the developed site to 
graphically demonstrate the effect of proposed topography will have on visual impacts. 
 
Response: Cross sections have been provided as requested.  See Appendix M.  
 
Comment B.2.112: DEIS indicates construction is anticipated to commence in February 2017; 
FEIS to acknowledge this is the Project Sponsor’s opinion and should be revised to “upon 
approval” or similar as described in Table I-1. 
 
Response: Based on necessary plan changes and coordination with several Involved Agencies 
during Project planning and design, construction is no longer anticipated to commence in February 
of 2017.  Construction will commence as soon as possible after site plan approval.  As with other 
project approvals by the Planning Board, certain clearing and grading may commence when 
authorized by the Planning Board. 
 
Comment B.2.113: DEIS notes Phase 1 includes construction of the park, hotel, associated roads, 
parking infrastructure and landscaping.  FEIS to confirm Phase 1 also includes offsite 
infrastructure improvements. 
 
Response:  Confirmed.  Offsite infrastructure including utility work and road improvements will 
be constructed as part of Phase 1.  So as to remove any doubt, all traffic infrastructure 
improvements shall be completed and operational prior to the Park opening to the general public.  
 
Comment B.2.114: DEIS discusses construction phasing. DEIS (page 70) indicate an Erosion & 
Sediment Control Plan is required under the SPDES General Permit (GP-0-15-002) and includes 
construction sequencing information.  Site plan to be revised to include an Erosion & Sediment 
Control Pan. 
 
Response:  An Erosion and Sediment Control Plan has been prepared and submitted with the full 
set of site plans (See Sheets 20-22 of the plan set).   
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Comment B.2.115: DEIS indicates potential construction impacts could include noise and dust.  
FEIS to quantity impacts and describe mitigations here or include references to other portions of 
the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Potential impacts from construction activities are described in the revised SWPPP.  
Specifically, dust will be controlled by water trucks and street sweeping activities.  Potential noise 
will be mitigated by limiting the hours of operation, as per the Town Code, as well as additional 
mitigation as described in the SWPPP. 
 
Comment B.2.116: DEIS indicates the responsibility and timing of offsite traffic improvements 
will be coordinated with NYSDOT.  FEIS to confirm these improvements are necessary prior to 
operation of the facility.  
 
Response:  While work will need to be approved and coordinated with the NYSDOT, all traffic 
improvements will be completed and operational prior to Park opening.  
 
Comment B.2.117: In evaluation of an alternative residential Project at the Project Site the DEIS 
calculates the number of potential school aged children using demographic multipliers; FEIS to 
describe how water usage from alternative residential Project was calculated (i.e., per capita or 
similar values from DOH or NYSDEC). 
 
Response:   Water calculations for the alternative residential development was based upon 233 
four (4) bedroom units.  At 110 gallons per bedroom this resulted in a total design demand of 
102,520 gallons per day.  This would translate to an average daily flow rate of approximately 71 
gallons per minute.  According to 10 State Standards, a minimum of two (2) (groundwater) sources 
would be required, and the groundwater capacity shall equal or exceed the design maximum flow 
(2 times average daily flow) with the largest producing well out of service. 
 
Comment B.2.118: DEIS indicates an alternative residential Project at the Project Site will result 
in a negative overall fiscal impact (due primarily to the cost to the Goshen CSD) but a net positive 
impact of $137,233.76 to the Town (sum of Town of Goshen and Part Town).  DEIS indicates the 
impact from the alternative residential Project ($137,233.76) is less than the $210,000 generated 
under the first year of the PILOT for the Proposed Action (DEIS pages 5, 11, 31, 121 & 127).  
FEIS should confirm the PILOT includes Town Highway taxing jurisdiction so the calculation of 
impact from the alternative residential Project should be $170,541 rather than $137,233.76. 
 
Response:  This is correct. The PILOT payment to the Town of Goshen does not include a separate 
payment to the Town Highway Department.  The Town Highway Department is not a separate 
taxing jurisdiction; the Town as the taxing jurisdiction raises funds for Town Highway purposes. 
In addition to the Town PILOT payments, the Project Sponsor would also pay a Host Community 
Fee to the Town. For each visitor up to 2,000,000 visits, Merlin Entertainments would pay the 
Town of Goshen 65¢, and 20¢ for each ticket thereafter – with no cap on payments. This would 
provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1,300,000 annually, based on 2,000,000 visitors, and 
substantially more depending on the success of the Project. The host community fee would be paid 
for the original PILOT term of the 30 years.  The host community fee would increase by 1.5% per 
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year. Other host community benefits have also been agreed to by the Project Sponsor, as set out in 
the Host Community Benefit Agreement, a copy of which is included in Appendix C.  Residential 
projects typically would not offer any comparable host community benefit agreement, and also do 
not generate sales taxes or hotel bedroom taxes, which would be generated by the Proposed Project 
for the benefit of Orange County as a whole, and indirectly sales tax revenue to the Town in 
accordance with a sales tax revenue sharing Resolution of the Orange County Legislature. 
 
Comment B.2.119: DEIS indicates no additional growth outside of the Project Site is expected to 
result from the adoption of Introductory Local Law Nos. 5 and 6.  FEIS should provide justification 
for this statement.  
 
Response:  While the DEIS discusses economic growth which could result from the construction 
of the park itself, no growth is anticipated to result from the adoption of Introductory Local Law 
Nos. 5 and 6 because Local Law 5 proposes an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan which 
recommends, “diversifying its Town-wide economic base, including attracting tourism/recreation 
related businesses at locations that can accommodate local and non-local tourists… specifically 
along NYS Route 17”.  While this language advocates for additional economic development, 
additional development in the area where this could occur either has existing commercial zoning 
in place where growth could occur today (along Route 17M) or would require a zone change and 
utility extension such as areas in the north end of the Town heading towards the Town of Wallkill.  
 
Introductory Local Law No. 6 is not anticipated to result in growth outside of the site because the 
Commercial Recreation Zoning Overlay District only applies to the specific properties listed 
therein. No residential growth is expected because the available housing stock in the Goshen and 
Orange County area can easily absorb the incremental increase in employees who may want to 
relocate to the area (see additional discussion of growth inducing impacts in Chapter VIII of the 
DEIS). 
 

B.3. Ken Mackiewicz, P.E and Carlito Holt, P.E., Provident Design Engineering,   
       memorandum dated December 14, 2016  

 
Comment B.3.1: For Location 11 [South Street and Harriman Drive] the Summer Friday Peak 
Period uses count data from the 7/22/16 count instead of the 8/12/16 count which had higher traffic 
volumes.  The Applicant should clarify why the 7/22/16 count data was utilized instead of 8/12/16 
data.  
 
Response:  For South Street at Harriman Drive (location 11), several Friday counts were 
conducted. The July 22, 2016 was used as the base count and was adjusted based on the other 
machine count data. The differences in the volumes from the August 12, 2016 count are noted, and 
have been adjusted in the analysis contained in the revised Traffic Study contained in this FEIS. 
 
Comment B.3.2: The Technical Appendix [of the Traffic Impact Study] does not contain data for 
MTM traffic counts at Location 1 – Typical Weekday Peak PM Hour, Location 6 – Summer (all 
days) Peak Hour, Location 15 – Typical Weekday Peak AM and PM hours, Location 16- Typical 
Weekday Peak AM and PM hours, Location 22 - Typical Weekday Peak AM and PM hours, 
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Location 23 - Typical Weekday Peak AM and PM hours, Location 24 - Typical Weekday Peak 
AM and PM hours.  The Applicant should identify how the traffic volumes at these locations, 
during the associated time periods were determined.   
 
Response:  The traffic volumes for typical conditions for locations a, and c through g were 
developed from a combination of turning movement counts and machine counts, and were then 
balanced accordingly. Copies of the data sheets are now included in the Traffic Study Appendix. 
For Location 6, the volumes for summer conditions were developed based on the volumes on 
Harriman Drive leaving or entering the BOCES Lane intersection. It was assumed that all of the 
traffic on this segment of road was traffic entering or exiting Glenn Arden since the only other 
traffic generation east of that on Harriman Drive is from the existing residences which generate 
very minor volumes. 
 
The traffic volumes for Location 15, NYS Route 17M and Duck Farm Road, and Location 22, 
NYS Route 17M and NYS Route 94/Academy Avenue, for the Typical Weekday AM and PM 
Peak Hours were adopted from previous traffic volume data collected by the Applicant’s office for 
these locations.  The traffic volume information for Location 15 was taken from the Goshen Area 
Traffic Study prepared by Maser Consulting, PA (formerly John Collins Engineers, P.C.) in 2005.  
The traffic volume information for Location 22 was taken from the traffic study prepared by Maser 
Consulting, PA in 2013 for the Meadow Hill Apartment Complex project.  These prior study 
counts were adjusted accordingly, based upon the 2016 machine traffic counts and turning 
movement counts at adjacent locations.  The existing traffic volume figures for these two reports 
are included in the Revised Traffic Impact Study in Appendix E.   
 
Comment B.3.3:  Traffic volumes for NYS Route 17 mainline volumes at particular locations 
appear to have been extrapolated from MTM counts at upstream or downstream ramp locations.  
The Applicant should identify how these volumes were determined without the actual performance 
of traffic counts at the particular locations.  
 
Response:  The mainline volumes were based on machine and video traffic counts collected at 
several locations along Route 17. For those areas in between and/or at other interchanges, the 
mainline volumes were computed by either adding or subtracting the appropriate on and off ramp 
volumes at each location to obtain the mainline volumes for that specific segment located east and 
west of any particular interchange. The mainline count locations are identified on Figure No. ML-
1; located in the FEIS Traffic Study Appendix. 
 
Comment B.3.4: In order to justify utilization of the 1.0% annually compounded growth rate, 
the Applicant references historical traffic volume data from 2007 and 2014 for NYS Route 17M, 
which is available in the NYSDOT Traffic Data Report. The Applicant should consider 
referencing additional historical data for roadways in the area, such as NYS Route 207 and also consider 
a more consolidated timeframe (say from 2012 on) to identify more recent traffic growth trends in the 
area. If these additional references identify a more significant growth rate for the area, then this should 
be applied to the Existing Traffic Volumes to provide a better representation of future No-Build 
Traffic Volumes. 
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-193 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Response:  The 1% annual growth factor utilized in the traffic report was based on information 
and discussions with NYSDOT. As referenced on page 3, item 1 of their letter, dated October 26, 
2016, the 1% annual growth rate was found to be appropriate for the area.  In addition, since several 
(over 13) background projects that are under consideration were added in addition to this 
background growth rate, the potential growth rate at many of the area locations, including along 
NYS Route 17, could be in excess of 3% per year. 
 
Comment B.3.5: Since many of the roadway improvements identified in the DEIS affect NYS 17 
and this roadway is proposed to be designed as Interstate 86 in the future, an analysis of an 
Estimated Time to Completion (ETC) plus 30 years may be necessary to conform with Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) design guidelines.  The need for this ETC+30 analysis is even 
more likely if funding of the improvements will be from a public source (i.e., NYSDOT).  The 
Applicant should confirm whether the ETC + 30 analysis is necessary. 
 
Response:  Additional traffic volume Projections for the roadway sections that affect Route 17, 
ETC+30 years, have been prepared as per the guidance of NYSDOT (as outlined in their letters 
dated 10/26/16 and 12/15/16). These ETC+30 traffic projections and analyses are included in the 
revised FEIS Traffic Study Appendix. 
 
Comment B.3.6: The Applicant should provide additional information with respect to adjacent 
developments to verify volumes identified on adjacent development traffic volume figures 
contained in the technical appendix [of the traffic impact study].  The Applicant identifies the 
source of the information in Table OD-1, but does not provide the actual data…Additionally, the 
applicant should identify how they extended the Trip Distributions for these adjacent 
developments to encompass the Proposed Project’s Study Area.  
 
Response:  The ‘Other Development’ Traffic Volumes, as indicated in the DEIS, were based on 
other studies for those particular projects and/or estimates based on ITE data for that size of 
development. The assignments of traffic volumes for locations beyond the study areas of those 
particular reports were assigned based on a review of existing traffic patterns in the area or other 
information on expected origins as outlined in those reports. The information which further 
supports these assignments is contained in the Appendix of the FEIS Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.3.7: Bethel Woods was listed as an adjacent development even though it is an existing 
operating use…. to confirm that the traffic data collected included times when there was traffic 
destined to/from Bethel Woods due to an event.  The Applicant provides a copy of the 2016 events 
calendar…but does not specifically reference how traffic data collection overlapped with any 
events at Bethel Woods. The Applicant should identify the count periods that overlapped with 
events at Bethel Woods to ensure traffic associated with this use is included in the background 
traffic.  
 
Response:  The Bethel Woods Center was open and operating during the time of the various 
summer surveys and the specific events at Bethel Woods were identified based on their schedule. 
As can be seen from the summer event on the days of the counts, the facility was operating under 
its normal schedule with some specific performances on key count days including headliners such 
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as Gavin Degraw and Andy Grammer, Darius Rucker, and The Zac Brown Band (see summary in 
Table H-1 in Appendix H of the Traffic Impact Study). 
 
Comment B.3.8: The derivation of the Trip Generation Estimates is very difficult to follow in the 
Traffic Impact Study Report and associated Technical Appendix.  The Applicant should provide a 
table summarizing the following for each peak hour:  daily attendance figure at existing facility, 
total entering/ exiting trips at existing facility, entering/ exiting trip rate per attendee at existing 
facility, anticipated daily attendance figure at Proposed Project and total entering / exiting volumes 
at Proposed Project via application of Trip Rates per attendee.  The existing facility values 
identified in the table should be highlighted in the associated data to provide a specific cross-
reference to the information being utilized in development of the trip generation calculations.  The 
applicant should also identify whether employee/staffing levels and peak hour trips would remain 
proportionate to attendee levels and thus those trips are captured in the total trip rate per attendee.   
 
Response:  The trip generation rates summarized in Table SGT-3 were developed based on a 
review of the temporal distribution and vehicle traffic generation versus attendance data for the 
corresponding data surveyed at the Carlsbad location. Limited available temporal and traffic 
generation volumes were also reviewed for the Windsor, England location and found to be 
consistent with the rates observed at Carlsbad. This information was provided to the Town’s 
Consultant for their review and were used to develop the information shown below and in Table 
SGT-3. The entering and exiting traffic volumes/daily attendance data were used to compute the 
corresponding Hourly Trip Generation Rates (HTGR) as shown below. 
 
 

TABLE B.3.8-A 
EXISTING LEGOLAND FACILITY – CARLSBAD, CALIFORNIA 

Peak Entry Hour 
Direction Volume Attendance HTGR 

Entry 1,066 14,873 .0714 
Exit 132 14,873 .0089 

Peak Exit Hour 
Direction Volume Attendance HTGR 

Entry 114 14,873 .0077 
Exit 1,148 14,873 .0769 

 
These rates were then applied to the peak attendance assumed for the evaluation of potential traffic 
impacts during the associated time periods.  The Peak Summer Conditions assumed a maximum 
daily attendance of 20,000 visitors.  Utilizing the HTGR’s identified in Table B.3.8-A and applying 
that to the estimated 20,000 peak attendance visitors, results in the Entering and Exiting Volumes 
identified in the following Table B.3.8-B: 
 
 
 

TABLE B.3.8-B 
PROPOSED LEGOLAND FACILITY – GOSHEN, NEW YORK 
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Summer Peak 
Time Period Direction HTGR Attendance Volume 
Peak Entry 

Hour 
Entry .0714 20,000 1,428 
Exit .0089 20,000 177 

Peak Exit Hour 
Entry .0077 20,000 153 
Exit .0769 20,000 1,538 

 
The Entering and Exiting volumes identified in Table B.3.8-B were utilized in the analysis of the 
Summer Friday Peak AM Hour, Summer Saturday Peak Hour and Summer Sunday Afternoon 
Peak Hour.  The Entering and Exiting Volumes for the Summer Friday Peak PM Highway Hour 
and Summer Sunday Morning Peak Hour were further refined utilizing the temporal distributions 
to provide a more representative Trip Generation Estimate during those less intense traffic 
generation time periods. 
 
For the Shoulder Season (Non-Summer) Trip Generation Estimates, the maximum daily 
attendance is projected to be 15,000 visitors per day.  As noted in Table B.3.8-A above, the 
attendance at the Carlsbad Facility, on the day the HTGR’s were determined, was 14,873 visitors.  
This is almost equal to the 15,000 daily visitors anticipated for the Proposed Facility.  Therefore, 
the Entering and Exiting Volumes counted at the Carlsbad Facility were used in the analysis of the 
Shoulder Season Time Periods.  It should be noted that if the HTGR’s in Table B.3.8-A were 
applied to the slightly higher 15,000 attendance figure this would only result in approximately six 
(6) additional trips during any of the Peak Hours, which would not have any noticeable impact on 
the results of the traffic analysis. 
 
Comment B.3.9.  Discussion should be provided with respect to the data and operations at the 
existing Winter Haven, Florida facility to determine whether data should be considered in 
development of the Proposed Project Trip Generation estimates.  
 
Response:  Information regarding trip generation and attendance at Winter Haven, Florida, was 
also referenced and reviewed relative to compiling the trip generation estimates. In general, the 
attendance figures at that location were lower than Carlsbad, which was also found to have a higher 
number of peak days than at Winter Haven. 
 
Comment B.3.10. The Carlsbad and Winter Haven facilities are year-round resorts and their daily 
attendance figures are spread out over 12 months as opposed to the Proposed Project, which will 
have a condensed year, operating from April to November. Consequently, there should be a 
concentration factor applied to the peak daily attendance figures or some explanation with input 
from the Windsor, England facility (also [seasonal] operation) comparing the anticipated daily 
peaks for a seasonal operation.   
 
Response:  Attendance data for the seasonal park at Windsor, England were also reviewed. While 
this facility is only open on a seasonal basis similar to that proposed at the LEGOLAND –Goshen 
New York location, the range of peak daily attendance were found to be comparable to those from 
Carlsbad, however, there were more days of peak attendance at Windsor. The analysis utilized in 
the LEGOLAND, NY traffic report contained in this FEIS covers those peak conditions since the 
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analysis is based on peak attendance of approximately 20,000 visitors per day (vpd) and an 
attendance value of approximately 15,000 vpd was used for the typical conditions. Note that the 
later amount is higher than the average non-summer day and is conservatively high since it 
represents the higher attendance levels for the “shoulder season” conditions.  During these 
“typical” off season conditions, daily attendance is expected to be closer to 10,000 vpd. Thus, the 
typical condition analysis contained in this FEIS is conservatively high. The peak conditions 
season represents the top attendance days observed at the existing facilities and also accounts for 
the attendance observations at the Windsor, England location.   
 
Comment B.3.11:  The applicant references the ITE as a source in developing the Proposed Project 
Trip Generation estimates.  However, no specific ITE information is provided in the Traffic Impact 
Study. PDE reviewed [the most up to date] ITE rates for amusement parks [but] it should be noted 
that those rates are based on [only] three studies: [one from] California in 1970 and [two from] 
Oklahoma in 1987 [and they] only included data for Saturday and Sunday time periods.  Based on 
[those published ITE studies/rates] a total of 27,571 daily vehicle trips could be anticipated for a 
Saturday and 26,166 daily vehicle trips for a Sunday.  Applying daily trip distributions on Table 
SGT-1, the peak hour entering volumes between 11:00AM and 12:00PM would be 1,810 vehicles 
on Saturday and 1,726 vehicle trips on Sunday as compared to 1,428 and 1,240 vehicles trips 
identified in Table SGT-3.  Although the ITE data is [outdated] and limited to only three sites the 
applicant should provide additional discussion with respect to this data versus the Proposed Project 
Trip Generation estimates.  
 
Response:  The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) data was referenced; however, it has 
a limited database and is for amusement parks that have very different operations than the proposed 
LEGOLAND. Also note that due to the limited sample size of the ITE data, the regression equation 
and the standard deviation of that data in the amusement parks category is slow and should be used 
with caution. Computing trips based on that type of facility is not consistent with the proposed 
application. As per ITE guidelines, when specific, actual trip generation data for a proposed use is 
available, it should be referenced. The peak attendance figures anticipated here are not expected 
on Day 1 but represent the expected maximum attendance at the park.  As part of the Transportation 
Management Program, controls will be in place in case there are occasional days that have higher 
attendance. The continuous traffic count monitoring data at the Project entrance and exit as part of 
that program will ensure that the vehicle estimates are in line with the Projections. This will also 
be addressed as part of the Post Implementation Monitoring Study recommended by NYSDOT.  
Further, given nearly all tickets are purchased in advance of a family’s visit, park administration 
would be aware of days when the park may be near capacity well in advance.  Notifications would 
go out via email to those who have purchased tickets online, advising guests of public 
transportation options and that no additional tickets will be available for purchase at the park.  
Notification would also be placed on the park’s website and online ticket sales would not be 
available after sales have reached a certain limit.  Additionally, the Transportation Management 
Plan would be designed to monitor and adjust to any peak conditions.  LEGOLAND will 
coordinate with State, County and Local officials to provide additional supplemental traffic control 
as necessary for these peak conditions. 
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Comment B.3.12: Based upon the annual attendance figures provided in the Traffic Impact Study 
Report, both the Carlsbad and Winter Haven facilities have experienced growth over the last four 
years.  The Applicant should confirm that the peak attendance figures estimated for the Proposed 
Project are the maximum anticipated attendees.  Controls should be put into place that ensure the 
anticipated [number of] attendees will not be exceeded. Higher attendance would result in more 
delays and this has not be analyzed or considered. A monitoring program should be established to 
demonstrate the anticipated traffic is at or below the analyzed thresholds and if the Proposed 
Project exceeds those thresholds the additional mitigation may be needed to offset additional 
impacts.  
 
Response:  As part of the requirements of NYSDOT, LEGOLAND will complete a Post 
Implementation Monitoring Study which will be completed within the first year of operation. This 
study will provide traffic volume data and information to confirm the Projections of the Traffic 
Study and allow for modifications/minor adjustments to off-site conditions relative to the Project 
as then required by NYSDOT. The areas of focus would include such items as signal timing 
adjustments as well as monitoring of locations which were identified in the traffic studies as 
potential locations for signalization or other similar upgrades. The information collected and 
evaluated will be used and coordinated with NYSDOT, and the decision to make any modifications 
to the traffic improvements, and the implementation of any such improvements, will be solely the 
responsibility of NYSDOT and not the Town The monitoring data will also be available to help 
coordinate peak time activities with the emergency and other local services.  The details of the 
Post Implementation study will be finalized as part of the NYSDOT Highway Work Permit 
Process.   
 
Comment B.3.13: In order to determine the projected travel routes to and from the Proposed 
Project, the Applicant utilized a 200-mile radius Gravity Model…. Figure G-1 identifies a 100-
mile radius.  The appropriate radius should be identified on this Figure.  
 
Response:  The figure has been corrected. It does represent a 200-mile radius. This was a 
typographical mislabeled on the figure. 
 
Comment B.3.14: The Gravity Model identifies an Adjusted Distribution that shifts approximately 
10% of the traffic oriented to/from Route 87 to other local roadways.  This subsequently leads to 
a reduction of vehicles using NYS Route 17 westbound.  The Applicant should provide additional 
information on why this traffic would not take NYS Route 17 to travel to/from the Project Site and 
clearly identify the local travel routes [vehicles] would utilize.  Additionally, travel time analyses 
should be provided to demonstrate whether the alternative route is viable when compared against 
the travel times for the NYS Route 17 route.  
 
Response:  The amount of traffic destined to and from I-87 east of the site includes 
accommodation of employee trips as well as other local trips from the area. The total amount of 
traffic from the east other than utilizing Route 17 from I-87 is expected to be in the order of 
approximately 5%.  Table ES-1 has been revised to include the travel routes analyzed for each of 
the emergency responders.  In addition, maps showing these routes and the existing travel times 
have been added to Appendix A of the Revised Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E).   
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Comment B.3.15: The Departure Distribution for the summer Sunday peak afternoon hour 
assumes 40% of the departing traffic will utilize NYS Route 17M (via Harriman Drive and South 
Street) to return to points east along NYS Route 17 and ultimately Interstate 87, as opposed to 
getting directly onto NYS Route 17 eastbound at Exit 125…due to existing backups on NYS Route 
17 eastbound during this period.  It is noted that the majority of the traffic destined to/from the 
Proposed Project will be destination trips that will rely on GPS for directions  and not necessarily 
have the local knowledge to re-route to Route 17M.  The Applicant should provide further 
justification for this diverted trip distribution and/or conduct a sensitivity analysis that assumes 
NYS Route 17 eastbound traffic will utilize Exit 125 when departing the Project Site during this 
time period.  
 
Response:  The departure distribution for the Sunday summer peak afternoon hours utilizes a 
departure distribution that assigns a slightly higher proportion of the site departing traffic to Route 
17M. This is to reflect the current congestion condition on Route 17 Eastbound during that time 
period based on actual field observations. On summer Sunday afternoons around 3:00pm 
Eastbound traffic diverts from Route 17 to Harriman Drive to South Street and onto Route 17M.  
During that time period a portion of the site traffic was assigned to this path and onto Route 17M 
heading east. This was done to analyze potential impacts of Project traffic if they follow diversions 
similar to what other existing drivers do during these time periods. It should be noted that under 
the proposed traffic mitigation plan, the proximity of the relocated Exit 125 eastbound on-ramp to 
the LEGOLAND main site access is anticipated to reduce the projected diversions of site generated 
traffic than what was considered in the analysis of the DEIS improvement alternative. As a result, 
the analysis of the preferred improvement plan assumes only 10% of the site-generated traffic 
would divert from NYS Route 17 eastbound to NYS Route 17M. 
 
Comment B.3.16: The Applicant assumes all traffic arriving on NYS Route 17 westbound will 
utilize Exit 124 and assumes no traffic will utilize Exit 125.  This is proposed to be accomplished 
via signage. However, is it likely a significant number of trips will utilize Exit 125 since this will 
be the first exiting option as drivers approach the Proposed Project and GPS will identify this as a 
route to take.  The Applicant should provide additional justification to support no assignment of 
traffic to Exit 125 and/or provide revised analysis with consideration of traffic utilizing this exit to 
access the Proposed Project. 
 
Response:  The current preferred access scheme, which includes a relocation of exit 125 and new 
bridge over NYS Route 17 assigns Project-related traffic to the relocated Exit 125 westbound off-
ramp. Appropriate signage will be provided accordingly.   
 
Comment B.3.17: Lane widths. Adjustments to lane widths were made to the analysis, which have 
an effect on the analysis results. The Applicant should clarify how the lane widths were 
determined. No field measurements were included in the Technical Appendix identifying 
associated lane widths. 
 
Response:  Field sketches and measurements for each intersection are included in Appendix E the 
FEIS Traffic Impact Study. 
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Comment B.3.18: Approach percent grades. Adjustments to intersection approach grades were 
made to the analysis, which have an effect on the analysis results. The Applicant should clarify 
how the approach grades were determined. No field measurements were included in the Technical 
Appendix identifying associated lane widths.  
 
Response:  The grades for the intersection and associated lane widths were also based on field 
observations (See sketches in Appendix E of the Traffic Impact Study) as well as available 
NYSDOT record plan information (Appendix I of the Traffic Impact Study).  
 
Comment B.3.19: Turn factors. The analysis appears to utilize default turn factors for right-turn 
and left-turn lanes, which are primarily reserved for standard 90-degree turns at a typical 
intersection. The use of these default factors may overstate/understate analysis results, particularly 
at skewed intersections Several study intersections are skewed such that the turn factors should be 
adjusted up/down to account for the angle of the turn. This includes the following locations: 

a. South Street & Harriman Drive 
b. NYS Route 207 & Main Street/Church Street 
c. NYS Route 17M & Duck Farm Road 
d. NYS Route 17M & West Avenue/Chester Shopping Center Driveway 
e. NYS Route 17M & NYS Route 94 
f. NYS Route 17M & Kings Highway/Lehigh Avenue 

 
Response:  Relative to the intersection angle, based on capacity analysis criteria, the intersections 
that have severe angles were adjusted; which is the case for Locations b and f.  The angles at the 
other intersections are within the normal range. In any event, we have also completed an additional 
analysis with a saturation adjustment for these locations. 
 
Comment B.3.20: Right–turn-on-red (RTOR).  Several study intersections appear to restrict 
RTOR’s. While the analysis does show RTOR’s restricted at some locations, there are other locations, 
based on field observations, where the analysis does not correctly show the RTOR restriction. The 
Applicant should update the analysis to reflect the RTOR restriction, particularly at the following 
intersections: 
 

a. NYS Route 17M & NYS Route 94 
b. NYS Route 17M & West Avenue/Chester Shopping Center Driveway 

 
Response:  The RTOR restrictions are reflected in the revised analysis for referenced locations a. 
and b. above. The revised analyses are contained in the FEIS Traffic Study.  While the box within 
the SYNCHRO inputs was not checked to denote the RTOR restriction at this intersection, the 
HCM 2010 analysis does not account for any RTOR volumes, and therefore, no credit for RTOR 
has been taken in the analysis.  This is shown in the HCM 2010 analysis report printouts contained 
in Appendix D of the Revised Traffic Impact Study (Appendix E).   
 
Comment B.3.21: Pedestrian counts. The Applicant should provide a figure(s) showing the peak 
hour pedestrian volumes for all hours studied. In addition, it appears that the pedestrian volumes 
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were not accounted for in the analysis to determine their effect on turning movements at 
intersections. The Applicant should account for all pedestrian volumes in the analysis. 
 
Response:  Pedestrian counts were conducted at most intersections and that data is included in the 
traffic study technical appendix of this FEIS.  At those locations, where no pedestrian or minimal 
pedestrians were counted, the analysis was adjusted accordingly to satisfy NYSDOT signal 
phasing requirements. The revised analyses are contained in the FEIS Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.3.22: Peak hour factors.  The Applicant calculated and utilized individual intersection 
peak hour factors in their analysis. While it is understood that the Highway Capacity Manual 
(HCM) recommends this method, a more conservative analysis would utilize peak hour factors for 
each individual intersection movement. The Applicant should update the peak hour factors in the 
analysis to provide the most conservative approach or confirm that the total intersection method is 
appropriate, based upon the actual coordination of the 15-minute peaks at each intersection. 
 
Response:  The peak hour factors are based on the results of actual counts and were used in the 
analysis consistent with the Highway Capacity Manual methodology and NYSDOT. The peak 
hour factors utilized were consistent between Existing, No-Build and Build conditions.  The use 
of a peak hour factor for each individual movement was not done, but the consistency of phf’s 
between Existing, No-Build, and Build conditions was included and is the most significant factor 
to allow an accurate cross comparison of the results. It is also likely that at some locations the phf’s 
may actually increase in the future No-Build and Build conditions.  
 
Comment B.3.23: Traffic signal phasing/ timing.  The Applicant has not provided traffic signal 
timing information, including pedestrian signal timings, for the intersection of NYS Route 207 & 
Main Street/Church Street. The Applicant should clarify how the traffic signal phasing and timings 
were determined for this location, as it appears that the signal phasing in the analysis is in conflict. 
If traffic signal phasing and timings were determined in the field, the backup data should be 
provided. In addition, the Applicant proposes to widen the eastbound North Connector Road 
approach at its intersection with South Street. The Applicant should ensure the proposed traffic 
signal timing allows enough time for pedestrians to cross the widened eastbound leg of this 
intersection under the Build with Improvement conditions. 
 
Response:  The traffic signal timing information was based on NYSDOT and/or field 
observations.  Additional information relative to this is now contained in the FEIS Traffic Study 
Appendix.  The proposed signal timings at the South Street and North Connector Road intersection 
now reflect the pedestrian phasing. 
 
Comment B.3.24: Pedestrian phasing/ calls. The analysis utilizes the pedestrian phasing and timing 
data included in the traffic signal timings in the study… The Applicant has also utilized a specific 
number of pedestrian push-button calls for the pedestrian phases in the analysis.  The Applicant 
should clarify how the number of pedestrian push-button calls were determined.  
 
Response:  Other information on the number of pedestrian calls is included in the analysis in the 
FEIS Traffic Study Appendix A. 
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Comment B.3.25: Vehicle detection. The vehicle detection parameters were adjusted in the 
analysis, which would have an effect on the analysis results. The Applicant should clarify how the 
vehicle detection areas were determined. 
 
Response:  Vehicle detection for the intersections was based on the existing information from 
NYSDOT signal plan and operations data as contained in the Appendix of the FEIS Traffic Study. 
At those intersections where upgrades were identified, additional actuation was included as per 
NYSDOT requirements. 
 
Comment B.3.26:  Storage Lane Length.  Existing and future storage lane lengths at several 
intersections appear to conflict with field observations and/or conceptual improvement plans 
provided by the Applicant. All storage lengths should be checked to ensure consistency and revised 
in the analysis where appropriate.  
 
Response:  The storage lane lengths were based on field conditions under Existing conditions. 
Under future conditions, the Exhibit indicating the conceptual plans have been revised to reflect 
the storage lane lengths that are now proposed based on the revised analysis results. 
 

Comment B.3.27: NYS Route 17M/ North Connector Road and South Street. The Conceptual 
Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 1 [of the Traffic Impact Study] shows the proposed 
southwest South Street approach to consist of one exclusive left-turn lane and one shared 
through/right-turn lane, with an approximate 100’ of storage for the shared lane. However, the 
intersection is analyzed with the left-turn lane having 100’ of storage. The Applicant should correct 
this discrepancy. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan and is no longer applicable.  
The following response is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although 
it relates to aspects of the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's 
revised plans. 
 
The storage lane length for the left turn lane has been increased to indicate the proper distances to 
accommodate the vehicle loading. 
 
Comment B.3.28: NYS Route 17M/North Connector Road & South Street.  The Conceptual 
Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 1 [of the Traffic Impact Study] shows the proposed 
southeast North Connector Road exclusive right-turn lane extending past the pedestrian crosswalk. 
Vehicles stopped in this lane would essentially block the pedestrian access path.  This is of 
particular concern considering the Applicant is proposing to eliminate the sidewalk along the east 
side of the South Street overpass thereby forcing all pedestrians to the sidewalk on the west side 
of the overpass… The applicant should update this plan accordingly.  
 
Response:  In response to public and Board member concerns, the proposed traffic mitigation has 
been revised to relocated Exist 125 to satisfy FHWA requirements interchange spacing for the 
future I-86 conversion and provide a new bridge over NYS Route 17 with a direct connection to 
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Harriman Drive.  This will reduce the volume of traffic on local roads, including the South Street 
overpass.  As a result, this overpass will no longer require widening and no sidewalks will be 
eliminated.  The widening of the South Street overpass and other previously proposed mitigations 
have, however, been included in the Traffic Impact Study as an alternative to be implemented 
should the NYSDOT not approve the preferred mitigation plan. Under that alternative, a separate 
pedestrian bridge would be constructed, on the east side of the existing roadway, to ensure safe 
pedestrian movement in light of their elimination on the South Street overpass.  
 
Comment B.3.29: South Street and Harriman Drive.  In the alternate improvement analysis which 
utilizes an exclusive right-turn lane and a shared left-turn/ right-turn lane on the westbound 
Harriman Drive approach, the capacity analysis shows one receiving lane destined northbound 
over the South Street overpass.  Duel right-turns must have two receiving lanes to operate safely 
and efficiently.  The Applicant should correct the analysis for this improvement condition.   
 
Response: This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
The analysis for that alternative has been revised to reflect two lanes per direction on South Street 
at Harriman Drive. This includes the two receiving lanes southbound to accommodate a dual right 
turn movement from Harriman Drive. 
 
Comment B.3.30: South Street & Harriman Drive.  The Applicant does not show any crosswalks 
at this intersection [of South Street and Harriman Drive] in the Conceptual Improvement Plan 
(Exhibit 1).  This is of particular concern considering the Applicant is proposing to eliminate the 
sidewalk along the east side of the South Street overpass thereby forcing all pedestrians to the 
sidewalk on the west side of the overpass which leads directly to west side of this intersection. The 
applicant should update this plan accordingly. 
 
Response:  While the proposed traffic mitigation is intended to reduce project related traffic on 
the local road network, the updated traffic mitigation concept plan shows crosswalks at all 
approaches of this intersection.  See response to Comment B.3.28 above. 
 
Comment B.3.31: Harriman Drive and BOCES Entry/ Exit-only driveways.  The Conceptual 
Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 1 shows a striped median along Harriman Drive across 
both BOCES Entry and Exit-Only Driveways. The Applicant should explain how this median 
will affect left-turns into the Entry-Only Driveway and left-turns out of the Exit-Only Driveway.  
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
The initial Conceptual Improvement Plan in the DEIS showed a striped median.  This was modified 
at the BOCES driveway to indicate an opening and turn lane provisions for left turn movements 
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into or out of the driveways as appropriate under that alternative. The plan under that alternative 
would accommodate the entering and exiting left turn movement at these driveways. 
 
Comment B.3.32: South Street Overpass. The Applicant proposes to eliminate one sidewalk on 
the overpass to provide a four-lane cross section along South Street between its intersections with 
Harriman Drive and NYS Route 17M/North Connector Road, as illustrated in Exhibit 5. However, 
the Conceptual Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 1 shows a three-lane cross section along 
this section of South Street. In addition, the capacity analysis for the improvement condition only 
considers a three-lane section. The Applicant should correct this discrepancy 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.3.28 above.  
 
Comment B.3.33: Flyover from NYS Route 17 Westbound to Harriman Drive. The Conceptual 
Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 7 [in the Traffic Impact Study] shows construction of a 
new flyover ramp from NYS Route 17 westbound over NYS Route 17 eastbound and Harriman 
Drive, directly unimpeded into the Site Access Driveway. However, the capacity analysis for this 
improvement condition has the flyover meeting at a signalized intersection along Harriman Drive 
before proceeding into the Site Access Driveway. The Applicant should correct this discrepancy. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
The reason why a signalized intersection was included at Harriman Drive where the flyover 
connects to Harriman Drive was to allow the simulation to run.  Otherwise, there is no controlled 
intersection to model.  This was a conservative analysis and there was no proposal for a signalized 
intersection at the flyover ramp entering the connection to the property under that access 
alternative.  However, the revised Traffic Impact Study shows a revised layout with a new 
proposed bridge over NYS Route 17 into the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.3.34: NYS Route 17 Mainline, East of Exit 125. The section of NYS Route 17, east 
of Exit 125, is analyzed as three lanes in each direction in all study conditions, including existing 
conditions. Currently, only two lanes exist in each direction along this stretch of highway. The 
Applicant should remove the added lanes from the existing conditions analysis.  If the Applicant 
is not proposing to build the additional lane in each direction, the added lanes should also be 
removed from the future condition analyses. 
 
Response:  Route 17 at the existing Exit 125 EB has a three-lane section for a short distance before 
the roadway transitions to two lanes immediately to the east.  The analysis has been revised to 
reflect the two lanes per direction further east of this point. Additional improvements proposed by 
the Applicant do include the provision of a continuous lane from the relocated Exit 125 on-ramp 
westbound to match into the existing three lane section. 
 
Comment B.3.35: In general, there are several instances where Level of Service (LOS), 
Delay/Density and Queue values listed on the detailed LOS summary table do not match the 
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results shown in the Synchro analysis files.  The applicant should resolve any inconsistencies 
between the analysis results and LOS Summary Tables.  
 
Response:  The Level of Service and Queue Tables have been updated to reflect the final 
SYNCHRO files and are now consistent with the SYNCHRO outputs.  Note that the SYNCHRO 
was completed using Version 8, as used by NYSDOT. 
 
Comment B.3.36: Tables No.1 through 18 list degradations in analysis results from the No Build 
condition to the Build/Build with Improvements condition that are of particular concern.  [Several 
of these conditions are] critical degradations in the Build/Build with Improvements condition.   
 
Response:  Many of the results of the analysis have changed based on revised analysis and revised 
traffic mitigations as discussed in Chapter I above and in the revised Traffic Impact Study in 
Appendix E.   
 
Comment B.3.37: During the Typical Weekday Peak AM Hour, the southbound South Street 
shared left-turn/through lane at Harriman Drive exceeds the storage length by over 300’. This 
could have profound effects on the South Street overpass and intersections upstream.  
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
The storage lane on Harriman Drive for the DEIS mitigation plan has been increased to 
accommodate the expected demand under that alternative. (See Exhibit 1 in the revised traffic 
study) 
 
Comment B.3.38: During the Summer Friday Peak AM Hour, the intersection of NYS Route 207 
& Main Street/Church Street experiences significant failing Levels of Service. Although some of 
the movements/approaches at this intersection fail in the No-Build condition, the additional traffic 
volume generated by the Project at this intersection further exacerbates the delays at the 
intersection and no mitigation is proposed. This could have significant effects on nearby 
intersections. 
 
Response:  The intersection of Route 207 and Main Street/Church Street was reanalyzed for the 
Friday Peak AM Hour and the additional mitigation now includes additional actuation and 
provision of the cable modem as per NYSDOT requirements. 
 
Comment B.3.39: During the Summer Friday Peak PM Hour, several segments along NYS Route 
17 experience failing Levels of Service. Although some of the segments fail in the No-Build 
condition, the additional traffic volume generated by the Project along these segments further 
exacerbates the densities at these locations. 
 
Response:  The proposed improvements, which include the relocation of NYS Route 17 Exit 125, 
will address many of the locations that experience failing Levels of Service along the Route 17 
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mainline during the Summer Friday Peak PM Hour. This includes traffic in the westbound 
direction, which is addressed by the continuation of the three (3) section along Route 17 from the 
relocated Exit 125 westbound on-ramp up to the existing three (3) section in the vicinity of the 
existing Exit 125 westbound ramps.  
 
Furthermore, during the summer season, the existing roadway network experiences significant 
delays on Route 17 on Sunday afternoons (approximately 8 Peak Summer Sundays), which 
generally begins peaking around 3pm. During those time periods, based on observations of traffic 
flows in the area, a portion of the existing Route 17 eastbound traffic currently exits at Exit 125 
Eastbound, proceeds to Harriman Drive and then to South Street and onto Route 17M Eastbound 
to avoid the existing congestion on Route 17. This is also a time when some traffic typically begins 
to start exiting the LEGOLAND Park. This condition and associated delays which presently occur 
during these time periods will continue to occur with or without the Proposed Project until longer 
terms plans including possible widening to three lanes are completed for the Route 17/I-86 
Corridor. During these approximately eight summer Sundays, this diverted traffic will be better 
accommodated by some of the improvements being implemented in association with 
LEGOLAND. 
 
Comment B.3.40: During the Summer Sunday Peak Afternoon Hour, many intersections and 
roadway segments experience failing Levels of Service and queues that extend well beyond the 
available storage space provided, even with the proposed mitigation. These results indicate a 
crippling effect on traffic along the roadways surrounding the Project during this time period. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.3.39.   
 
Comment B.3.41: During the Summer Friday Peak PM Hour with Exit 125 Closed, the northbound 
South Street left-turn lane at NYS Route 17M/North Connector Road exceeds the storage length 
by almost 250’. This could have significant effects on the South Street overpass and upstream 
intersections. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
This plan is no longer the preferred means of traffic mitigation.  However, under the “Summer 
Friday with Exit 125 closed” alternative, the storage length on South Street and the Route 
17M/North Connector Road has been extended to accommodate the expected demand. The revised 
analysis is contained in the FEIS Traffic Study Appendix. 
 
Comment B.3.42: During the Summer Sunday Peak Afternoon Hour with Direct NYS Route 17 
Westbound Flyover Access, the intersection of South Street & NYS Route 17M/North Connector 
Road experiences significant failing Levels of Service, even with the proposed improvements. 
These delays could have serious effects on nearby intersections. In addition, the Site Access 
Driveway will experience significant delays and queues during this condition. 
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Response:  Under the “Route 17 Westbound Flyover Access” traffic scenario, during the Summer 
Sunday Peak Afternoon Hour, the intersection of South Street and Route 17M/North Connector 
Road had identified poor Levels of Service which is the result of existing traffic diversions from 
Route 17 that currently occur during this time period. Improvements identified in the proposed 
traffic mitigation, at the South Street and Route 17M intersection, should improve this condition.  
In addition, the analysis of the site access driveway indicates that the delay and queues can be 
accommodated with the currently proposed improvements at this location. 
 
Comment B.3.43: At the intersection of South Street and Harriman Drive, there are several 
instances where the southbound left-turn lane storage is exceeded which can have ripple effects on 
upstream intersections, such as South Street & North Connector Road/NYS Route 17M. The 
Applicant should discuss the impact at upstream locations, where queues exceed available storage. 
If the queues significantly impact the upstream locations, which is not borne out by the microscopic 
intersection analysis, then the Applicant needs to adequately address these queues to provide a 
representative analysis and appropriate mitigation if there are significant impacts, due to Proposed 
Project-generated traffic. 
 
Response:  The preferred site access alternative with the relocated Exit 125 interchange 
significantly reduces any Project generated traffic expected at this location. 
 
Comment B.3.44: At the intersections of Harriman Drive with the BOCES Exit-Only and East 
Driveways, the BOCES Driveways fail during many Peak Hour conditions studied. In addition, 
the LOS results are not shown for the BOCES Entry-Only Driveway. LOS results, however minor, 
should be reported for the westbound left-turn across eastbound through traffic into the BOCES 
Entry-Only Driveway. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
At the BOCES driveway, a traffic signal was proposed for the Exit Only driveway under the 
original South Street access alternative. There is no Level of Service computed for the Entry Only 
driveway since there are no conflicting vehicle movements.  In order to compute the delay for 
entering vehicles, a single vehicle was added exiting the driveway to allow the model to compute 
a Level of Service for this movement.  This is reflected in the revised table of the FEIS Traffic 
Study. 
 
Comment B.3.45: At the intersection of NYS Route 207 & Main Street/Church Street, there are 
occurrences where the delay is better in the Build condition when compared to the No-Build 
condition. While very minor improvements to delay are sometimes experienced due to the 
additional traffic reducing the overall average delay per vehicle, there are instances in the analysis 
where the delay is bettered by over 8 seconds with no improvements proposed. The Applicant 
should explain this improvement in delay. 
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Response:  The analysis has been revised and updated accordingly.  Additional mitigation has 
been proposed to improve operations at this intersection. 
 
Comment B.3.46: The Applicant provides the number of vehicles, pedestrians and bicyclists at the 
three Orange County Heritage Trail Crossings studied, but no measures of effectiveness. The 
Applicant should provide the HCM 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Pedestrian LOS report for these 
locations for all conditions analyzed to determine the effects on pedestrian safety as a result of the 
additional traffic generated by the Project. 
 
Response:  The analysis of the Heritage Trail crossings at South Street, Duck Farm Road and Old 
Chester Road have been revised to include the HCM 2010 Pedestrian Mode analysis. The results 
of these analyses are summarized in Tables No. 1-PED through 9-PED. The results indicate that 
each of the crossings will continue to operate at acceptable levels of service in the future both with 
and without the Project.. Additional measures to improve existing and future pedestrian safety 
have been proposed and incorporated into the exhibits.  In addition, a 6-foot shoulder will be 
provided on Harriman Drive to and onto the Project site from the Village to accommodate 
pedestrians and bicyclists coming to LEGOLAND. Any pedestrian or bicyclist access issues 
related to the relocated Exit 125, if any, will be addressed by NYSDOT as part of its Highway 
Work Permit. 
 
Comment B.3.47: PDE has reviewed the SimTraffic Simulation Models provided electronically 
by the Applicant. The Applicant only recorded the peak 15 minutes during each peak hour analysis 
period. This was performed due to limit the data file sizes to allow better file transfer ability. All 
Simulation Models will need to be updated with the revised analysis, based upon the comments 
contained herein. Additionally, the full one hour of vehicle loading and recording should be 
provided to demonstrate the overall operations during the entire Peak Hour. 
 
Based upon a review of the Simulation Models provided (subject to additional revisions), 
significant backups are shown during particular Peak Hours in many areas surrounding the 
Proposed Project. This includes backups on the NYS Route 17 mainline, Harriman Drive 
approaching the proposed roundabout, as well as the South Street overpass. 
 
Although the use of the SimTraffic Simulation modeling software is proprietary to users that own 
the software, the Applicant should consider presenting Simulation Models to the public for critical 
time periods by physically recording the Simulation Models in a viewable format and/or showing 
at a public presentation. The simulations, for all time periods and mitigation alternatives, provide 
a better understanding of the analysis results for the non- technical reviewer.  
 
Response:  Simulation modeling was completed in accordance with requirements of the NYSDOT 
requirements. The purpose of the simulation is to help identify additional operational issues which 
may occur. However, the basis of the SYNCHRO analysis is the delay computations and queuing 
computations, which are summarized in the tables contained in the traffic report. The simulations 
were provided to NYSDOT and PDE for their use in the review of the Project.  The SimTraffic 
Model files were provided to the Town’s traffic consultant.  Since these files require proprietary 
software to execute, they are not included in the FEIS. 
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Comment B.3.48: LEGOLAND traffic arriving from NYS Route 17 from the east will be directed 
via signing to use the Exit 124 Interchange. Continued coordination with NYSDOT on the 
potential Exit 124 and Exit 125 interchange modifications for I-86 conversion will be required. 
Additional improvements beyond signage may be necessary, as drivers will be using GPS and that 
will likely direct them to use Exit 125. The Applicant may need to coordinate with software 
developers (i.e. Google/Apple) in order to have Exit 124 identified as the route in their mapping 
applications. Even with these accommodations, traffic will still likely utilize Exit 125. As noted 
previously, the Applicant should provide analysis with consideration given to traffic that will 
utilize this Exit versus Exit 124. It is also noted that the Future I-86 conversion would close Exit 
125 and shift Exit 124 further east to provide more spacing between Exit 123 and Exit 124 to 
conform to FHWA guidelines. The Applicant should discuss the impacts of shifting Exit 124 
further east on their analysis. This will lessen the amount of storage available in the dedicated 
right-turn lane coming from NYS Route 17 to North Connector to the intersection at South Street. 
 
Response:  In order to satisfy FHWA interchange spacing requirements for the future I-86 
conversion, the revised traffic mitigation plans proposes to relocate the Exit 125 interchange 
further to the east. The revised mitigation also proposes a bridge at the new Exit 125 to provide 
more direct access from NYS Route 17 to the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.3.49: [The traffic plan in the DEIS shows widening of] NYS Route 17-Exit 124 ramp 
to provide an additional lane on the off ramp and develop a channelized continuous right turn lane 
exiting the ramp and dual left turn lanes both entering and exiting the ramp. See [comment] above 
concerning shifting Exit 125 further east with the future I-86 conversion. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.3.48.  Based upon the revised mitigation plan, widening 
of Exit 124 ramps is no longer proposed.   
 
Comment B.3.50: [The traffic plan recommends widening] the intersection of South Street and 
NYS Route 17M to provide separate left turn lanes on all approaches and separate channelized 
separate right turn lanes on the eastbound approach. [It further recommends reconstructing] the 
sidewalks at this intersection. As noted previously, the adequacy of storage lengths in the turn 
lanes need to be verified that they accommodate the queues anticipated. Additionally, the 
Conceptual Improvement Plan illustrated on Figure III-13 does not illustrate a fully channelized 
right-turn lane on the North Connector Road approach to South Street, as indicated. Additionally, 
the Applicant should verify whether queues on South Street will extend past Orange County 
Heritage Trail crossing. This could impact pedestrians/bicyclists attempting to cross South Street, 
thus creating an unsafe condition with an increase in potential vehicular/ pedestrian/bicyclist 
conflicts. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
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The intersection of South Street and Route 17M has been revised to include separate left turn lane 
extensions beyond those shown on the original exhibit. The expected queues are now 
accommodated (See Exhibit 1 in the Traffic Impact Study).  An alternative, has been evaluated for 
a potential roundabout at this location, is shown on Exhibit 1A.  
 
The storage lanes have been adjusted to reflect the anticipated queues.  In addition to extending 
the storage lengths to accommodate the queues, subject to various approvals, the plan proposes to 
fully signalize the Heritage Trail Crossing at South Street along with the other improvements 
noted; including a potential raised crosswalk (See Exhibit 2).  
 
Comment B.3.51: [The traffic plan recommends upgrading] shoulders to full depth pavement on 
South Street between NYS Route 17M and Harriman Drive to provide a three to four lane roadway 
cross section. Elimination of shoulders for use as live travel lanes will have impacts with respect 
to snow removal, as the ‘snow shelf’ will no longer be available for removed snow to be out of the 
travel lanes and/or off the sidewalks. Additionally, the Applicant should identify how other 
signage/utilities are impacted by making the shoulder area a live lane. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
In those areas where shoulder sections are being improved to full depth pavement and a live travel 
lane, where required, a snow storage shelf has now been added. Under the preferred improvement 
alternative, sign relocations and/or adjustments to existing overhead and underground utilities will 
be required. The details of these modifications to existing signage and utilities will be determined 
as part of the detailed design for the off-site improvements, which will be conducted as part of the 
Highway Work Permit process with NYSDOT. 
 
Comment B.3.52: [The traffic plan recommends widening] the southbound approach to the South 
Street Bridge to allow for the added lane from the channelized right turn discussed [in Comment 
B.3.50]. As noted previously, the channelized right-turn lane is not illustrated on the Conceptual 
Improvement Plan. Additionally, widening via use of shoulder area will have potential impacts on 
snow removal, signage and utilities as noted above. 
 
Response:  Based on the revised traffic mitigations, modifications to South Street are no longer 
proposed as part of the preferred traffic mitigation plan.   
 
Comment B.3.53: [The traffic plan recommends modifying] the South Street Bridge structure to 
accommodate an additional lane by widening and reconstructing the sidewalk to be on one side of 
the bridge (see Exhibit 5). An alternate improvement with an added structure for pedestrians on 
the east side of the bridge is shown on Exhibit 5A in Appendix M. The Conceptual Improvement 
Plan only illustrates a three-lane cross-section, but Exhibit 5 illustrates a four-lane cross-section. 
The Applicant should confirm what is being proposed in this area and update any 
Exhibits/Analysis accordingly. Additionally, if an additional live vehicle loaded lane is added to 
the bridge, the Applicant needs to discuss the existing bridge’s infrastructure to support this added 
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load. Finally, the cantilever sidewalk option illustrated in Exhibit 5A needs to be further addressed 
with respect to the bridge’s ability to support this added structure, as well as a commitment by the 
Applicant as to whether they are formally proposing this… mitigation. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
As per the revised Traffic Impact study, the modifications described above are not the preferred 
traffic mitigation plan but are still described as an alternative.  
 
However, the referenced Exhibit 1 has been revised to be consistent with Exhibit 5, which shows 
a four lane cross section on the South Street Bridge under this alternative plan. As per NYSDOT 
input, the bridge can accommodate the additional live load resulting from the added lane since this 
was incorporated in the original bridge design. The sidewalk option has been eliminated from the 
bridge and a separate pedestrian bridge structure crossing over Route 17 under this alternative. 
 
Comment B.3.54: [The traffic plan recommends the restriping of] the South Street Bridge approach 
to provide a left and left/through lane at the Harriman Drive intersection. The proposed double 
left-turn movement from South Street onto Harriman Drive, which will handle approximately 80% 
of the Proposed Project-generated traffic will require vehicles to oversteer to make this left-turn 
because of the skewed angle of the Harriman Drive approach to this intersection. The Applicant 
should consider realignment of the intersection to provide a standard 90-degree angle at this 
intersection to better accommodate the overwhelming majority of traffic arriving to the Proposed 
Project. As noted previously, if realignment is not proposed then the analysis must make 
appropriate adjustments in the turn factors to account for the skewed angle. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
As per the revised Traffic Impact study, the modifications described above are not the preferred 
traffic mitigation plan but are still described as an alternative.  The widening under this alternative 
will accommodate the dual turning movement and there is no need for further realignment of this 
intersection. 
 
Comment B.3.55: [The traffic plan recommends the widening of] Harriman Drive to provide a two 
lane receiver for left turns from South Street. 
 
Response:  This comment is no longer applicable based on revisions to the proposed traffic 
mitigation plans.   
 
Comment B.3.56: [The traffic plan recommends widening] the Harriman Drive westbound 
approach to South Street to provide a separate right and a separate left turn lane. Some of the 
analysis proposes a double right-turn movement from Harriman Drive to South Street to support 
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the added traffic at this location departing the Proposed Project, as well as diversions from NYS 
Route 17 at Exit 125 when backups exist along the NYS Route 17 mainline. The Applicant should 
clarify whether the double right- turn movement is proposed from Harriman Drive and if so then 
an associated receiver lane will be needed on the South Street overpass. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 1A show the lanes under this access alternative plan with Exhibit 5A 
providing details of the lane geometry/cross section on the South Street Bridge under this 
alternative plan. 
 
Comment B.3.57: [The traffic plan recommends the installation of an] adaptive traffic signal with 
full actuation at the intersection of South Street and Harriman Drive. Although the analysis does 
not provide a mechanism to quantify the benefits of the adaptive traffic signal system, the 
Applicant should provide further discussion on this equipment on how it may serve to benefit the 
traffic travelling in the area. 
 
Response:  Adaptive traffic signals are used to allow traffic signals to be more demand responsive 
to actual traffic conditions. For example, the provision of multiple lane (full) detection, which 
allows adjustments to specific volume variations throughout the day which improves the efficiency 
of vehicles processing through signalized intersections. The incorporation of this system will 
benefit the traveling public by being more demand responsive to actual conditions. As per 
NYSDOT criteria, cable modems are also part of the requirements to allow the connection of the 
traffic signal to the Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) as specified in item 4, on page 
2 of their December 15, 2016 letter.  Cable modems will be installed by the Project Sponsor at any 
new and/or modified traffic signal as part of the preferred mitigation plan. 
 
Comment B.3.58:  [Regarding plans to] upgrade/replace the existing traffic signals at the NYS 
Route 17 Exit 124 westbound ramp/N. Connector, and at the South Street and NYS Route 17M 
intersections. 
 
Response:  Based on the proposed traffic mitigation the referenced improvements are no longer 
proposed. Also see response to Comment B.3.28. 
 
Comment B.3.59: [The traffic plan recommends the installation of] an actuated traffic signal at the 
Exit 125 westbound off ramp subject to NYSDOT approval. The Applicant should indicate 
whether there is an alternative improvement if the NYSDOT does not approve the proposed traffic 
signal installation. The Applicant should conduct a Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis in accordance 
with the guidelines set forth in the “Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices”, published by 
the USDOT. 
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Response:  Based on the revised mitigation plan, signalization of the existing Exit 125 westbound 
ramps intersection is no longer proposed as these ramps are now proposed to be relocated to the 
east.  
 
Comment B.3.60: [Regarding plans to] interconnect traffic signals and install adaptive signal 
technology including video detection, software and hardware in accordance with NYSDOT 
requirements, as specified in their June 28, 2016 letter to the Town of Goshen, at the following 
intersections: 
 

a. NYS Route 17M/South Street 
b. NYS Route 17M/Exit 124 Westbound Off Ramp 
c. South Street and Harriman Drive 
d. NYS Route 17M/Exit 125 Westbound Off Ramp 
 

See comment above concerning adaptive signal technology. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.3.57 above.  
 
Comment B.3.61: [Regarding modification of] the eastbound Exit 125 interchange to include 
additional stacking for off-ramp as well as construction of additional geometric improvements 
including possibly a roundabout or loop ramp consistent with preliminary NYSDOT plans for the 
potential interchange modification. The Applicant should provide further discussion on the ‘loop 
ramp’ improvement. There is no mention or analysis concerning this improvement in the Traffic 
Impact Study report. 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan.  The following response 
is provided to ensure a complete response on all DEIS comments, although it relates to aspects of 
the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans. 
 
The loop ramp was an alternative that was presented in the Town Comprehensive Plan as an 
alternate to the roundabout at Exit 125 eastbound to improve the ramp radius and to increase 
vehicle storage on the off-ramp.   
 
Comment B.3.62: [Regarding the plan to] signalize the intersection of Harriman Drive and the 
Glen Arden access drive. The Applicant should conduct a Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis in 
accordance with the guidelines set forth in the “Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices”, 
published by the USDOT. 
 
Response:  A Traffic signal warrant analysis was completed as requested for Harriman Drive and 
the Glen Arden access. This analysis indicates that a traffic signal would only be required at this 
location to accommodate peak flows under the South Street Bridge access scheme alternative (no 
direct connection to Harriman Drive) depicted on Exhibit 1 of the Traffic Impact Study. 
 
Comment B.3.63: [Other proposed improvements include] widening the Harriman Drive 
eastbound approach to provide a separate right turn lane for traffic entering the Glen Arden access, 
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[reconstructing] the existing vertical curve on Harriman Drive east of Glen Arden to improve sight 
distances consistent with the roadway design speed, [and implementing other various signing and 
striping improvements [as discussed in the DEIS].  
 
Response:  Narrative only.  No response necessary.   
 
Comment B.3.64: [Regarding the implementation of] signal timing improvements at various area 
intersections, as identified in the Level of Service summary tables (in the DEIS). The Applicant 
must specifically identify the traffic signal timing adjustments at each particular location and verify 
whether they are also including phasing improvements that would require upgrading the existing 
traffic signal hardware. 
 
Response:  Tables No. 1 through 9 in the Traffic Impact Study have been updated to reflect the 
appropriate notes to indicate the provision of modems as per NYSDOT requirements as specified 
in their letter, dated December 15, 2016.  The provision of modems at proposed traffic signals to 
be installed as part of the off-site improvements is discussed in Item 23 on page 48 of the Revised 
Traffic Impact Study.  The proposed signal timing modifications for other off-site intersections are 
now detailed in Table TS-1 contained in Appendix B of the Revised Traffic Impact Study. 
 
Comment B.3.65: The Duck Farm Road [Heritage Trail] crossing has very low traffic volumes 
crossing this, however, the close proximity to Route 17 was also considered. Based upon current 
signing at that location and the existing conditions, recommendations for improvements were 
identified and are shown on Exhibit 3. The improvements include replacing signing with updated 
signing in conformance with the MUTCD and restriping the crossing with thermoplastic or epoxy 
striping to increase visibility. Also, clearing of vegetation on either side of the rail trail in the 
vicinity of the intersection to improve visibility for both motor vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians. 
The Applicant should give consideration to installing guiderail along NYS Route 17M to limit the 
potential for vehicles errantly leaving NYS Route 17M at high speed and conflicting with 
pedestrians/bicyclists utilizing the trail. Pedestrian warning signs should be supplemented with 
solar powered flashing beacons around perimeter of sign. Additional consideration should be given 
to enhancing the safety/visibility of the crossing via a textured or raised crosswalk. 
 
Response: The additional measures, including guide rail, solar powered flashing beacons, etc. are 
now included in Exhibit 3 of the Traffic Improvement Study. Note that a textured pavement 
crossing at this location is also proposed. 
 
Comment B.3.66: At the South Street Heritage Trail crossing, the traffic volumes are already 
significant and will increase with the local LEGOLAND traffic. This crossing should be 
considered for signal control. The signal control could be a “Rapidly Flashing Beacon” (RFB) in 
advance of the crossing to advise motorists of the crossing location and/or a fully signalized 
crossing, which would be actuated by pedestrians and would stop vehicles on South Street. Other 
vegetative pruning/clearing and signing updates are also recommended at this location. Exhibit 2 
shows each of these options conceptually. If the pedestrian crossing will be fully signalized, then 
this must be analyzed accordingly. Other improvements that should be considered at this location  
include realigning the crossing to make it more perpendicular with South Street to shorten the 
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crossing distance, as well as enhancing the safety/visibility of the crossing via a textured or raised 
crosswalk. 
 
Response: The proposal is to fully signalize this location if permitted by the County and the 
Village of Goshen. This intersection has now been analyzed accordingly. A minor realignment of 
the crossing at South Street is shown and the textured crosswalk is also now indicated. (See Exhibit 
2 in the Traffic Study Appendix.)  See also response to Comment B.3.46.  The Project Sponsor 
will need to obtain necessary approvals to permit and construct the proposed improvements at this 
location from the Village of Goshen and Orange County.  As part of that permitting process it may 
be determined that a traffic signal is not feasible at this location.  In that event the following 
improvements should also be considered: 
 

1. Provide a 90-degree crossing of South Street to shorten the crossing distance for 
pedestrians/bicyclists (this should be considered with or without signalization) 

2. Installation of a High Intensity Activated CrossWalk (HAWK) Beacon   
3. Installation of Rapid Flashing Beacon signage 
4. Textured and/or visually enhanced crosswalk 

 
The most viable improvement that would best enhance safety at this location should be selected 
based upon the permitting process with the Village of Goshen and/or Orange County, as well as 
input from the Town of Goshen and their consultants.  The viability of any such improvement will 
be contingent upon available right-of-way. 
 
Comment B.3.67: At the intersection of the Heritage Trail crossing and Old Chester Road, the 
crossing is more visible than the other two crossings. However, new signing should be installed 
on both of the Old Chester Road approaches as well as the rail trail approaches and the striping of 
the crossing should be done with either an epoxy or thermoplastic striping for better visibility. 
Some minor pruning of vegetation in the northwest and northeast quadrant of the crossing would 
also improve visibility for motorists and trail users. At each of the crossings, in addition to the 
“Stop” signs on the rail crossing approaches, advanced “Stop Sign Ahead” intersection signing 
should also be installed (see Exhibit 4). Pedestrian warning signs should be supplemented with 
solar powered flashing beacons around perimeter of sign. Additional consideration should be given 
to enhancing the safety/visibility of the crossing via a textured or raised crosswalk. 
 
Response: Additional pedestrian warning signs including solar powered flashing beacons as well 
as textured pavement have been added to this location to enhance the safety and visibility of such. 
(See revised Exhibit 4 in Traffic Study Appendix M) 
 
Comment B.3.68: Transit access to and from the site should be improved to reduce automobile 
trips. With the anticipated regional draw including from urban centers south and east of the site, it 
is recommended that bus service connecting from various collecting points, such as the 
LEGOLAND Discovery Center in Yonkers, NY and a pickup point in Manhattan, be developed 
to encourage bus transport to and from the site to reduce the number of automobile trips. These 
types of transit accommodations could also be coordinated with other major generators in the area 
such as the Woodbury Common Premium Outlets. For example, Woodbury Common currently 
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has express bus service to and from Manhattan. This type of service could be expanded to include 
LEGOLAND as a separate destination. Possible coordination of services with the Harriman Train 
Station and possibly other stations along the Harlem Line should also be explored for a transit 
connection to the site. The Applicant should clarify whether they are proposing to provide these 
enhancements as a form of proposed mitigation to offset the Proposed Project impacts and if so 
provide more specifics on how these enhancements will be implemented. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has committed to contract with a private bus or charter company 
which would operate bus service to various regional tourism attractions and Manhattan.  
LEGOLAND will also provide private shuttle service between the Proposed Project and several 
area hotels.   
 
Comment B.3.69: LEGOLAND site generated traffic peaks are typically after the morning 
commuter peak and outside of the afternoon commuter peak traffic hours. A Traffic Management 
Plan should be established for accommodating traffic on peak days.  This would include 
procedures for coordination with emergency services in the area. During these time periods, traffic 
control agents may also be utilized at key locations. The Applicant should provide more specifics 
with respect to the proposed Traffic Management Plan. 
 
Response: In addition to the proposed roadway improvements, LEGOLAND also proposes to 
implement a Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) which will encourage use of 
mass transit during peak times by coordinating express bus service to and from the site. It will also 
use variable message signs and interactive traffic information updates to patrons via social media. 
Information will be provided to park attendees to inform them of conditions on Route 17 during 
those periods. LEGOLAND will also develop programs to encourage patrons to avoid those peak 
travel times by either staying at the park later or to schedule their departure accordingly to help 
avoid those peaks and lessen any potential impacts during those Peak Summer Sundays. 
 
Comment B.3.70: Providing the parking areas on the southern end of the Project site with the 
entrance to the parking spaces at the southwest corner of the site will allow for maximum vehicle 
stacking within the Project site and this will negate any potential queuing effects on the external 
network. The proposed “pay as you leave” for parking treatment will significantly improve 
processing/parking of inbound vehicles to the Project to ensure this. 
  
Response:   The site has been designed to eliminate traffic queuing on local roads.  
 
Comment B.3.71: The possible closure/modification of the NYS Route 17 westbound Exit 125 
was included in the analysis. If this occurs, the existing traffic using this exit could be redirected 
to Exit 124 off ramp. The proposed improvements discussed above will handle the additional 
volume resulting from this closure. Details concerning the Levels of Service of the surrounding 
area intersections with regards to the redistributed traffic are shown in Appendix D and 
summarized in Tables No. 6-ALT and 7- ALT contained in Appendix B. The traffic volumes 
associated with this alternative are summarized on Figures No. 7-ALT through 50B-ALT. If this 
alternative is implemented, then the Applicant should verify whether Exit 124 would be shifted 
further east along NYS Route 17 in accordance with the NYSDOT Concept Plan. If Exit 124 would 
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be shifted further east then the Applicant should discuss the impacts this shift would have on the 
proposed improvement plan. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.3.48.  No modifications to Exit 124 are proposed.  
 
Comment B.3.72: NYS Route 17 Ramp and Mainline Improvements - Based on the results of the 
NYS Route 17 Mainline, Ramp and Weaving analyses, the existing deceleration lanes and 
acceleration lanes at the Exits 124 and 125 ramps should be extended to improve the ability for 
vehicle movements to exit and enter onto the highway system... Also, an alternate plan indicating 
a direct connection to NYS Route 17 Eastbound was also developed... The corresponding Level 
of Service Analysis for the impacted intersections is also included in Appendix D. The Applicant 
should clarify whether the lengthening of the Acceleration and Deceleration lanes are to provide 
the necessary distance for vehicles to accelerate or decelerate to/from NYS Route 17 mainline 
travel speeds or whether they are extending the lanes to provide additional storage. 
Acceleration/Deceleration lanes are not intended to be used for added storage, therefore, if the 
improvement is to support added storage an alternative improvement must be considered. It is also 
recognized that the mainline NYS Route 17 changes from three lanes in each direction to two lanes 
in each direction in the vicinity of Exit 125. The additional lanes on NYS Route 17 are needed 
under existing conditions to support the traffic volumes oriented further east of Exit 125. Since 
approximately 80% of the Proposed Project-generated traffic is oriented to this area of NYS Route 
17 the Applicant should consider provision of the third mainline lane along NYS Route 17 for a 
distance commensurate with their incremental impact to this already substandard condition. The 
direct ramp connection (flyover) alternative presented in the Traffic Impact Study report should 
be enhanced to clearly demonstrate the benefits of this flyover improvement, as well as whether 
the direct ramp connection back to NYS Route 17 eastbound would be provided (currently shown 
as an alternative on the Flyover Exhibit). The enhanced discussion should clearly identify the 
changes in Levels of Service/Delays at critical locations in the area of the South Street overpass 
that could be anticipated if the Flyover alternative were implemented. The Applicant should also 
discuss the benefit-cost of this improvement versus performing other intersection improvements 
that may no longer be necessitated if the Flyover were provided. It is understood that the Flyover 
implementation could have logistical consequences to the viability of the Proposed Project, due to 
timeliness of fully engineering the plans and obtaining necessary FHWA/NYSDOT approvals. 
The Applicant should consider a phased approach to potentially providing more limited 
intersection improvements to support initial operations at the Proposed Project with having the 
Flyover improvement in place prior to the maximum attendance figures being realized at the 
Proposed Project. 
 
Response:  The Exit 125 relocation/reconstruction plan (preferred plan) has been designed to 
accommodate the Project traffic. This plan also includes extending the three-lane section on Route 
17 westbound from the new Exit 125 on-ramp up to the existing three-lane section. 
 
Comment B.3.73: At the BOCES eastern driveway, in addition to the provision of a separate left 
turn lane, potential traffic signalization of the driveway has also been considered. If signal warrants 
are satisfied, a traffic signal would be installed to control exiting movements at this location. The 
Applicant should perform the Traffic Signal Warrant Analysis to determine the need for traffic 
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signalization, as well as commit to monitoring this location after the Proposed Project is operating 
to determine whether a traffic signal is warranted at a future time, due to the Proposed Project-
generated traffic. 
 
Response:  A traffic signal is no longer proposed to be installed at this intersection as part of the 
preferred alternative mitigation measures.  This location will be monitored for potential future 
traffic signalization if warranted based upon the results of the Post Implementation Study.  Any 
future traffic signal installation would be financed by the Project Sponsor.   
 
Comment B.3.74: At the intersection of Harriman Drive and the access drive to the Project, a 
traffic signal should be installed to allow traffic from the hotel and offices to exit the site. Inbound 
flow from Harriman Drive to the main parking area will be channelized to maintain free flow into 
the parking area and will not be part of the signal control. 
 
Response:  A full actuated traffic signal will be installed at the intersection of the Project Site 
access road and Harriman Drive. 
 
Comment B.3.75: The Project proposes to provide shuttle bus services to and from area hotels 
including the Holiday Inn Express in Chester as well as to the other numerous hotels located in the 
Town of Wallkill on Crystal Run Road, including the Holiday Inn, Marriott, Hampton Inn and 
Microtel. Shuttle services will be coordinated with the anticipated visitors and reservations will be 
coordinated to provide the necessary frequency of service, based on the number of expected 
visitors. An automated system will be developed so that hotel patrons utilizing LEGOLAND can 
arrange the shuttle via smart phone applications. 
 
Response:  The Applicant is committed to facilitating shuttle bus service from the Project Site to 
several area hotels in Goshen, Chester and Middletown.  
 
Comment B.3.76: Based on LEGOLAND requirements, buses are not allowed to idle and must 
switch off their engines unless immediately boarding guests. Public transportation routes serving 
the site must also follow these same rules. 
 
Response:  This is consistent with LEGOLAND policy for operations.   
 
Comment B.3.77: All six of the roadway sections reviewed for accidents exceed the Statewide 
Average. The Applicant should analyze the potential Project-related impacts to these locations and 
whether they will further increase the Accident Rates at these locations. If Accident Rates will be 
increased in association with the Proposed Project, then additional mitigation should be provided. 
Consequently, the Applicant should identify whether any of the proposed improvements will go 
towards reducing Accident Rates at particular locations (i.e. traffic signalization of an existing 
unsignalized intersection or provision of a dedicated turn lane). 
 
Response: The improvements proposed as part of the preferred mitigation measures are designed 
to accommodate LEGOLAND generated traffic, but to also address existing accident conditions. 
The provision of turning lanes and new or improved signalization, including such items as separate 
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signal turn phases, should result in a reduction in accident rates at key locations such as the Exit 
125/Route 17 ramp connections as well as at South Street and Route 17M.  In addition, the 
proposed improvements will eliminate existing non-standard features at the Exit 125 eastbound 
and westbound on and off ramps as well as the short merge/diverge sections between Exits 124 
and 125 in both directions. The elimination of these non-standard features as well as the provision 
of long acceleration and deceleration lanes for relocated Exit 125 ramps will improve the safety 
along NYS Route 17 through this area. 
 
Comment B.3.78: There are no accident summaries of individual key intersections. This 
information/analysis should be provided. 
 
Response:  Additional tabular summaries of accidents by location have been prepared and are 
included in the FEIS Traffic Study Appendix F. 
 
Comment B.3.79: Table III-3 lists the source of the accident data as the New York State Police but 
this does not match the sources listed in the DEIS text. The NYSDOT Accident Data is not 
included in the Appendix. 
 
Response: The FEIS Traffic Study Appendix F has been revised to include the NYSDOT Accident 
Data.  The accident data supplied by the NYS DOT has not been included in the TIS Appendix, as 
the information was not redacted, and as per a signed agreement with the Department of 
Transportation, this information cannot be shared with the public.  The information has been 
reviewed by the Planning Board’s traffic consultants to confirm adequacy of this study. 
 
Comment B.3.80:  A Plan should be provided clearly showing the striping/circulation/laneage/ 
parking, including parking stall and aisle dimensions, that is exclusive of the grade lines and other 
lines so that it is readable. The plan should also clearly indicate key signage and the location of 
any gates.  
 
Response: A separate signing and striping plan has been prepared for the site and includes details 
on parking stalls and aisle dimensions. This plan is also expected to be further refined during the 
site plan approval process. 
 
Comment B.3.81: A more detailed Peak Parking Demand calculation should be performed to 
demonstrate adequate parking will be provided at the Proposed Project. This should include an 
analysis of existing similar facilities (i.e. Carlsbad, CA, Winter Haven, FL and/or Windsor, 
England) to quantify Peak Parking Demands at these facilities for patrons, staff and buses and 
relate those demands to a ratio based on attendance. These Parking Ratios should be used to apply 
to the attendance figures for the Proposed Project. 
 
Response:  By comparison, LEGOLAND California has 5,182 total parking spaces serving an 
peak Saturday summer attendance of 21,510 guests and 2,263 maximum, peak-season employees 
which equates to a ratio of 4.58 persons per parking stall. LEGOLAND Florida has 4,180 parking 
spaces serving a peak day attendance of 20,000 and a maximum of 1,574 peak season employees 
which is equivalent to a ratio of 5.16 persons per parking stall.  The Proposed Project has a total 
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parking count of 5,063 parking stalls to serve 1,300 peak-season employees and a peak daily 
anticipated attendance of 20,000 which equates to 4.21 persons per parking stall which is lower 
than both other facilities.  Each of the existing parks offer shuttle service from local hotels and 
have guests arriving by bus which reduces the number of individual vehicle trips to the site.  The 
proposed park will also coordinate shuttle service and provide parking for buses. It is noted that 
employees are only permitted to park in designated employee parking areas in the back-of-house.  
 
Comment B.3.82: The design should direct exit flows away from critical pedestrian crossing areas 
to limit the pedestrian/vehicular conflicts, especially during peak exit times. 
 
Response: Agreed. The signing and striping plan incorporates such a layout and will be further 
refined during the site plan approval process. Parking attendants will direct vehicles to parking 
locations which will limit extraneous travel around parking lots.  Parking spaces closest to the park 
entrance will be parked first, limiting the pedestrian/ moving vehicle interaction.  
 
Comment B.3.83: Information should be provided on how the “Guest Loading Area” will work. 
 
Response:  The guest loading area is proposed to be located in an area of the parking lot nearest 
the park’s main entrance for guest pick-up and drop-off as necessary.  Signage and striping will be 
proposed in this area to identify that it is for temporary vehicle loading and unloading only and 
drop curbs are proposed to provide ADA accessibility.   
 
Comment B.3.84: Information should be provided on how someone who is not parking would be 
able to drop off and pick up patrons at the Park. 
 
Response:  A guest loading area has been provided (see response to Comment B.3.83). A vehicle 
could circulate through this area and proceed to the exit if so desired. No tolls would be collected 
during morning hours so no fee would be incurred for those dropping guests off or only parking 
for a short time.  
 
Comment B.3.85: Information should be provided on how Hotel patrons will enter and exit the 
Hotel parking without having to pay when leaving the Park. 
 
Response:  Hotel guests will enter and exit the main parking lot with all other guests to the site.  
A designated parking area has been provided for hotel guest parking.  Upon exit, a hotel guest 
would show the parking attendant proof of their stay - such as their confirmation email or paper 
invoice - and they would not be charged for parking.  
 
Comment B.3.86: The Applicant should discuss whether consideration was given to providing 
shuttle service to the more remote parking areas. 
 
Response:  The inclusion of a parking deck in the most recent plans makes the parking area more 
compact.  Shuttle service within the parking lot is not proposed. 
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Comment B.3.87: A bus turning diagram demonstrating buses can perform the required turns 
should be provided. 
 
Response:  A turning radius diagram has been prepared for busses to and from the designated bus 
parking spaces (see diagram in Truck Turn Analysis plan set).   
 
Comment B.3.88: Truck turning templates should be provided along designated delivery routes to 
demonstrate the maximum design vehicle anticipated at the Proposed Project Site can be 
accommodated. 
 
Response: A turning radius diagram has been prepared for tractor trailers to confirm they can 
adequately circulate through back-of-house areas (see diagram in Truck Turn Analysis plan set).   
 
Comment B.3.89: Turning templates for emergency service vehicles should be provided along 
emergency service access drives to demonstrate these vehicles can be readily accommodated. 
 
Response: A turning radius diagram has been prepared for emergency service vehicles to confirm 
vehicles can be readily accommodated (see diagram in plan set).   
 
Comment B.3.90: The Applicant should provide additional discussion/analysis with respect to how 
the existing roadway network will accommodate the peak construction traffic (assumes roadway 
improvements are not in place prior to construction commencing). 
 
Response: If the roadway improvements are not completed before peak construction traffic occurs, 
interim measures such as temporary lane widenings, Flagmen, temporary traffic signals, variable 
message signs, and other related measures will be implemented to ensure safe operation. 
Additional details will be provided as part of the site plan approval process. 
 
Comment B.3.91: Approximately 8,000 trucks will be required on the roadway network to bring 
in the 200,000 cubic yards of required fill material. The DEIS states that this would equal 15 trucks 
entering and 15 trucks exiting each day for two years. The Applicant should identify the anticipated 
truck routes and any pavement deterioration due to this temporary heavy vehicle loading should 
be mitigated post construction. 
 
Response:  A new Cut and Fill Analysis has been prepared based on the revised site layout plans.  
(See Figure 7).  Based on this plan the overall amount of grading and earthwork has been reduced. 
The plan shows a total cut of 1,712,405 cubic yards and a total fill of 1,933,281 cubic yards for a 
net fill needed of 220,876 cubic yards. Based on the projected amount of construction excavation 
volume for the site (for additional earth material removed for the construction of internal 
walkways, building foundations, hotel pool area, water and sewer mains, drainage pipes and 
bedding, the stormwater pond and other underground stormwater infrastructure), the necessary fill 
can come from within the site and no soil would need to be imported from outside the site.  
Construction vehicles would still be required to bring other materials to the site.  The primary path 
of the trucks will be to and from NYS Route 17. Appropriate bonding will be provided to the Town 
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to ensure that the other roads, such as South Street and Harriman Drive, will be restored to 
acceptable conditions. 
 
Comment B.3.92: The Applicant should indicate whether any oversized vehicles will be necessary 
for delivery of large equipment/materials. If so, the Applicant should identify the anticipated travel 
route for this delivery and demonstrate the existing roadway infrastructure can support this vehicle. 
 
Response: It is unsure if any oversized vehicles will be necessary at this time. As part of the site 
plan approval process, if they are determined to be necessary, the travel routes will be identified; 
which would be to and from Route 17. Appropriate routing plans including any Maintenance and 
Protection of Traffic (MPT) plans will be provided to the Town to ensure that they can be 
adequately accommodated. 
 
Comment B.3.931: Along Harriman Drive, there are issues with respect to BOCES and the 
driveway and the safety of the driveway.  As well as, the proposed rotary that is planned on 
Harriman Drive; again level of service issues there.  
 
Response:  This comment addresses the previous DEIS off-site improvements alternative. Under 
the currently proposed off-site improvement plan, with the relocation of Exit 125 to the east, the 
amount of traffic along Harriman Drive in the vicinity of BOCES is anticipated to be significantly 
reduced. However, this area will be monitored as part of the Post Implementation Study to be 
conducted by the Applicant after completion of the project. The details of this study will be 
determined as part of the NYSDOT Highway Work Permit Process.  
 

B.4.  Ralph E. Huddleston, Jr., CEA, Technical Review Memorandum dated  
      December 15, 2016 

 
Comment B.4.1:  Executive Summary – All changes addressed should be summarized in summary. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  An updated Project summary has been provided in the FEIS. 
 
Comment B.4.2: FEIS should address all anticipated impacts [to surface water and wetlands] 
associated with off-site improvements. 
 
Response:  Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation shows the breakdown of both onsite 
and off-site wetland areas as well as potential mitigation areas.  
 
Comment B.4.3:  Stabilization and mitigation details for all wetland/buffer disturbances should be 
provided with maintenance plans to assure survival of the mitigation plantings. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.4.2. A monitoring program will be implemented for the 
first five years after construction to monitor water levels in the new wetland areas and to ensure 

                                                 
1 This comment was stated by the Town’s traffic engineer at the Planning Board meeting on January 5, 2017 but was 
not included in their written comments.  
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planting survival. Annual reports will be submitted to the ACOE and NYSDEC with copies 
provided to the Town of Goshen Building Department.  
 
Comment B.4.4: FEIS should include an update as to Federal Jurisdictional Determination and 
NYSDEC reviews. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.14 above.  
 
Comment B.4.5: FEIS should include documentation to confirm that no changes in classifications 
of Dams will be necessitated by the Project. 
 
Response:   As stated in Section III-C of the DEIS, Reservoir #2 Dam (State ID 179-0957) is an 
earthen dam approximately 500 feet long and 30 feet wide located on the north side of the reservoir.  
The dam is classified as Class A – low hazard (unlikely to pose a threat of personal injury, 
substantial economic loss or substantial environmental damage).  Based on the NYSDEC 
Guidance for Dam Hazard Classification, dam classification may change due to downstream 
development but there are no specific criteria or amount of development which triggers a change 
in classification.  Based on analysis of the storage and impoundment volumes, site conditions, 
upstream and downstream slopes, elevations, vegetation and distance to proposed development it 
is not believed that the proposed development will impact dam classification. 
 
Comment B.4.6:  FEIS should address the potential for downstream flooding impacts to the offsite 
flood plains. 
 
Response:  A full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been prepared for the Project Site 
consistent with NYSDEC stormwater design manual standards.  The site has been designed to limit 
post-development flow rates to less than or equal to pre-development flow rates at all study points 
and the discharge points are the same as exists on the site.  For these reasons, it is not anticipated 
that any flooding would occur downstream as a result of development of the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.4.7:  FEIS should include a discussion of fish/benthic populations and the potential 
for impacts to receiving waters of the United States. These discussions should include an 
assessment of the effectiveness of the proposed storm water treatment methods proposed on road 
salt, fuel oils and pesticide removal/treatment. 
 
Response:  During the summer surveys, as noted in the habitat assessment, most of the on-site 
streams were dry.  Water was observed in the mapped impoundments, Gumwood swale, and lower 
channel of Otter Creek.  Therefore all these areas have the potential to provide year round habitat 
for fish and benthic organisms.  A field investigation conducted in January 2017 found that most 
of the remaining channels were now flowing following a period of normal rainfall and snow melt.  
However, the intermittent flow path of the on-site streams significantly limits their potential to be 
habitat for fish and also limits the streams ability to support other benthic species.  Therefore no 
surveys have been conducted.  It should also be noted that due to erosional changes in the channel 
of the northwestern stream, there is no channel connection between the wetland below the paved 
driveway and the stream channel located west of the paved driveway.  The existing culvert is not 
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functional and water flows along the driveway prior to entering the wetland.  This disconnect in 
the stream channel effectively eliminates fish use of the upper channel. 
 
Based on the location of the Project, direct water quality impacts from the proposed development 
to on-site surface water has been minimized by designing the development to avoid most on-site 
wetlands and waters.  In areas of culverted stream crossings, all runoff from paved surfaces is 
directed to on-site detention/retention ponds that are proposed to address water quality. Stormwater 
runoff from the developed areas of the Project Site will be treated to ensure water quality and will 
be consistent with NYSDEC regulations. Stormwater water quality treatment will be provided 
through a filtration using six underground stormwater sand filters, nine bio-retention areas, two 
rain gardens and one dry swale.   
 
Comment B.4.8:  FEIS should include more detail on anticipated light pollution distances and the 
potential for the light pollution to impact foraging bats. 
 
Response:   As discussed in the DEIS, the Project Sponsor has designed the Project with almost 
all light fixtures designed as “dark sky friendly” with shields to prevent light spillage into adjacent 
undisturbed areas.  Lights associated with the Project will shut down at night after the park closes.  
Low-level security lighting for the park, hotel, and offices will remain on for safety.  In terms of 
impacts to bats, nighttime lighting is extremely attractive to insects, especially moths, which are a 
prime source of protein for many bat species.  However, high light levels influence when bats will 
emerge.  Brighter lights (metal halide and mercury vapor) may prevent bats emerging following 
sunset.  Low-level lights (high and low pressure sodium, or lights which can be dimmed such as 
LEDs) minimize attraction for insects and minimize influence on bat behavior.  The addition of 
shields and dimming and/or shutting lights off in the Park will minimize impacts to nighttime bat 
foraging activities. Any minimal upward lighting of selected landscaping in the Park will not have 
a significant adverse environmental impact, but may be mitigated further during the Planning 
Board’s site plan review of the project. 
 
Comment B.4.9:  The Maser [noise] Study uses the LEGOLAND facility in Carlsbad, CA, as a 
basis for noise impacts for the proposed facility. There is no discussion as to the similarities of the 
site and surrounding areas. The Carlsbad facility appears to be located in a heavily developed 
commercial area which is not the case for the Proposed Project. Detailed information regarding 
the use of Carlsbad as a comparative Project should be provided. 
 
Response: The Carlsbad, CA facility is located in a somewhat more commercially developed area, 
however there are also residential areas located in close proximity of the site. The reason for taking 
measurements at the Carlsbad facility was to identify the types of sound levels generated at the 
park and at locations in proximity to the park. The key similarities in terms of sound levels are 
related to the location of the Carlsbad site relative to the S-12 Palomar Airport Road, a State 
highway which is a primary background sound source, and the Goshen, NY facility, where the 
State Route 17 traffic noise is the primary ambient noise source. 
 
Comment B.4.10:  L90 and L max definitions should be discussed for clarity to the public. 
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Response: The L90 represents the sound level which is exceeded 90% of the time and the L max 
represents the highest level observed during the time period of measurement. These are two 
indicators to identify characteristics of noise and the ranges of sound levels occurring over a 
measured time period. 
 
Comment B.4.11:  The DEIS discusses a “possible substation.” Potential impacts of the substation 
should be discussed. 
 
Response:  A location for a potential Orange and Rockland (“O&R”) Utility substation was 
identified on the DEIS site plan within the existing O&R easement area as requested by the 
company to show necessary clearance areas.  This substation is not planned at this time, is not part 
of this application, and has been removed from the current site plans proposed.   
 
Comment B.4.12:  The FEIS should discuss the rational for the monitoring dates selected and the 
relationship of the monitoring dates to anticipated maximum noise levels anticipated with summer 
maximum flows (i.e. holiday/Sunday return traffic). 
 
Response:  The existing sound levels measurements were taken on Thursday, August 11, 2016 
and Tuesday, August 23, 2016 as well as on weekends, measured on Saturday, August 13, 2016 
and Saturday September 3, 2016.  The measurements were collected on 10 and 15-minute intervals 
during morning and evening hours to identify the noise character at each receptor.  Monitoring 
dates selected were intended to capture noise levels on both weekdays and weekends during times 
when school was is session and during non-school days and also took into consideration times 
when the Tilcon Quarry was fully operational as required by the adopted scope.  The quarry was 
operational during all weekday noise measurements.  These monitoring dates and times were 
believed to be representative of the ambient noise levels in the area.  Based on attendance data 
from other parks, the highest LEGOLAND attendance days are typically holiday weekends when 
noise generators such as school busses and the Quarry would not be operational. Therefore, 
monitoring noise on the days and times selected provided a worst-case scenario when projected 
noise levels are added to the ambient levels.  
 
Comment B.4.13:  The [DEIS Noise] Study (Tables 3 and 3S) show projected noise level increases 
greater than 3.0 dBA at Receptor Location 2 and 6 for weekday traffic (am). Saturday increases at 
Receptor Locations 2 (am and pm), Receptor 3 (pm), Receptor 6 (am and pm), and Receptor 7 
(am) range from 3.4 to 6.8.  According to the report, increases of between 3 – 6 dBA may have 
potential impacts on sensitive receptors and increases greater than 6 dBA may require a more 
detailed analysis.  The projected change in noise levels at Receptor 6 adjacent to Arden Hill, 
considered a sensitive receptor in the DEIS, is 6 dBA (am) and 6.8 dBA (pm).  The projected 
change in noise levels at Receptor 2, adjacent to Arcadia Hills, is 5 dBA (am) and 6 dBA (pm).  
No additional study has been proposed for either area, and Arcadia Hills impacts are not discussed 
in the DEIS.  Additional analysis would seem warranted. 
 
Response: Receptor 6 is not adjacent to the Glen Arden property. It is north and east of the Glen 
Arden property adjacent to tax parcel 15-1-58 which is currently vacant and more than 1,500 feet 
from the Glen Arden residential complex.  Increases a Receptor 1, which is adjacent to the Glen 
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Arden property were projected to be 2.7 in the AM and 2.3 in the PM weekday hour and less on 
weekends.  
 
The increases at Receptor 2, adjacent to Arcadia Hills, were based on the initial site plan. In these 
areas, the site plan has been modified relative to the layout of the back of house areas. As a result 
of this, the expected sound level increases are projected to be less, however, fencing, and plantings 
are also proposed to mitigate any increases in sound levels from these parking, delivery areas, etc. 
Furthermore, the distance proposed from the closest developed areas of the site to residential lots2 
within Arcadia Hills is approximately 1,200 feet. This will result in significant sound attenuation 
due to the distance separation. Final grading along the eastern areas of the site, together with the 
fencing and plantings will be provided to both visually screen and provide additional noise 
attenuation. Additionally, as part of the site plan it is recommended that any stationary equipment 
be located to face north away from the residential area to further reduce any sound levels increases. 
 
Comment B.4.14:  FEIS should discuss noise level associated with the Trash Facility and recycling 
efforts and indicated whether or not they have been included in the provided analysis. 
 
Response:  Trash compaction generally occurs at other park facilities twice daily.  While noise 
readings were taken at the California Park at various times to capture a range of park noises, it was 
unclear if the trash compactor was functioning at the exact times of the readings.  As such, 
additional noise readings at the existing trash collection and compaction area were taken.  These 
noise readings show that at a distance of 10 feet the trash compactor produced a maximum noise 
level of 87.2 dBA.  An additional noise reading at 100 feet from the compactor area (outside of 
the security fence directly behind the area) provided a maximum reading of 75.6 dBA.  At the 
Proposed Park, the property line shared with the adjacent residential neighborhood is 
approximately 900 feet from the trash collection and compaction area and fencing similar to that 
which is located at existing facilities is proposed around back-of-house areas.  This fencing, 
distance and the intervening vegetation is anticipated to attenuate noise levels to acceptable levels.   
 
Comment B.4.15:  Status of electrical substation shown on plans should be clarified. Should make 
clear as to its relationship and impacts to the Project. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.4.11 above.   
 
Comment B.4.16:  FEIS should identify any and all service lines and upgrade requirements for 
Project. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.64. No upgrades to electrical service is required. 
 
Comment B.4.17:  FEIS should include a discussion and documentation as to Orange and 
Rockland’s position on the estimated usage and ability/willingness to provide service for the 
Project.   
 

                                                 
2 Note that many properties along the Project site’s eastern property boundary, such as those lots along Lindenwood 
Drive in Arcadia Hills are County-owned and vacant.  
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Response:  A willingness to serve letter has been provided from Thomas Quigley, Section 
Manager of Orange and Rockland dated December 23, 2016.  Please see a copy of this letter in 
Appendix R.   
 
Comment B.4.18: Location and details of emergency generators and fuel storage should be 
provided. 
 
Response: Standby, diesel-powered emergency generators will be provided at the hotel and basic 
functions for the aquarium.  Generators would also be required at the sewer pump station and water 
booster station. Generators would be 90kW units and would only be used in the event of an 
emergency. Each generator would run a short test cycle approximately once a week.  No impacts 
are anticipated.   A delivery vehicle would typically bring diesel to the site.  All fuel storage for 
landscaping equipment, maintenance vehicles, etc. would be located in the back-of-house area.   
 
Comment B.4.19:  FEIS should include details on the anticipated value and impacts of 
sustainability and landfill diversion measures.   
 
Response: See response to Comment B.2.74. 
 
Comment B.4.20:  FEIS should state that all [archeology] plans will be submitted to the Planning 
Board for review and concurrence and that all findings will be provided to the Planning Board for 
review. 
 
Response:  A final copy of the Project’s archeological investigation is provided in Appendix L.  
The findings and conclusions of this plan are consistent with the summary plan that was submitted 
with the DEIS.  This plan has been submitted to the NYS Department of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation for their review.  Any additional correspondence will be submitted to the 
Town as requested.   
 
Comment B.4.21:  The FEIS should include a discussion of the relationship between the NYS 
monitoring levels provided and measured and the relationship to one’s ability to predict NO2, 
PM10, CO or SO2 levels. 
 
Response: See the additional Air Analysis information included as Appendix Q.  
 
Comment B.4.22:  The DEIS states that “no stationary sources emitting quantities of pollutants 
above EPA or NYSDEC permitting thresholds” will exist for the Project. Calculations or 
equipment specifications to support these statements should be discussed or referenced.   
 
Response: As stated previously the primary stationary sources of pollutants would be emergency 
generators which are to be located at the hotel, aquarium, sewer pump station and water booster 
station.  Each would only run in the event of an emergency, but would run a standard, short once-
a-week test cycle. Generator are anticipated to be 4.5 liter, 80kW diesel engines with an acoustical 
enclosure. Generators will meet the most up to date EPA emission standards.  Other potential 
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sources of pollutants are identified in the additional Air Analysis information included as 
Appendix Q. 
 
Non-stationary gas powered equipment such as maintenance vehicles or carts, a diesel-powered 
bobcat, portable generators, forklifts, lawn mowers, backpack blowers, hedge trimmers, weed 
trimmers, chainsaws and rototillers are in use at other LEGOLAND facilities and can be expected 
to be onsite at the Proposed Park.  See the additional Air Analysis information included as 
Appendix Q. 
 
Comment B.4.23:  FEIS should quantify impacts and discuss how mitigation methods will be 
employed to protect air quality. 
 
Response:  See the additional Air Analysis information included as Appendix Q.  In addition, 
during construction fugitive dust from soil erosion from the 149.9 acres of total disturbance is a 
major contributor to air pollution.  This is a temporary impact. Adherence to the New York State 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Permit for Storm Water Discharges from 
Construction Activity, combined with the required storm water pollution prevention plan and soil 
Best Management Practices, would further reduce the potential for soil erosion. Proposed erosion 
and sediment control measures consistent with Section 97-42 of the Town Code are proposed. All 
erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be installed before any land disturbance.  The 
BMPs would include but not be limited to the following: 

 The smallest practical area of land shall be exposed at one time; 
 When land is exposed during development, the exposure shall be the shortest practical 

period of time;  
 Temporary vegetation and other protective measures shall be provided to ensure soil 

stabilization to steeply slope areas; 
 Provide controls to reduce soil erosion and intercept/slow storm water flows; 
 Cover stockpiled soil; 
 Use dust suppressants, such as watering soils and unpaved roadways; 
 Preserve existing vegetation where no construction activities are planned and wherever 

possible; and 
 Replant/re-vegetate all exposed disturbed areas immediately upon completion of 

construction. 
 
During the excavation process, all the topsoil in disturbed areas would be cleaned and reused on-
Site; sound rock, if encountered, could be crushed and utilized as base material.  Dewatering would 
be required during the construction of building foundations, underground utility 
trenching/excavations, and any additional subsurface construction. 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) and other emissions associated with engine combustion are generally 
localized, causing elevated concentrations within a relatively short distance from heavily traveled 
areas or areas where several vehicles or pieces of machinery are operating simultaneously.  Impacts 
from construction vehicles is anticipated to be minor for several reasons including proper 
maintenance of equipment, requiring vehicles to maintain strict minimal speed limits on site, 
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controlling unnecessary idling for vehicles and equipment and providing sufficient onsite parking 
for construction workers.  Further, according to the NYSDOT’s Environmental Procedures 
Manual, emissions from construction vehicles and equipment is temporary and “self-correcting 
once the Project is completed”.    
 
The SWPPP is required to be kept on site during construction at all times and is implemented by 
the contractor.  The Project Site is subject to inspection by the NYSDEC and the Town of Goshen 
Code Enforcement Official and Town Engineers to ensure compliance with all proposed 
mitigations.  
 
A Stormwater Facility Maintenance Agreement will be executed and recorded in the chain of title 
for the Property which will require all owners of the site to maintain the stormwater improvements, 
and, should they fail to do so, allow town representatives to enter onto the Property to maintain 
the facilities and charge any cost for that maintenance to the Property owner. 
 
Comment B.4.24:  Applicant should qualify or revise the anticipated estimate of initiating 
construction so as not to assume approval. 
 
Response: Confirmed.  The estimated construction completion target of Spring of 2019 is 
contingent upon obtaining all approvals from the various Involved Agencies.   
 
Comment B.4.25:  FEIS should clarify when offsite improvements are anticipated. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.116 above.  
 
Comment B.4.26:  FEIS should discuss timing and significance of NYSDOT offsite improvements 
the Project. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment B.2.116 above.  
 

B.5.  William A. Canavan. PG, LSRP, HydroEnvironmental Solutions, Technical 
memorandum dated December 14, 2016 

 
Comment B.5.1:  A simplified water budget was calculated and included in the DEIS for the 522 
acre site based on 400,000 gallons per day (gpd) per square mile or 625 gpd per acre. This recharge 
value is based on a 1980 paper by Snavely and 43 inches of annual precipitation. However, a more 
comprehensive water budget for the subject parcel and surrounding watershed should be 
completed to obtain both on and off-site recharge values to the underlying bedrock aquifer.  The 
bedrock aquifer is the primary source of drinking water for the nearby Arcadia Hills Water District, 
and is also the source of groundwater for the existing on-site wells that were pump tested to have 
capacities of 15-25 gallons per minute [gpm] (Well 1), 46 gpm (Well 2) and 37.5 gpm (Well 3). 
The on and off-site groundwater recharge values before and after the development will be 
important to calculate in order to ascertain what impact, if any, the proposed 77 acres (including 
3.1 acres of pervious pavers) of impervious area will have on the underlying and surrounding 
bedrock aquifer. 
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Response: Exact recharge to bedrock aquifers is dependent on subsurface geology and size and 
direction of subsurface features.  Specific impacts cannot be quantified as commonly faults can 
act as pathways for water movement or act as flow barriers but general summaries can be made 
for large areas.  Initially a generalized water budget was included in the DEIS where the annual 
recharge rate was assumed at 8”.  As no site wells for water supply or irrigation were proposed, 
this approach was considered reasonable.  
 
Although more recent publications have been prepared, specifically Wolcott and Snow (1995) 
which indicate a slightly higher recharge rate which could be expected (8.45” annual recharge), 
our initial calculations utilized a lower rate of 8” or 625 gallons per day.  Based upon this more 
conservative rate of recharge, the no build recharge for the full 522-acre site would be 
approximately 218,000 gallons per year (gpy).  In the build condition, it is anticipated that 
approximately 149.9 acres will be disturbed for construction with approximately 73.58 acres of 
impervious surfaces. This would equate to a reduction of approximately 15% in land available for 
recharge.  This would be a reduction of approximately 32,700 gpy or a recharge rate after 
development of 185,300 gpy for the Project Site.   
 
The overall contributing drainage area is approximately 1959 acres therefore, based on this 
reduction in recharge the resulting an approximately 818126.5 gpy would be recharged; equivalent 
to a 5% reduction to the overall drainage area. Based on current zoning, this area could be 
developed with single family dwellings with wells and individual septic tanks.  For reference, a 
single-family home with an onsite septic tank similarly returns approximately 85% of water usage 
to the ground. This reduction, coupled with the fact that no water withdrawal from onsite resources 
is proposed, the Project would equate to a standard residential subdivision in terms of overall 
ground water recharge.   
 
The Town-Wide Potable Water Planning Study prepared by Schoor DePalma (2003) was intended 
to assist the Town with the development of zoning regulations based on projected water 
availability on a Town-wide basis.  The Study states “Frimpter (1972) notes that in Orange County 
there is documented interconnection between water supply wells and nearby surface water bodies 
. . .” and there “appears to be a correlation of surface waters influencing groundwater in the eastern 
part of the Town since aquifer productivity in the area of the Arcadia Hills subdivision increases 
with increased stream flow.”  The Study further indicates, “This can also be attributed to the fact 
that bedrock outcrops in the ridges found in this area and [sic] provide a direct route for bedrock 
aquifer recharge”.  As part of our review, the Orange County Water Authority “Groundwater 
Resources Study, Map 1995” was compared to DEIS Figure III-1, Existing Fracture Traces and 
Bedrock Faults.  Both maps showed bedrock faults and fracture traces along the Otter Kill, adjacent 
to Arcadia Hills, which is consistent with this Section of the Study titled Groundwater/Surficial 
Water Interactions and appears intended to address a regional occurrence of well/surface water 
interaction rather than a specific observation concerning the Arcadia Hills wells.  
 
Comment B.5.2: The DEIS states that stormwater will be conveyed to catch basins and swales and 
will predominantly discharge to the Otter Kill or the existing on-site pond or wetland.  Thus, all 
stormwater from the proposed 77 acres of impervious surface, including 3 acres of pervious 
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asphalt, will not be available to generate on-site groundwater recharge.  The effects of this 
proposed stormwater conveyance on groundwater recharge to the bedrock aquifer and its potential 
effects to the existing on-site and off-site supply wells should be analyzed and included in the 
DEIS. 
 
Response:   Stormwater is proposed to be conveyed to 8 onsite bio-retention areas; a rain garden, 
grass swales and the use of porous pavers are also incorporated into the stormwater management 
plan.  All of these measures support groundwater retention. The discharge of stormwater offsite, 
via the Otterkill is the current drainage pattern on the site which will continue post-construction.  
The 73.56 acres of impervious surfaces are being conveyed to onsite bioretention areas, rain 
gardens, grass swales, etc.   
 
Comment B.5.3:  When discussing the Village of Goshen’s Public Water Supply capacity and use, 
a summary table providing backup data to the claims made in the DEIS should be provided for 
cross reference. The sited numbers are not included in the DEIS and should be available in an 
Appendix in the report for review. 
 
Response:  The Village’s independent civil engineer prepared a report (Appendix G of the DEIS) 
with a calculation of the Village’s water and sewer use, build out and system capacity. A summary 
of the data is as follows:  
 
WATER USAGE SUMMARY  
Current Village Annual Water Usage  (June 2015-2016) 237,000,000 gallons 
Current Village Daily Flow (peak month) 774,000 gallons per day 
Future build-out projected demand (5 years out) 180,000 gallons per day 
NYSDEC total water taking permit (capacity) 1,300,000 gallons per day 

Total Future Unused Capacity (permitted capacity minus 
the total current flow plus future demand) 

346,000 gallons per day 

Total projected LEGOLAND demand (peak month) 270,000 gallons per day 

TOTAL REMAINING CAPACITY  
(Total Unused Capacity minus LLNY demand) 

76,000 gallons per day 

Data supplied by Farr Engineering.  

 
Comment B.5.4:  A comparison of water use from a LEGOLAND Facility in Windsor, England 
does not seem appropriate to be used as an estimator of projected water use for the LEGOLAND 
New York Facility. European and American views on use of natural resources, with water being a 
primary one, are not necessarily equivalent. A comparison of water use should be substantiated 
with additional information and compared to existing values for similar facilities in the US. 
 
Response: Based on the NYSDEC standards for Projecting water usage, a hotel is projected to 
generate a demand of 110 gallons per day per sleeping unit and a restaurant is projected to require 
35 gallons per day per seat.  Utilizing this standard the proposed 250-bedroom hotel with 80 seats 
for dining would generate a demand of approximately 31,000 gallons per day.  When compared to 
the actual LEGOLAND Windsor water usage numbers provided in the DEIS (20,124 attributed to 
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the hotel as determined by actual water usage bills) the numbers are nearly consistent.  The 
NYSDEC Project generation number is for a standard hotel and does not reflect the seasonal 
changes in attendance at the hotel which is reflected in the slightly lower actual generation 
numbers.   
 
As stated in the DEIS, the Project Sponsor believes actual generation numbers are more 
appropriate to Project water usage at the Project Site given that actual numbers demonstrate actual 
usage, rather than projected usage.   
 
Comment B.5.5:  On page 56 of the Draft DEIS it states that “No use of groundwater is proposed 
for the proposed action.” This should be revised to state that groundwater from a source outside of 
the Town of Goshen (i.e.: The Village of Goshen) will supply the proposed action. Groundwater 
is being utilized, just not from the confines of the Town of Goshen and the underlying bedrock 
aquifer. It is our understanding that the new well is not part of the LEGOLAND “Proposed Action” 
and should be studied and tested by the Village of Goshen when the well is installed. 
 
Response:  No use of groundwater from the Project Site is proposed as part of the Project.  The 
Project proposes to connect to the Village of Goshen public water supply system.  This system 
utilizes both ground and surface water sources.  Ground water wells which supply the Village’s 
system are located in the Town of Wallkill, New York on land currently owned by the Village of 
Goshen.  While this system has sufficient water to serve the Proposed Project, as determined by 
the Village’s independent water and sewer consultant, an additional well is being proposed to be 
developed on that existing well property for future use by the Village of Goshen.  An investigation 
to locate and test this third water supply well for the CRV Well Field indicates that a well was 
successfully located and tested and may provide an additional 297 gpm for future use to the Village 
after it is approved and permitted by the NYS DEC.  However, this is not part of the SEQRA 
review for this Project, as the water supply available does not include this well.  If this well is 
determined to be needed or desired by the Village in the future, the Village will have to conduct a 
SEQRA review prior to undertaking, funding or approving this well.   
 
The development of an additional Village of Goshen well is not part of the Proposed Action. 
Preliminary well testing has been completed by the Village and provided herein for informational 
purposes only (see Appendix G).  
 
Comment B.5.6:  Based on the fact that no underground storage tanks for storage of hazardous 
materials are proposed for the future development, it is unlikely that chemical storage will impact 
the underlying overburden or bedrock groundwater resources provided the proposed good 
housekeeping practices are strictly adhered to. The proposed chemical use and storage will 
mitigate the potential for a substantial release to occur. 
 
Response:  Comment noted. It is confirmed that no underground storage of hazardous materials 
is proposed.   
 
Comment B.5.7:  The parking areas and roadways that will be open year round that are related to 
the hotel and its access will need to be deiced during the winter months. The areas that this will 
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encompass should be clearly shown in the DEIS and the type, volume and proposed frequency of 
road and parking area deicing activities should be outlined in the DEIS. A discussion of the 
potential impacts to on-site groundwater resources should also be included in the DEIS. 
Specifically, the volume of deicing materials used versus groundwater recharge and subsequent 
potential concentrations of sodium and chloride in the groundwater should be analyzed and 
included in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Deicing is common in the northeast to protect the safety of citizens driving and walking 
during potentially hazardous winter conditions.  Although outdoor areas of the park will be closed 
during winter months, the hotel, aquarium and back-of-house areas will be open and therefore will 
require deicing.  Regarding de-icing, page 41 of the DEIS states, “A private snow removal 
company would be contracted for snow removal along the entrance way, in the back-of-house and 
hotel parking areas during winter months. Salt or other de-icing agents would be brought in by the 
contractor and not stored on site.  Stormwater from parking areas will flow into catch basins for 
treatment prior to release offsite.  It is not anticipated that de-icing agents on this scale would have 
a significant adverse impact on surface water resources.”   
 
Based on the revised layout, a conservative estimate of approximately 20 acres of parking areas 
and walkways will require deicing.  A sodium chloride loading estimate has been prepared for the 
site based on the amount of imperious area requiring deicing, Orange County rain and snow fall 
estimates in order to ascertain potential impacts to groundwater resources as requested. While it is 
noted, brine/ salt mixtures have recently become popular means of reducing impacts as the amount 
of chloride is much lower than standard rock salt, the more conservative rock salt application was 
utilized in the calculations (see Appendix G). Based on the projected volume of de-icing salts 
compared to the overall volume of stormwater, it is believed that salts which do not settle into 
stormwater ponds, would represent such a low volume as to not pose any threat or significant 
adverse environmental impact to surface water resources.  Based on the calculations and the 
estimated volume of runoff and available groundwater recharge, road-deicing activities will not 
impact surface water or ground water resources.   
 
Comment B.5.8:  The two existing wells that are located on-site and are slated for dedication to 
the Town of Goshen and the Arcadia Hills Water Supply will require development at some point 
in the future including obtaining the required permitting and wetlands disturbance for them to 
become a viable source of water supply to augment the Arcadia Hills system. The dedication of 
these wells does provide a future benefit to the Town or one of its water districts. This should be 
clarified in the DEIS. The wells that are dedicated in the future should focus on the highest yielding 
most accessible wells and include wells 2 and 3. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.2.6 and the Host Community Benefit Agreement in the 
FEIS. The applicant agrees that providing wells to the Town of Goshen will be a public benefit.  
Public Needs and Benefits of the Proposed Project are discussed in Section II.C of the DEIS, 
beginning on page 29.  
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Comment B.5.9:  The DEIS states that other non-essential existing water supply wells will be 
abandoned. Consequently, a well abandonment specification should be provided in an appendix in 
the DEIS and should follow all NYSDEC and OCDOH protocols for well abandonment. 
 
Response:  This certificate will be provided to the town upon abandonment of the wells during 
the construction phase of the Project.  Page 56 of the DEIS discusses well abandonment procedures 
based on the NYS Health Department Recommended Standards for Water Works which requires 
all wells be sealed to prevent undesirable exchange of water for one aquifer to another.  Preferable 
fill material is neat cement grout. Fill materials shall be applied to the well hole through a pipe, 
tremie, or bailer.  
 
Comment B.5.10:  The proposal to discharge all wastewater to the Village of Goshen Municipal 
Wastewater Treatment Plant will not allow for recharge to the underlying aquifer via rehabilitated 
wastewater from on-site subsurface disposal systems. Thus, the groundwater pumped from the 
municipal sand and gravel well field and then used on-site will leave the watershed via surface 
water discharge from the wastewater treatment plant in the Village of Goshen. 
 
Response: The proposal to connect the Project to a public sewage collection and conveyance 
system is more protective of groundwater and surface water resource, as all sewage effluent will 
be transported off-site for treatment prior to discharge back into the watershed.  Onsite sewer 
treatment would also generate impacts with respect to noise and odor which are not generated from 
connection to the Village’s system and failure of such a system could result is catastrophic 
contamination of resources. Given the volume of proposed wastewater, this is the preferred method 
of wastewater treatment. 
 

B.6. Lee Zimmer, NYS Department of Transportation, letter dated December 15, 2016 
 
Comment B.6.1:  The [D]EIS document does not include any mitigation work off of the site. This 
is a critical flaw because the mitigations of the development must be in the same DEIS document 
as the development. If they remain separate, then there is a possibility that the site development 
will be approved and the mitigations will not. 
 
Response: The Traffic Study contained in the appendix of the DEIS includes a list of mitigation 
measures, on Pages 34 through 38.  The FEIS contains an updated list which includes items in 
response to various comments obtained on the DEIS.  The traffic section of the FEIS document 
lists the offsite traffic mitigation. (See section IV Summary of Traffic Study) 
 
Comment B.6.2: If the "flyover" alternative is selected, the "flyover" needs to be designed 
consistent with interstate standards not precluding this section of highway from being designated 
as an interstate. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor is moving forward with plans to relocate and reconfigure Exit 125, 
including building a bridge over Route 17 as part of its proposal for LEGOLAND New York. The 
plan will address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads by removing most LEGOLAND 
traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. This plan was developed based on input 
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from NYSDOT, FHWA. It will also help solve geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 
interchange compared to current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) design guidelines. This reconfiguration of Exit 125 will 
be designed to meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist with Route 17’s 
future conversion to Interstate-86.  It will also be designed to allow for the construction of a third 
lane by NYSDOT along NYS Route 17 in both eastbound and westbound directions in the future, 
if NYSDOT decides to make such an improvement.  The construction of the relocated interchange 
would occur within the State Right of Way and on lands under control by the Applicant. The 
portion of the land to accommodate the interchange and ramps involving the Applicant’s property 
will be dedicated to the State of New York as part of the Highway Work Permit process. 
 
Comment B.6.3: A post implementation study should be included to validate the results of the 
Traffic Impact Study. This study would include data collection of actual traffic conditions 
generated by the site and would result in minor Improvements and adjustments to traffic signal 
timing. The State would recommend that the Town keep a Performance Bond to be used if 
mitigations are necessary. 
 
Response: The Applicant has agreed to a post-implementation study to validate the results of the 
traffic impact study.  This would include data collection of actual traffic counts generated by the 
Project, and include adjustments to signal timings and any minor additional improvement items to 
accommodate the Project generated traffic more efficiently.  Discussions are anticipated to occur 
during site plan review to determine whether, and under what circumstances, any bonding may be 
established with the Town of Goshen as part of the Site Plan approval process for such minor 
additional improvement items resulting from the post-implementation study.  The final details of 
the Post Implementation Study, with respect to the level of improvements, signalization and the 
amount of money to be bonded to the Town of Goshen to allow for additional improvements, if 
deemed necessary and permissible, will be formalized as part of the NYSDOT work permit 
process. It should be noted that the legal basis for the Town of Goshen to require bonding is limited 
by both State and local law.  NYSDOT should explore whether and to what extent it has the ability 
to require bonding of such work as a condition of its highway permit process. The requirement for 
a post-implementation study will be part of the Findings Statement for the Project.  Note that as 
part of the transportation management plan that is proposed by LEGOLAND, traffic data for 
vehicles entering and exiting the site is planned to be collected and used to allow management of 
traffic flows and to assist in planning for specific peak time periods. This information will also be 
utilized to notify patrons of LEGOLAND on traffic conditions in the area, and other information 
related to access and departure times. 
 
Comment B.6.4:  The Department requests that the traffic study be expanded to the intersection of 
1-84 and 1- 87, Route 17 and 1-87 (Exit 131), Route 17 and 1-84, and Route 17M and 1-84. There 
will be significant trips occurring outside of the current study area in the peak hour, which may 
impact Department facilities.  
 
Response:  These locations were not required as part of the Scoping Document, which NYSDOT 
had an opportunity for input, and thus will not be required at this late date of an FEIS.  However, 
additional information regarding the anticipated arrival and departure distributions has been 
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developed for the overall area and the other regional locations requested. As can be seen from the 
data contained in the FEIS Appendix, the intersection of I-84 and I-87 is not expected to experience 
significant ramp traffic movements as a result of the Project. There will be some through traffic 
on the mainline through this area but fewer than 100 vehicles per hour will affect any ramp at this 
location.  Route 17 at I-87, i.e., Exit 131, is expected to experience higher Project-generated traffic 
volumes and the breakdown of those volumes is shown on figures of the FEIS Traffic Study.  The 
Route 17 and I-84 interchange was already identified in the DEIS in tabular form and now has 
been expanded in the FEIS traffic study to correlate them to the movement figure.  Where 
appropriate based on the Adopted Scope, the evaluation of each of the ramp connections as a result 
of the Project’s traffic increases is now included.  Similarly, the interchange of NYS Route 17M 
and I-84 has also been added to the updated traffic study contained in this FEIS document.  See 
also response to Comment B.173.4 for the analysis and discussion of the NYS Thruway and NYS 
Route 17 interchange. 
 
General Permit Comments 
Comment B.6.5:  A Perm 51 must be submitted with a check for $2,000.00 
 
Response:  Although this comment is not relevant to SEQRA environmental review of the project, 
the Project Sponsor has represented that the Perm 51, together with a $2,000.00 check, for the 
permit process has been submitted. 
 
Comment B.6.6. A Perm 33.com will be required for this Project. 
 
Response:  Although this comment is not relevant to the SEQRA environmental review of the 
project, the Project Sponsor has represented that a Perm 33.com has been completed for the Project 
and has been submitted together with the Perm 51 and $2,000 check as part of the Highway Work 
Permit review. 
 
Comment B.6.7: "The proposed permit work is in the vicinity of a NYSDOT traffic signal, 
highway light, or other device with loop detection and/or buried conduit.  The permittee shall 
locate all such underground facilities and note such on the construction plans.  Damage to 
underground facilities is the responsibility of the permittee." 
 
Response:  Although this comment is not relevant to SEQRA environmental review of the project, 
it is acknowledged that the “permittee shall locate all such underground facilities to avoid conflict 
with traffic signal and other buried conduit or loop detection equipment”.  This and other 
appropriate notes will be added to the construction plans. It is also acknowledged that any damage 
to underground facilities is the responsibilities of the permittee. 
 
Comment B.6.8: In an effort to enhance the Regional capabilities of managing traffic flow, 
providing real-time traffic data, minimizing delay and reducing congestion, the Region will be 
installing communication capabilities to all Region 8 traffic signals. 
 
Effective immediately, the scope of work on all Capital projects that include signal modification 
(at Pre-PSE Stage or earlier), shall be expanded to include the connection of the traffic signal to 
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the Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) network by either a cable modem (preferred) 
or by a cellular modem (acceptable). Also all signalized work under a Highway Work Permit will 
follow this guidance. 
 
It is envisioned that critical, congested corridors will have to be addressed as a system where work 
is proposed. For more information or specific details, the Regional Signal Section should be 
contacted at (845) 437-3396. 
 
Response: Although this comment is not relevant to SEQRA environmental review of the project, 
the provision of such equipment and design will enhance the regional capabilities of managing 
traffic flow and providing real time traffic data and thereby minimizing delays and reducing 
congestion in the area.  It is proposed that the traffic signals for the reconstruction of the Exit 125 
interchange or other signals, which may have to be upgraded will all be outfitted with the necessary 
communication modems to provide the connection of these traffic signals to the NYSDOT 
Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) as part of the Highway Work Permit. 
 
Comment B.6.9:  It is anticipated that a Highway Work Permit will be required as part of the 
proposed action. 
 
Response:  Agreed. If a Highway Work Permit is required by NYSDOT it will be a condition of 
any Resolution of Approval that an application for such a permit for the Proposed Action will be 
made. 
 
Comment B.6.10:  Sidewalk must comply with current ADA requirements.  The values shown on 
the table "Critical Elements for the Design, Layout and Acceptance of Pedestrian Facilities" shall 
be used to ensure that pedestrian facilities in the public right of way are ADA compliant.  Please 
refer to engineering directive ED15-004.  The applicant will need to provide inspection services 
as indicated. 
 
Engineering Directive ED15-004 - Design, Construction and Inspection of Pedestrian Facilities in 
the Public Right of Way 
 
The values shown on the table "Critical Elements for the Design, Layout and Acceptance of 
Pedestrian Facilities" shall be used to ensure that pedestrian facilities in the public right of way are 
ADA compliant.  Please refer to engineering directive ED15-004.  When submitting proposed 
permit projects for NYSDOT review, the applicant's engineer will need to include a letter or 
statement within the transmittal letter that the submitted design is compliant with ED15-004 and 
all other applicable codes, standards, and specifications .  The applicant will also need to provide 
inspection services as indicated.  In particular, the applicant's engineer will perform the required 
pre pour concrete form inspection, completed construction inspection, and submit a signed, sealed 
document confirming compliance with ED15-004 and all other applicable codes, standards, and 
specifications.  In instances where nonstandard features cannot be avoided a justification form will 
need to be completed under the process promulgated under the Highway Design Manual Chapter 
2 (Refer to Exhibit 2-15A). 
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Response:  Although this comment is not relevant to SEQRA environmental review of the project, 
all sidewalks will be ADA compliant.  Sidewalks within the NYSDOT Right-of-Way will comply 
with current ADA requirements and NYSDOT’s Engineering Directive ED15-004, Design, 
Construction and Inspection of Pedestrian Facilities in the Public Right of Way, including the latest 
revisions, as required by law.    The Applicant is responsible for performing the required 
inspections and submitting a signed and sealed certification from a NYS licensed Professional 
Engineer confirming compliance with ED15-004 and all applicable codes, standards and 
specifications.   
 
Comment B.6.11:  This Project is subject to the requirements of the State's Drivers First initiative. 
Delay to the traveling public must be minimized. 
 
Response:  Although this comment is not relevant to SEQRA environmental review of the project, 
the Project will comply with the requirements of the State’s Drivers First Initiative to minimize 
delay to the traveling Project.  Appropriate notes will be included in the construction documents 
as part of the Highway Work Permit. 
 
Comment B.6.12: The applicant is required to satisfactorily complete the Smart Growth 
Prescreening Tool required under the NYS Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act 
(SGPIPA). 
 
Response: Although this comment is not relevant to SEQRA environmental review of the project, 
the Applicant, as part of the Highway Work Permit, must satisfy all NYSDOT requirements, 
including completion of the Smart Growth prescreening Tool as required. 
 
Comment B.6.13: ETC +30 shall be included with the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
review as the applicant will be most likely required to submit a design report to the FHWA to 
preserve the 1-86 Corridor status for any modifications made to Route 17. 
 
Response: The ETC +30 analysis is now included as part of the traffic study contained in this 
FEIS (see figures in Appendix A beginning on page 481) for the relocated/reconstructed Exit 125 
interchange to preserve those areas along Route 17 that are related to the potential conversion to 
I-86 as per the FHWA requirements. 
 
Comment B.6.14:  Any future development must be considered at this time. The applicant can 
propose a plan to the department regarding phasing of subsequent development on this site. 
 
Response: Existing conditions studies contained in the DEIS including soils, topography, 
stormwater, surface water, flora and fauna, zoning, fiscal impacts are provided for the entire 521.95 
acre site and in some case, off-site areas as well.  The SEQR documents, Site Plans, and associated 
traffic studies evaluate the full development of the site, as proposed.  There may be buildings 
within the developed area, such as the hotel, that will not be completed on initial opening of the 
Project, but these areas are accounted for and analyzed in detail in the DEIS, as is the second phase 
of the project which entails construction of an aquarium approximately 3 to 5 years after the park’s 
initial opening.  
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Comment B.6.15: Where is the rational for analysis of peak hours? 
 
Response:  The peak hours analyzed in the traffic study were based on the Project Scoping 
Document as adopted by the Town of Goshen Planning Board.  Not only do these cover the normal 
peak hours of the adjacent roadway system, i.e., AM and PM Peak Hours, but also evaluate peak 
entry and exit times for the facilities on weekdays, Saturday, and Sundays.  These are addressed 
as per the Traffic and Transportation section of the Scoping Document.  
 
Comment B.6.16:  Please explicitly state any use of credits in the trip generation, such as: pass by, 
internal site, multimodal & others 
 
Response:  The trip generation utilized in the traffic analysis does not take any pass-by, internal 
site or multimodal credits.  The trip generation was established based on observations at other 
LEGOLAND facilities and adjusted upward based on the relationship between attendance and 
vehicle trips as observed at the Carlsbad, CA location.  LEGOLAND has represented that it plans 
to accommodate mass transit service, and provide shuttle service to and from several area hotels. 
It has also represented that it is also exploring connections to other regional mass transit facilities, 
including express bus and possible train service and transfer connections from the metropolitan 
area.  However, it should be noted that no credit has been taken for the use of these services in the 
traffic analysis.  These services, if implemented, will only further mitigate traffic impacts. 
 
Comment B.6.17:  Provide a detailed description of mitigation. The Department expects the 
applicant to submit a plan, and obtain a permit to perform such work in the Right of Way. 
 
Response: As summarized in Pages 34 through 38 of the traffic study contained in the DEIS 
Traffic Appendix, the Applicant had proposed some 29 specific mitigation measures.  These have 
been updated in this FEIS to respond to comments obtained on the DEIS.  The Applicant will 
coordinate with NYSDOT on all of the necessary work within the State Right of Way under its 
State Highway Work Permit. 
 
Comment B.6.18:  Referenced figures and tables should be hot-linked or indicated by the page 
number of the document. 
 
Response:  The updated FEIS traffic study includes a table of contents with page numbers tied to 
various figures and tables. 
 
Comment B.6.19:  Signal Warrant analysis for new signals. 
 
Response: A traffic signal warrant analysis has been conducted for the proposed new traffic 
signals and for any intersection proposed to be monitored for signalization after completion of the 
project. The traffic signal warrant analyses conducted for the following four (4) locations are 
presented in the Appendix of the FEIS Traffic Study:   
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-239 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

1. Harriman Drive and Proposed Main Access-The warrant analysis indicates that a traffic signal 
will be warranted at this intersection upon completion of the project.  

 
2. Harriman Drive and Glen Arden Access- The warrant analysis indicates that a traffic signal 

may not be warranted at this intersection upon completion of the proposed project; however, 
this intersection will be monitored as part of the Post Implementation Study.  If the Post 
Implementation Study indicates a traffic signal is warranted at this location, then the Project 
Sponsor will be required to install such traffic signal. 

 
3. Harriman Drive and South Street- The traffic signal warrant analysis indicates that a traffic 

signal will not be warranted at this intersection upon completion of the project; however, this 
intersection will be monitored as part of the Post Implementation Study.  If the Post 
Implementation Study indicates a traffic signal is warranted at this location, then the Project 
Sponsor will be required to install such traffic signal. 

 
4. Relocated Exit 125 Westbound On/Off Ramps and New NYS Route 17 Overpass Bridge- The 

signal warrant analysis indicates that the intersection will only marginally warrant the 
installation of a traffic signal, however, it is the Applicant’s opinion that due to the constraints 
of this intersection and the amount of traffic that will be experienced during the LEGOLAND 
park peak entering time periods, a traffic signal is warranted. The installation of a traffic signal 
at this location will be subject to NYSDOT permitting and approval.  

 
Comment B.6.20:  Roundabouts must be considered as the primary option as per Section 5.9.1, pg. 
5-95 ... of the Highway Design Manual. 
 
Response: The evaluation of potential roundabouts was completed at the locations where new 
traffic signals are contemplated. See the Traffic Study Appendix of the FEIS for other details.  The 
Traffic Study included an evaluation of potential roundabouts at several locations, including the 
intersections of the North Connector and Exit 124, N. Connector Road/South Street/Route 17M, 
as well as Harriman Drive and Glen Arden Access, and the relocated Exit 125 westbound on/off 
ramp and overpass bridge. The first two locations are existing intersections. At the Route 17/Exit 
124 westbound on/off ramps, the ability to construct a roundabout is impractical due to the 
wetlands in close proximity of the intersection. At this time, only signal timing modifications are 
proposed at that location as well as any required modem updates per NYSDOT. At the intersection 
of Connector Road/South Street/Route 17M, the available Right-of-Way at this intersection would 
restrict the ability to construct a roundabout. The land required for a roundabout would be outside 
of the existing NYSDOT Right-of-Way and include private lands, which the Lead Agency cannot 
legally mandate that the Applicant purchase. The improvements planned at this intersection 
include provision of a left turn lane on Route 17M and N. Connector Road, as well as the provision 
of a separate right turn lane on the northbound South Street approach, these improvements will be 
completed within the existing Right-of-Ways. At the Harriman Drive/Glen Arden Access, the 
available Right-of-Way and grades complicate the ability to construct a roundabout at this location. 
Additionally, a provision of the roundabout would impact additional wetland areas. The proposal 
is to monitor this location for potential signalization in the future as part of the Post-
Implementation Study. 
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The Exit 125 westbound on/off ramps are being constructed in an area that is located between 
Route 17M and the Route 17 mainline. In order to allow for the future addition of a third lane on 
Route 17, and keep the improvements within the available area between these two roadways, this 
intersection is proposed to be signalized. The ability to install a roundabout would require 
significant additional property acquisition and cost, increased structural cost, and may preclude 
future lane additions on Route 17 and/or impacts on Route 17M. Therefore, no roundabout is 
proposed at this location. 
 
 
Comment B.6.21:  The operation of the proposed roundabout must be considered to ensure that 
traffic will not back up on the Interstate. 
 
Response:  The roundabout which is proposed in the vicinity of the relocated interchange Exit 125 
Eastbound has been designed to ensure that traffic will not backup onto NYS Route 17. Tables 
No. 1-ALT A through 9-ALT A contained in Appendix B of the Traffic Impact Study summarizes 
the Queuing Analysis results for this roundabout, which indicates that an maximum queue length 
of approximately 125 ft. is anticipated on the roundabout southbound approach (i.e., from new 
Route 17 overpass bridge) and a maximum queue length of approximately 250 ft. is anticipated on 
the roundabout westbound approach (i.e., from relocated NYS Route 17 eastbound off ramp. Each 
of these queues will be well within the proposed storage capacity for each approach and will not 
impact traffic on the Route 17 mainline or at other nearby intersections. 
 
Comment B.6.22:  The Gravity Model Summary table (Appendix K of the Traffic Study) shows 
58.5% of the visitors to the site are utilizing 1-87 south of Harriman. The Department wants to see 
the analysis for the 1-87/Route 17/Route 32 interchange. Though much lower, 12% of the visitors 
are coming from the east on 1-84 (including 3% from 1-87 north of 1- 84), The Department wants 
to see an analysis at the 1-84/Route 17 interchange too. 
 
Response: The requested breakdown of anticipated trips for the I-87/Route 17/Route 32 
interchange as well as for the I-84/Route 17 interchange has been included in the FEIS.  The I-84 
and I-87 interchange ramps are not expected to handle significant Project generated traffic 
volumes.  The breakdown of the added site generated traffic volumes at the interchange ramps 
however, is included on a new figure contained in the Traffic Study Appendix.  Item 18 on page 
41 provides a summary of the discussion of the I-84/I-87 and I-84/Route 17M interchanges, which 
indicates that the LEGOLAND Project will not have a significant impact on these locations.  
Furthermore, the response to Comment B.173.4 provides a discussion of the conditions at the I-
87/Route 17 interchange.   
 
Comment B.6.23:  There are diversions from EB Route 17 onto EB Route 17M at Goshen during 
times of heavy congestion such as Sunday afternoons. How will the proposed mitigation reduce 
the amount of diversions? 
 
Response:  During current peak summer conditions on certain Sunday afternoons, there are 
diversions of traffic which occur for Route 17 EB; that traffic diverts from the Route 17 mainline 
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and utilizes Route 17M to travel eastbound.  Many of these vehicles exit at the Exit 125 EB off 
ramp, connect to Harriman Drive and then to South Street to get to Route 17M. This is apparent 
as shown in the existing peak summer Sunday traffic volume figures. The proposed roadway 
improvements along Harriman Drive, South Street and at the intersection of South Street and Route 
17M will help improve the efficiency of these movements when this diversion occurs.  Such 
diversions of existing traffic are expected to continue with or without LEGOLAND until other 
longer term capacity improvements are implemented in the areas east of the site.  The proposed 
interchange modifications and related improvements including the reconfiguration and 
realignment of the current lane drop on Route 17 eastbound in the vicinity of the existing Exit 125 
are being designed to improve traffic movements onto and off of Route 17. The new exit and entry 
ramps include proper deceleration and acceleration lanes and other design features to meet current 
standards, etc. These improvements are not intended to reduce the amount of traffic diversions that 
occur on Route 17 during the summer Sunday afternoon time period.  However, the elimination of 
the eastbound high-speed lane drop will improve the safety of this transition for eastbound traffic 
during all time periods.  Since traffic would already be transitioned to two lanes prior to the 
reaching the relocated Exit 125 eastbound off ramp. The placement of the variable message signs 
(VMS) referenced on pages 35 and 48 of the Revised Traffic Impact Study will be coordinated 
with NYSDOT as part of the Highway Work Permit. 
 
Traffic and Mobility - Synchro Comments 
Comment B.6.24:  All Synchro build and build with improvement models at signalized 
intersections with crosswalks need to include the leading pedestrian interval implemented under 
the statewide pedestrian improvement plan. 
 
Response:  A separate Synchro analysis for the future build conditions for the intersections at 
Route 17M and South Street, and Route 207 and Church Street, includes the leading pedestrian 
intervals as implemented under the statewide pedestrian improvement plan. All other locations 
where improvements are proposed to be, the LEGOLAND project is not expected to see any 
significant pedestrian traffic as a result of the proposed development and therefore the Leading 
Pedestrian Interval does not appear warranted at any other locations where improvements to 
intersections are proposed. This will be further coordinated with NYSDOT as part of the Highway 
Work Permit.  
 
Comment B.6.25: On Route 17M from West Ave to Kings Highway there is a two way left turn 
lane along the majority of this corridor 
 
Response: The two way left turn lane on Route 17M from West Avenue to Kings Highway 
has been included in the revised SYNCHRO analysis. 
 
Comment B.6.26: On Route 17M from West Ave to Kings Highway please check on area type 
CBD (Central Business District) within the lane settings.  Area type CBD should also be checked 
on at the signalized intersection of Main Street with Church Street. 
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Response: The updated traffic analysis has included the CBD designation on Route 17M from 
West Avenue to Kings Highway in the Village of Chester, as well as at the signalized intersection 
of Main Street and Church Street in the Village of Goshen. 
 
Comment B.6.27:  Please provide justification for all locations that use a PHF (Peak Hour Factor) 
of .95 or higher 
 
Response: Copies of the counted traffic volumes and PHF’s are contained in Appendix E of the 
Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.6.28: At the intersection of South Street with Route 17M there are two crosswalks 
that are not included in the Synchro model please add these crosswalks into the models.  The 
pedestrian calls at this location is also set to zero in both the volume setting and phasing setting, if 
this is accurate please provide data that led to this conclusion. 
 
Response:  The existing crosswalks at the intersection of Route 17M and South Street have now 
been modeled in the updated Synchro analysis to include added pedestrian calls.  Note that at the 
time of the traffic counts, minimal pedestrian activity was observed during the peak periods.  See 
pedestrian summary counts contained in Appendix A of the Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.6.29:  At the intersection of Route 207 with North Connector Road, within the volume 
settings the conflicting pedestrian calls per hour is set to zero, if this is accurate please provide 
data that led to this conclusion. 
 
Response: At the intersection of Route 207 and North Connector Road, copies of the pedestrian 
counts are included in the Appendix. 
 
Comment B.6.30:  At the intersection of Route 17M with West Ave, within the volume settings 
the conflicting pedestrian calls per hour is set to zero, if this is accurate please provide data that 
led to this conclusion. 
 
Response:  The analysis has been updated to reflect conflicting pedestrian calls. 
 
Comment B.6.31:  At the intersection of Route 17M with Route 94, within the volume settings the 
conflicting pedestrian calls per hour is set to zero, if this is accurate please provide data that led to 
this conclusion. 
 
Response:  This analysis has been revised to reflect conflicting pedestrian calls. 
 
Comment B.6.32: At the intersection of Church Street with Main Street, within the volume settings 
the conflicting pedestrian calls per hour is set to zero, if this is accurate please provide data that 
led to this conclusion. 
 
Response:  The Church Street and Main Street intersection has been revised to reflect the observed 
pedestrian calls. 
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Comment B.6.33:  At the intersection of Route 17A with Hatfield Lane:  The eastbound approach 
to this intersection should be modeled as a one lane road with a 120' left turn storage lane as 
opposed to a two lane road which is how it's being modeled in Synchro. 
 
Response:  The analysis for the intersection of Route 17A with Hatfield Lane has been revised to 
reflect the 120 foot left turn storage lane on the eastbound approach as noted. 
 
Drainage & Site Comments 
Comment B.6.34:  There is a FEMA study for the Otter Kill, which takes the majority of the runoff 
from the Project Site.  The FEMA report indicates that the Old Chester Rd culvert (local owned 
culvert built by NY under RC 1914) is severely undersized, influencing water elevations at 
NYSDOT culverts c850064 (NY-17M) and c850012 (NY-17), placing both in pressure flow at 
010 but not overtopping either at 0100.  The analysis does not indicate the Old Chester Rd. culvert 
to be as large an obstruction as FEMA indicates; however, this specific location has been called 
out in the FEMA report as an area of known flooding (including flooding of the sewer pumps, 
assumed to be for the adjacent subdivision), although it does not mention the specific historic 
storm(s) at which this occurred (FEMA report is dated 2009, before Irene/Lee).  If the Old Chester 
Rd. obstruction were to be removed by enlarging the culvert, it would allow both of the state 
culverts to pass significantly more flow (although per regulations & the SWPPP they will be 
mitigating 10and 100yr flows to existing levels). 
 
Response:  In New York State (NYS), construction activities involving soil disturbances of one 
(1) or more acres of land which discharge to surface waters of the State require coverage under the 
NYS Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) State Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (SPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Discharges for Construction Activity Permit No. 
GP-0-15-002 (General Permit).  Since the Proposed Action intends to disturb more than one (1) 
acre, the applicant is required to obtain coverage under the NYS DEC SPDES General Permit. 
This requires the applicant to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) including: 
(1) Erosion and Sediment Control practices in conformance with NYS’ technical standard, New 
York State Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control and (2) Post-
Construction Stormwater Management practices meeting the sizing criteria of the General Permit 
and the performance criteria of NYS’ technical standard, New York State Stormwater 
Management Design Manual.  The FEIS includes a revised SWPPP (Appendix D) which calculates 
reductions in post-development runoff rates from the Project Site (see SWPPP Table 7, 
Comparison of Pre- and Post-Development Conditions at Study Points).  These reductions are 
obtained through the implementation of stormwater management practices meeting the sizing 
criteria identified above including a stormwater pond. 
 
The SWPPP analysis utilizes two (2) Study Points (Study Points A and B) located at existing 
culverts crossing NYS Route 17 as shown SWPPP Appendix C, Pre/Post Development Drainage 
Conditions Maps.  Since the Study Points coincide with the culvert locations the reductions in 
post-development runoff rates also represents a decrease in flow through the culverts.  Stated 
differently, implementation of the stormwater management practices associated with the Proposed 
Action will increase the capacity of the two (2) NYS Route 17 crossing culverts as well as the 
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downstream culvert crossing Old Chester Road.  Enlarging any downstream culvert, without 
providing additional flood storage volume would likely increase flows downstream and possibly 
increase flooding in downstream areas. 
 
The FEMA study referenced appears to the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Orange County (No. 
36071CV001A) dated August 3, 2009.  The FIS analysis flood risk data to establish actuarial flood 
insurance rates for the County and evaluated numerous flooding sources including the Otter Kill.  
The comment is inaccurate regarding the assumed flooding of sewer pumps for the adjacent 
residential subdivision.  The FIS stated, “flooding in the area of a subdivision south of Route 17 
on Otter Kill was noted with an indication that a sewer pumping station had been flooded”.  This 
refers to the flooding of a Town-owned Arcadia Hills sewage pump station rather than individual 
homeowner sewer pumps. 
 
Comment B.6.35:  While understanding that the watershed analysis in the SWPPP (Appendix G) 
is done for a different purpose than determining the peak flows at the culverts, and is a different 
type of analysis than are Regression equations (older versions of which are usually used FEMA to 
determine peak flows in the absence of gage data), the FEMA report indicates that the flows for 
this reach of the Otter Kill were determined by a detailed study of the rainfall/runoff for the area 
via SCS hydrographs; this is the method on which TR-55 is based, and which was used for the 
SWPPP.  The issue is, the peak flows shown for Design Point A(c850012, NY-17) are on the order 
of 10x higher than the flows in the both the FEMA report and Streamstats at this location.  This 
results in a site 01 peak flow per the SWPPP being over 2x larger than the FEMA 0500 flow, and 
larger than 0200 per Regression/Streamstats, both of which encompass the entire drainage area.  
While there is some upstream regulation that may mitigate flows, resulting in the lower FEMA 
flows, this regulation is not associated with the site area; this would mean that the site area 
contributes direct runoff to the culvert that greatly exceeds any peak flow that has been determined 
by conventional methods. 
 
In conclusion, based on the FEMA report, IF the 010 and 0100 peak flows are mitigated to the 
existing flow rates per the SWPPP, there should not be any adverse effect on either NY-17 or NY-
17M as a result of the Project (or at least, no adverse effect that is not currently encountered). 
However, if we simply use the design point flow rates per the SWPPP, the analysis shows that 
NY-17 could be (and actually would be now) under water at flow events somewhere between 01 
and 05, or roughly every few years. 
 
The suggestion would be for the Applicant to further investigate the site watershed model used for 
the SWPPP to see whether or not there has been some input and/or computational errors that have 
resulted in the extreme discrepancy.  I will reach out to the Residency to see whether or not this 
location has seen roadway overtopping from some of the floods in the last 10 years in an attempt 
to verify the FEMA and/or Regression flow rates (my records do not indicate this to be a known 
flooding area). 
 
Response:  The FEIS includes a revised SWPPP (Appendix D).  The SWPPP analysis utilizes the 
Soil Conservation Service Technical Release 55 (SCS TR-55) “Urban Hydrology for Small 
Watersheds Modelling”.  The SWPPP utilizes two (2) Study Points (Study Points A and B) located 
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at existing culverts crossing NYS Route 17 as shown SWPPP Appendix C, Pre/Post Development 
Drainage Conditions Maps.  The Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Orange County (No. 
36071CV001A) dated August 3, 2009 utilized a similar rainfall/runoff approach, the USACE 
HEC-1 and the SCS hydrograph.  The FIS study point (Otter Kill Upstream of Route 17) is 
downstream of SWPPP Study Point A.  
 
The SWPPP calculates peak rates of runoff for the 1-year, 10-year and 100-year events while the 
FIS analyses 10-year, 50-year, 100-year and 500-year events (identified as 10%, 2%, 1% and 0.2% 
probabilities of occurrence in the FIS).  The SWPPP calculates pre-development peak rates of 
runoff for the 10-year and 100-year events to be 400.59 CFS and 730.04 CFS which are 
approximately 3.03 to 3.74 times greater than the FIS rates for the same recurrences (132 CFS and 
195 CFS).  The “10x higher” indicated in the comment appears to incorrectly compare the FIS to 
the SWPPP intermediate study point (i.e., Into Existing Wetlands) which naturally attenuates 
flows.  Similarly, the SWPPP conservatively excluded the storage effects of Goshen Reservoir #2 
(SWPPP page 4).  See response to Comment B.6.34 regarding the existing NYS Route 17 culverts. 
 
Accident Analysis 
Comment B.6.36:  For the locations in Table AR-1 where there is a noted accident type (7 or 8 
locations out of 20) there should be at least: 

 An accident diagram (to determine any patterns) 
 Accident Summary Sheet 
 Existing conditions diagram; and 
 Proposed changes and the correlation between the patterns identified and mitigations 

proposed (or changes to the roadway network to accommodate expected increased 
volumes). 

 
Response: An accident diagram and an accident summary sheet have been prepared, together 
with information on existing conditions diagrams for each intersection (record plans where 
available). The Accident Diagrams are contained in Appendix F of the Traffic Impact Study. A 
discussion has also been added to the revised traffic study to summarize the proposed 
improvements as they relate to potential mitigation and/or improvements to existing conditions.  
 

B.7.   Katie Worthington, President/ CEO, Winter Haven Chamber of Commerce, 
undated 

Comment B.7.1:  As a Chamber of Commerce executive and resident of a community that has 
benefited tremendously from the investments made by Merlin Entertainments, I am writing to 
encourage you to move forward with the development of LEGOLAND New York... Merlin was a 
company that wanted to work collaboratively with the community around it. They quickly formed 
productive working relationships with county and city officials to guarantee the best outcomes for 
both the community and their business. They held numerous community events both widely open 
to the public and held specifically with the residents that raised concerns due to their proximity to 
the park. They modified their plans when needed to address concerns. 
 
They also contracted with local companies to construct LEGOLAND Florida which brought 
numerous jobs throughout its development in addition to the 1,000 year-round and seasonal jobs 
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the park’s operation created. By now I am sure you have seen the 5-year economic impact numbers, 
but ONE BILLION dollars is a conservative estimate in my opinion. Since opening the park, their 
investment has expanded beyond park and accommodation operations to include corporate Merlin 
positions in their North American headquarters and call center in downtown Winter Haven and a 
model building “Merlin Magic Making” center in our neighboring town of Lake Wales. These 
have brought close to 200 more jobs, many filled by area young professionals.   
 
On top of creating jobs and their overall economic impact, Merlin Entertainments leadership has 
been actively engaged at all levels of the community. The General Manager of the park has served 
on the Chamber’s board of directors since he was hired during pre-opening. He also serves on 
several economic development organizations, works closely with our public school district and 
serves on the board of Polk Vision, a county-wide non-profit trying to put solutions in place for 
the community’s greatest needs. Numerous other directors of the park serve on the boards of the 
hospital and other non-profits in the community. They participate in community-focused events 
and are ever-present in important discussions about the community – not solely for the benefit of 
the park, but for the community-at-large – because they live here too and want to see this 
community thrive. As I work with many corporations in my role, I can say that the leadership at 
LEGOLAND is amongst the most accessible and engaged. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has committed to having the same dedication to the community 
residents, businesses and organizations in Goshen.  Public Benefits of the Proposed Project, 
including the Merlin’s Magic Wand Program are further discussed in Section II-C of the DEIS.  
 
Comment B.7.2:  The team at LEGOLAND also want to ensure that Winter Haven maintains its 
own identity. The General Manager of the park is adamant that we don’t brand Winter Haven as 
“LEGOLAND-ville” but rather promote the park as a part of the real-Florida, authentically small-
town, “local favorites” experience. The confidence that Merlin’s investment has instilled in our 
own residents has led to an explosion of mom-and-pop ventures throughout our city and historic 
downtown core. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has designed LEGOLAND New York to integrate into the Town 
of Goshen so that the environmental impacts are mitigated to the greatest extent practicable.  It is 
the Project Sponsor’s intention to maximize the benefits of the Project for all of Goshen, consistent 
with the Project Sponsor’s approach at its other attractions, and not to try to overwhelm or 
dominate the Goshen area. 
 

B.8.  Erik Collier, Chairman ACE Mentor Program, letter dated December 22, 2016 
 
Comment B.8.1: On behalf of the ACE Mentor Program of the Hudson Valley, the board of 
directors are writing this letter to express our support for the proposed LEGOLAND New York 
Project.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
statements of support of the Project. 
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Comment B.8.2:  ACE Mentor Program is a nation-wide, non-profit that mentors high school 
students in the fields of architecture, construction and engineering.  This fall, a local chapter of the 
ACE Mentor Program was started.  Since the beginning of the school year, 80 students representing 
over 20 school districts are participating in the program.  On numerous occasions. LEGOLAND 
(Phil Royle) has helped increase our mentorship.  This involvement has directly helped the 
program grow, which in turn has immersed the students with a larger and diverse mentorship.   
 
LEGO has been used as a part of the ACE curriculum throughout the country for many years.  
Regarding the STEM learning process, LEGOLAND New York will be a great public –private 
partner with ACE and the local school systems.  Our local workforce development, in a much 
needed industry, will see a positive impact with LEGOLAND in our backyard.   
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has committed to coordinating with local school districts to 
encourage interaction including field trips with discounted ticket rates and participation in school-
sponsored programs such as the ACE Mentor Program.   
 

B.9. Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board, minutes from discussion of DEIS, 
dated December 14, 2016 

 
Comment B.9.1:  When and where will delivery trucks and all non-customer traffic arrive/depart? 
When will the garbage trucks be entering and leaving? Will the facility recycle bottles and cans? 
 
Response:  All deliveries and trash collection will be in the back-of-house areas. Deliveries will 
be during normal park business hours and will be from local vendors and commercial courier 
services such as United Parcel Service or Federal Express. Deliveries are typically by appointment 
so as to stagger truck arrivals.  At LEGOLAND Florida, food and beverage deliveries are 
scheduled between 6:00AM and noon, while retail deliveries are scheduled from noon to 4:00PM. 
It is likely that a similar system would be created for the Proposed Site.  The back-of-house area 
has been designed to accommodate tractor-trailers.   
 
LEGOLAND staff will collect trash internally within the park and it will be kept in the back-of-
house area in enclosed buildings to control odor and limit visibility of trash. Within the park, 
recycling receptacles are placed next to trash receptacles to encourage guests to also recycle.  
LEGOLAND NY is anticipated to have an active recycling program. For reference, LEGOLAND 
California recycles 2 million pounds of materials annually. 
 
Comment B.9.2:  Will all lighting be downward facing to lessen light pollution? 
 
Response:  Site lighting along the access road and within parking areas are proposed to be flat-
lensed, LED fixtures with full cutoff shields to limit lateral spread of light and would be dark-sky 
friendly, meaning that light would not be projected up from the fixture.  Lighting within entrance 
roads and parking lots will be zoned to provide illumination within specific portions of the site 
only during hours of needed use. It is anticipated that all lighting within the guest parking areas 
and guest entrance road will be dimmed to 50% illumination one hour after the park closes. After 
the lighting is dimmed, occupancy sensors installed on each light fixture will provide for localized 
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full illumination until activity is no longer detected. During the overnight hours lighting within the 
main guest parking areas will be turned off while the guest entrance road and hotel parking areas 
will remain on at 50% illumination throughout the overnight hours to provide for hotel guest 
comfort and security. During the overnight hours occupancy sensors will continue to operate 
allowing localized full illumination when activity is detected.  Additionally, although not dark-sky 
friendly in the sense that the lighting in not projected downward, there will be ground lights and 
string lights (fixtures Z-1, Z-2 and R-1 on the lighting detail sheet), which are low-level ornamental 
lights.  The ground lights are 35W, and will be directed onto trees and are used to illuminate 
walkways in the main entrance plaza.  The string lights are 0.2W, and are located in and around 
tree trunks or within other vegetation.  These ornamental lights will not result in a significant 
adverse environmental visual impact.  However, the Planning Board may address the location and 
use of such ornamental lights in its site plan review. 
 
Comment B.9.3:  Summary of existing conditions states O&R will supply gas, this is wrong. Does 
NYSE&G have capacity to serve or will infrastructure upgrades be necessary? 
 
Response:  While the gas main in Harriman Drive is owned by Orange and Rockland Utilities, the 
site is not in the Orange and Rockland Utilities service area.  No natural gas will be used on the 
Project Site.  Orange and Rockland Utilities has issued a “will serve” letter for the servicing o the 
project site for electricity (Appendix R). 
 
Comment B.9.4:  Can the archeological sites eligible for listing on the National Register within 
the Area of Potential Effect (APE) be isolated and left undisturbed? 
 
Response:  Avoidance of these areas is not possible given the desire to preserve wetland areas on 
the site, as well as the topographical constraints of the Project. However, prior to the start of 
construction, the Project archeologist will develop a Phase III testing and recovery program for 
Site 07106.000123 and LEGOLAND Site 4 in consultation with the NYS Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation (SHPO) so that these sites are removed and appropriately 
preserved prior to any construction on the site.  The plan will be submitted to SHPO for review 
and concurrence, with a copy to the Town of Goshen. 
 
Comment B.9.5:  The hotel and back of house building will not be LEED certified, why not? 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project has been designed to mitigate environmental impacts to the 
greatest extent practicable, which includes design modifications undertaken in response to public 
comment.  LEED certification, which is administered by the U.S. Green Building Council and not 
a government agency, provides a framework for environmental sensitivity; however, certification 
is not required and does not guarantee that environmental impacts are mitigated.  There is no LEED 
program specific to offices.  The back-of-house administration building will meet several LEED 
criteria for New Construction, including the protection of sensitive environmental resources and 
habitat (wetland) restoration, implementation of an erosion and sediment control plan, provision 
of bicycle racks, no smoking, 30% open space on the site and implementation of a recycling 
program.  Additional criteria were deemed by the Project Sponsor not to be feasible.  In the case 
of the hotel, the company uses a specific model which is part of the theme park guest experience 
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consistent with the international LEGOLAND brand, which is not likely to be able to achieve 
LEED certification without deviating from the international brand. 
 
Comment B.9.6:  Question Q on page 12 of the EAF states there is no hunting taking place on 
adjoining properties, has this or its impact been investigated? 
 
Response:  This Project Site is private property. Although it is difficult to control trespassing on 
the site given its size, no hunting is permitted on the site.  
 
Comment B.9.7:  The Project Sponsors have too many unresolved design/funding issues with the 
DOT regarding traffic and by their own admission there are many “moving parts”.  They are also 
in the process of redesigning the grading and site plan which could potentially alter the Project in 
a dramatic way. 
 
Response:  It is not uncommon for site plans to be revised in response to comments and to improve 
overall design as an applicant moves through the SEQR process. Recent revisions are summarized 
in Section I above, including a revised traffic design, improvements to onsite circulation, a new 
emergency access from the main entrance to the internal loop road, improvements to the grading 
plans to reduce overall earthwork and site disturbance, and reduced retaining wall use and height.  
These design revisions have reduced overall impacts to traffic. Furthermore, the proposed off-site 
roadway improvements will be conducted under a Highway Work Permit issued by the NYSDOT 
and therefore will be subject to a full design review to be conducted by the NYSDOT. The Project 
Sponsor is required to obtain all necessary permits for all off-site roadway improvements, and will 
construct all off-site roadway improvements. 
 
Comment B.9.8:  Generally the document lacked completeness.  It did not describe the educational 
purposes, the need nor the benefits.   
 
Response: The DEIS did not lack completeness in accordance with the DEC SEQRA regulations 
and guidance documents as to the level of responsiveness to the approve EIS Scope, i.e., it was 
adequate to be reviewed and commented upon by governmental agencies and the public. 
Accordingly, the Planning Board deemed the DEIS to be adequate for public review. A discussion 
of educational benefits of the Project can be found in Section II-C of the DEIS and is summarized 
as follows:  LEGOLAND New York will offer year-round educational opportunities to 
schoolchildren throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Math) education.  LEGOLAND New York will also partner with local schools 
and colleges to train and employ students interested in careers in hospitality, business, mechanical 
engineering, among other fields.  LEGOLAND New York will host, as it has in its other locations, 
educational programs for school trips with discounted tickets provided to school children and 
annual free passes donated to all educators in Orange County.   
 
Orange County currently has made clear its desire for taxpaying tourist attractions and educational 
entertainment opportunities for children and young families.  These two needs are both 
documented in numerous County Planning studies as well as the fact that school districts and 
parents throughout Orange County routinely and often transport children outside of the County 
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and, in some cases, out of state for educational field trips.  LEGOLAND New York will provide 
an opportunity for local educational experience.  Notwithstanding this documented need, the 
SEQRA environmental review process is a process to identify significant environmental impacts 
and address ways to mitigate such impacts.  The purpose of SEQRA, including the DEIS to which 
this comment is directed, is not to identify the need or benefits of any project, although the need 
and benefits of a project may, under certain circumstances, be noted during the SEQRA process to 
offset adverse environmental impacts. 
 
Comment B.9.9:  A more complete review including ALL Public Funds, Requested, Anticipated 
or Committed is needed to complete an economic review of the benefits of this Project given that 
the benefits are mostly described as economic. 
 
Response: The comment misunderstands the purpose of SEQRA. As clearly set forth in DEC 
guidance documents and court cases, the “environmental” issues to be addressed during a SEQRA 
review do not include purely economic impacts of a project, although they may be proposed by an 
applicant to have them balance against adverse environmental impact. There is no SEQRA 
requirement to set out the economic benefits of a project.  In any event, as noted in the DEIS and 
in the response to Comment B.9.8 above, the benefits of the Proposed Project include educational 
and fiscal benefits, among other benefits discussed in Section II-C of the DEIS.  The Project 
Sponsor, relative to its proposed investment of $500,000,000 to construct the Project, has and will 
seek various incentives, including a reduced 20-year PILOT, and State incentive funding from 
Empire State Development.  A $3 million grant obtained through the Consolidated Funding 
Application has been secured.  However, the Project Sponsor has determined that it will finance 
the cost of the roadway improvements, including the relocation of Exit 125.  The relocation of Exit 
125 will help solve geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT) design guidelines, and the reconfiguration assist with Route 17’s future conversion to 
Interstate-86.  The Project Sponsor has asked New York State to participate in the funding of the 
relocation of Exit 125, which request is currently under consideration. 
 
Comment B.9.10:  Sections of the document including traffic discuss the benefits to local business 
which have not been quantified or projected.  
 
Response:  The reference to local businesses in the Traffic Section of the DEIS states that the 
construction of a direct connection to NYS Route 17 (evaluated as an alternative traffic layout in 
the DEIS), would likely reduce the number of vehicles that would travel into the Village of Goshen 
to patronize restaurants or other businesses.  A more detailed analysis with Projections of 
secondary economic benefits of the Project as well as a discussion of the economic output which 
has occurred as a result of LEGOLAND Florida Resort on surrounding businesses and the local 
economy is provided in Section III-M of the DEIS.  
 
Comment B.9.11:  Are the 500 full time employees described on page 5 year round?  It seems 
questionable that they would employ such high staffing levels when closed for the season.  A 
description and levels of pay for those jobs are needed to analyze this aspect of the purported 
benefits to the community. 
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Response:  Again, it is not the role of the Lead Agency to try and determine whether a project is 
justified because of the purported benefits to the community, including the number and pay scale 
of the estimated jobs that may be created, although the Project Sponsor is allowed to provide such 
information in the EIS to offset adverse environmental impacts.  Project Sponsor has represented 
that the 500 projected full-time employees will be employed year round. The hotel and aquarium 
will be open year-round and will therefore require staffing.  Park maintenance will be employed 
year-round for ride and attraction cleaning, maintenance, repair or construction, particularly during 
the off-season when rides are shut down and can be more easily accessed.  Also, security and office 
staff such as marketing, administration, public relations and management positions would also be 
full time.  A description and breakdown of full time jobs was provided in Table III-9 of the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.9.12:  Neither Conceptual nor Engineered Plans have been approved by NYSDOT.  
Also the applicant has requested that these improvements (made only for the benefit of the 
applicant) be paid for by either NYS or Orange County.  This request has not been approved and 
funding may not be available. This information is only included on page 93 and should be made 
more clearly in the traffic section and the public benefit section.  Without even preliminary plans 
cost estimates are unavailable for these aspects of the Project.  There are too many potential designs 
to make an assessment.  
 
Response:  Based on several additional meetings with the NYSDOT and FHA, the Project Sponsor 
revised the traffic improvement plan to respond to board, public and agency concerns by relocating 
Exit 125 further east and providing a direct connection to Harriman Drive.  This mitigation design 
will address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads by largely removing LEGOLAND 
traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. It will also help solve geometric shortfalls 
of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.  This reconfiguration of Exit 125 will be designed to 
meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist with Route 17’s future conversion 
to Interstate-86.  Furthermore, the proposed off-site roadway improvements will be conducted 
under a Highway Work Permit issued by the NYSDOT and therefore will be subject to a full design 
review to be conducted by the NYSDOT. The Project Sponsor is required to obtain all necessary 
permits for all off-site roadway improvements, and has committed to construct all off-site roadway 
improvements. 
 
Although the Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to the 
relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project, the Project Sponsor has 
requested New York State participate in financing the Exit 125 improvements, which resolve one 
of the pre-existing impediments hindering the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this 
region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New York State with this future conversion.  The 
conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding contributions for the future operation and 
maintenance of Interstate 86. 
 
Comment B.9.13: The Documents states “Many of these improvements are subject to approval by 
the NYSDOT or other agencies.” These agencies should be listed along with each proposed 
improvement including a status of the review or approval. 
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Response:  A full list of Involved Agencies is provided in Section II-D of the DEIS.  In addition 
to the NYSDOT, the approving agencies for off-site traffic improvements include Orange County 
for improvements on County Roads or improvements to the Heritage Trail, the Town of Goshen, 
if improvements on Town-owned roads are necessary, and NYSDEC for approval of stormwater 
management for offsite improvements and any necessary wetland permits.  While the applicant 
has met with Orange County, NYSDEC and NYSDOT several times to discuss the project plans, 
no agencies can issue any permits until SEQR is completed.  Any approval for the Project by the 
Planning Board, subsequent to the completion of SEQRA and passage of necessary local laws by 
the Goshen Town Board, will be conditioned upon the issuance of all necessary permits, such as 
those referenced in the comment.  The Project Sponsor has previously submitted a highway work 
permit application to the NYSDOT for the off-site traffic improvements under its jurisdiction. 
 
Comment B.9.14:  These proposed public improvements are mainly roadways.  What are the costs 
of these improvements and who will bear the burden of these improvements? 
 
Response:  The roadway improvements are estimated to cost approximately $40,000,000 to 
construct.  The Project Sponsor has determined that it will finance the cost of the roadway 
improvements, including the relocation of Exit 125.  The relocation of Exit 125 will help solve 
geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) design 
guidelines, and the reconfiguration will assist with Route 17’s future conversion to Interstate-86.  
The Project Sponsor has asked New York State to participate in the funding of the relocation of 
Exit 125. 
 
Comment B.9.15:  Signalize entrance to Glen Arden.  Has Glen Arden approved this and who will 
bear the cost? 
 
Response:  A signalized access at Glen Arden was requested by representatives of this facility, 
although Glen Arden has no jurisdiction to approve or deny such an improvement.  The traffic 
signal warrant analysis for this intersection contained in Appendix B of the Traffic Impact Study, 
indicates that this intersection is not expected to meet warrants for traffic signals after completion 
of the proposed project. However, this intersection is proposed to be monitored as part of the Post 
Implementation Study and installation of traffic signals at this location will be subject to NYSDOT 
approval. Costs for these improvements, if the Post Implementation Study indicates that the 
warrants are met for a traffic signal, will be funded by the Project Sponsor.   
 
Comment B.9.16: Improvements to the Heritage Trail intersections are described as 
“recommended” or “Should”.   If these improvements are identified as impacted by the Project 
LEGOLAND should undertake the improvements and underwrite their costs.  Who will undertake 
these “recommended” improvements and bear the cost?  
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has determined that it will finance the cost of the roadway 
improvements.  The Applicant has committed to completing a Post Monitoring Traffic Signal 
Warrant Analysis and has committed to full signalization of this intersection; subject to required 
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approvals.  Alternate improvements such as the installation of a Hawk Signal (high intensity 
activated crosswalk) or Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (RRFB) Warning Sign together with 
other actuation would be an alternative to full signalization. The current improvement plan, Exhibit 
2 of the Traffic Study, does include a textured crosswalk treatment at this location. The final signal 
design, including any necessary interconnect with the signal at the intersection of Route 17M and 
North Connector Road/South Street, will be finalized as part of the NYSDOT Highway Work 
Permit and Site Plan Approval provision. However, the Project Sponsor cannot unilaterally make 
such off-site improvements, even if they are deemed advisable by the NYSDOT and/or the Lead 
Agency.  Those municipal authorities having jurisdiction to allow such improvements (e.g., 
Orange County, Town of Goshen, Village of Goshen) must also agree. 
 
Comment B.9.17:  Was the new Church on Duck Farm taken into consideration? 
 
Response:  The Orange County Gospel Fellowship Church was a Project taken into consideration 
in the Project’s traffic study.  The full list of various projects required to be included in the traffic 
study are listed on page 85 of the DEIS.  
 
Comment B.9.18: Discussion of BOCES buses and traffic should be shared in appropriate parts of 
the document not just in the volumes of the traffic study. 
 
Response:  Automatic Traffic Recorded (ATR) Machine traffic counts were performed for a two-
week period while BOCES was in session as required.  Also, analysis of BOCES site driveway 
flows were considered for the peak pick up and drop off time occurring at the facility when school 
was in session (even though these times were not the same as the standard peak times on local 
areas roadways).  Therefore all traffic from peak BOCES times was added to traffic volumes from 
the overall traffic study area creating a conservative, worst case scenario.  This is discussed in the 
first paragraph on page 89 of the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.9.19: No evidence of ‘tax positive commercial developments’ – no ability to evaluate 
given the lack of info on public fund contributions NYSDOT contributions vs PILOT Fees and 
Taxes and other revenues. 
 
Response:  As noted above, the purely economic impacts of a project do not qualify as 
environmental impacts that must be addressed in the EIS process.  In any event, the Project Sponsor 
will finance the cost of the roadway improvements.  Additionally, the Orange County IDA 
commissioned an independent analysis of the economic benefits of the Proposed Project by 
KPMG.  A copy of KPMG’s report is included in Appendix K.   As noted in the KPMG report, 
the PILOT payments over 20 years would result in $87,000,000 in revenue compared to the 30 
year PILOT previously requested by the Project Sponsor.  KPMG also estimates additional non-
property tax payments would amount to $620,594,239 over a 30-year period, as shown on the table 
below taken from the report. Also, the Town of Goshen and the Project Sponsor have agreed upon 
a 30-year Host Community Benefit Agreement, providing additional economic benefits to the 
Town of Goshen. 
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Comment B.9.20:  The numbers in terms of [taxes and PILOT payment] receivables are not clear 
and do not add-up in an understandable manner. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.9.19 above.  
 
Comment B.9.21:  List of necessary approvals seems lacking. 
 
Response:  This list is consistent with that which was provided in the approved Adopted Scope 
and includes approvals which may, or may not be necessary (i.e., variances) as a conservative 
approach.  
 
Comment B.9.22: Use of pesticides and herbicides must demonstrate that it CANNOT contaminate 
surface or ground water resources [such as] Arcadia Wells, Village of Goshen Reservoirs etc.  A 
listing of chemicals projected to be used, the manner of application and timing are necessary to 
know.  
 
Response:  Airborne pesticides and herbicides would not be used at the Proposed Project.  
Additionally, no pesticides or herbicides will be used outside of the improved Park area. Only 
standard, household spray pesticides and herbicides are proposed, such as ‘Round-up’.  A copy of 
the Material Safety Data Sheets (“MSDS”) for each common commercially available pesticide and 
herbicide to be used at the Park will be kept on file at the Park and with the Town once established.  
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Comment B.9.23: The conclusion that Bog Turtles are not present was not supported by the report: 
“… was not determined to be a potential habitat since NYSDEC wetland maps do not identify the 
wetland as potential habitat”. 
 
Response: The comment regarding Gumwood swale not being identified as threatened or 
endangered species habitat was made because of NYSDEC process of classifying State wetlands.  
According to 6 CRR-NY 664.5, a Class 1 wetland can result if the wetland is a resident habitat of 
an endangered or threatened animal species (664.6[c][2] and [4].  Since NYSDEC wetland GO-41 
has been classified as a Class 2 wetland, this classification implies that there were no records for 
threatened or endangered species residing within the mapped wetland.  For comparison, Glenmere 
Lake (DEC wetland WR-15) is a Class 1 wetland and was the location of the known population of 
the State endangered northern cricket frog.  In any event, the site biologist’s conclusions that the 
site does not meet the criteria for a bog turtle habitat was also based on a field evaluations and 
comparison of wetland areas to the documented indicators of habitat provided by the NYSDEC.  
 
The report concludes that the Project Site does not contain on-site habitats which meet the very 
specific habitat criteria common to bog turtle sites (see page 44-45 of the DEIS for a detailed 
description of the necessary habitat and the findings of field surveys).  Also refer to written 
Comment B.33 below from a representative from USFWS confirming they believe no additional 
surveys for bog turtles are required.   
 
Comment B.9.24: How was road runoff contamination of surface water determined?  Water 
Quality Testing should have been done to determine if contamination made the water uninhabitable 
for wildlife.  None was reported. 
 
Response:  The DEIS included a full stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) which was 
engineered consistent with all current NYSDEC requirements, and reviewed by the Planning 
Board’s Engineer.  A revised SWPPP that comports with the revised site plan for the Project and 
the off-site roadway improvements has also been prepared and is included as part of this FEIS as 
Appendix D, and has also been reviewed by the Planning Board’s Engineer.  The Project Sponsor’s 
biologist inspected areas, including the new wetland areas to be disturbed as part of the revised 
traffic mitigation plan, for wildlife habitat, which has also been reviewed by the Planning Board’s 
environmental consultant.  
 
Comment B.9.25: [Regarding the proposal to] upgrade and widen intersection of Route 6/17 and 
Route 17M, the study should indicate whether or not tree removal is proposed.  “IF” statements at 
this junction do not inform the discussion.  Proposed Actions need to be stated so conclusions can 
be drawn.  NYSDOT approved plans are necessary. 
 
Response:  The traffic mitigation plan no longer includes modifications to Route 17M. The 
NYSDOT provided comments on the Traffic Mitigation Plan and an application for the proposed 
work has been provided to the Department.  However, no approvals from any agencies can occur 
until SEQR is completed.   
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Comment B.9.26: Page 63, Use of a stormwater pond and existing ponds to provide quantity 
control for discharge may control flow but may contribute to increased temperatures for water 
released into the Otterkill and Moodna Creek.  These are both threatened streams which the Town 
of Goshen has worked to assist in this regard in the past.  Steps should be taken to prevent rising 
water temps. 
 
Response:  Only one stormwater pond is proposed as part of the SWPPP.  Twenty-three 
stormwater areas are proposed at the Project Site for water quality treatment and stormwater 
quantity control.  Stormwater water quality treatment will be provided through filtration using six 
underground stormwater sand filters, nine bio-retention areas, two rain gardens, and one dry swale.  
The use of over 125,000 square feet of porous pavers will also encourage infiltration.    These more 
natural means of stormwater quality will not hold stormwater above ground where it would be 
susceptible to temperature increases.  In addition to the stormwater management features, 357 
acres of the site will remain in its natural state including 100 feet around wetland areas.  This 100-
foot area is also known as a ‘riparian buffer’ and will provide benefits such as stream stabilization, 
erosion control, filtration of pollutants which may be carried by stormwater, potential flooding 
reduction, shade, temperature control and maintaining critical habitats. 
 
Comment B.9.27: What does “water quality volume” mean?  This document was to be written in 
plain understandable language. 
 
Response:  Water Quality Volume is a defined term established by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation. Water Quality Volume (denoted as the WQv) is a 
stormwater management practice sizing criteria intended to improve water quality by capturing 
and treating runoff from small, frequent storm events that tend to contain higher pollutant levels. 
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s publication, New York State 
Stormwater Management Design Manual has defined the WQv as “the volume of runoff generated 
from the entire 90th percentile rain event. Essentially what this means is that a practice sized using 
the WQv will capture and treat 90% of all 24-hour rain events. The WQv is directly related to the 
amount of impervious cover constructed at a site”. 
 
Comment B.9.28: The document only refers to Average Annual Daily Traffic – This distorts the 
data and does not provide any relevant information to evaluate the impacts of traffic.  Seasonal 
and weekly impact MUST be discussed and mitigated.  Summer vs Winter.  Sunday Aft vs Tuesday 
Midday?  A reasonable person cannot draw valid conclusions from this report summary.  This 
failing of the report is consistent throughout the document. 
 
Response: The DEIS provides peak daily and hour traffic projections for the general public to 
understand potential impacts (see page 85).  Traffic mitigations are proposed based on these peaks 
to ensure the proposed mitigations can handle the highest peak (worst case scenario) traffic 
volumes.  For this reason, traffic volumes during winter months (when outdoor areas of the park 
are closed) were not discussed in detail, as it would only tend to distort the worst case scenario. 
Attendance data for both seasonal and non-seasonal parks were provided to the Town to support 
the Projections.   
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Comment B.9.29: A discussion of Regional Train Service is not relevant to this document unless 
the Project proposes a way to connect or use the resource.  Shuttle service from train stations and 
other locations should be detailed. 
 
Response:  A discussion of public transportation options in the vicinity of the Project was required 
by the Adopted Scope. The Project Sponsor is currently in discussion with bus services to provide 
shuttle service from train stations such as Harriman and Beacon to reduce the number of private 
vehicle trips to the Project Site.  It should also be noted that the traffic analysis contained in the 
Traffic Impact Study took no credits for trip reductions that might occur as a result of mass transit 
usage, thus providing a more conservative traffic analysis. 
 
Comment B.9.30: Other traffic options are not presented in a manner that allows readers to draw 
conclusions. 
 
Response: The DEIS included a traffic impact study meeting all of the requirements of the adopted 
Scope.  The results of the traffic impact study were summarized within the body of the DEIS, and 
the full traffic impact study was included as an appendix.  As a result of public and agency 
comment, the traffic mitigation plan has been revised to further reduce potential traffic impacts on 
local roads, and a revised traffic impact study evaluating the potential impact of the revised plan 
as well as the original traffic mitigation plan (now referred to as an alternative) has been included 
with this FEIS as Appendix E. 
 
Comment B.9.31: Further discussion of the “Flyover” as mitigation needs to be included.  This is 
likely to be an expensive option but its merits should be discussed as it may very well be what is 
necessary given that the other options have not been approved by NYSDOT. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3.  
 
Comment B.9.32: The Project Sponsor/LEGOLAND has requested that NYS and Orange County 
fund the traffic improvements.  What are the costs associated with these projects?  Third party 
estimates may be necessary.  This appears to be all of the traffic improvements.  An argument for 
why the public should pay for these costs should be presented. 
 
Response:  As noted above, whether the Project Sponsor funds these improvements in whole or 
in part is not an “environmental” element of the SEQRA review, so it is not appropriate under 
SEQRA to require a philosophical discussion on why public monies ought to be spent on any 
particular project.  However, the Project Sponsor has determined it will finance the cost of the 
roadway improvements, although is free to request assistance from the State in this regard.  
Furthermore, the proposed off-site roadway improvements will be conducted under a Highway 
Work Permit issued by the NYSDOT and therefore will be subject to a full design review to be 
conducted by the NYSDOT. The Project Sponsor has committed to obtain all required permits and 
will construct all off-site roadway improvements. 
 
Comment B.9.33: There were not enough depictions of what future development would look like.  
More should be included so an accurate assessment can be made.  Nitescapes should be included 
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also. Again site plans are changing which may dramatically alter the visuals of the Project.  The 
Town should wait until the designs have progressed further. Use of “Dark Sky Friendly” Lighting 
is welcomed and encouraged. 
 
Response:  The visual analysis contained in the DEIS included two photo simulations, 
photographs of typical representative architecture and a photograph of the LEGOLAND Florida 
Resort in the parking lot at night to demonstrate nighttime lighting levels.  Additional visual 
simulations based on the revised site plan are included as part of this FEIS as Appendix M.  The 
Project Sponsor has proposed the extensive use of dark-sky friendly lighting fixtures, and further, 
the Park will close at 8 PM during the peak season, and shutting down within 1-2 hours thereafter 
to allow for patrons to finish any event they are visiting and minimal staff remaining for cleaning, 
maintenance and security.   
 
Comment B.9.34:  Page 5-6. Although I believe I have seen it elsewhere, there is no mention of 
paying any taxes to the Goshen Fire district. 
 
Response: The PILOT incentive does not mention the Goshen Fire District because PILOT 
agreements do not have any legal authority to compromise payments to any special taxing districts, 
such as a fire district.  Consequently, the Goshen Fire District will receive 100% of its taxes on the 
full assessed value of the property.  The Director of the Orange County Department Real Property 
anticipates that the Project would be assessed at $83,017,947.  Based on the 2016 tax rates, the 
Goshen Fire District would receive approximately $190,883.17 in taxes per year, subject to the 
exact assessment of the land, the increase in assessed value going forward, and the Fire District’s 
tax rate.   
 
Comment B.9.35: Page 8 Water supply mitigation states that all infrastructure will be constructed 
to Village of Goshen specifications. Does this mean interior to the park or just the service 
connections? What is the responsibility of the Town of Goshen in respect to construction of water 
and waste water infrastructure within the park and within the town ROW? Who will be responsible 
for inspections for compliance? 
 
Response:  All water and sewer infrastructure, interior and exterior to the park will be constructed 
to Village of Goshen specifications since the Village is supplying water and treating the Project’s 
sewage.  The Town of Goshen is responsible to verify construction is in conformance with all 
approvals and may perform additional inspections in this regard.  Additionally, all building permits 
and associated inspections will be performed and processed by the Town of Goshen Building 
Department.  All work affecting Town infrastructure, including the new sewer force main to 
Arcadia Hills and any work in Town right-of-way’s (e.g. trench and backfill) will be reviewed by 
the Town Engineer and Highway Superintendent. 
 
Comment B.9.36: There seems to be an onsite use of approximately 125,000 gallons of water that 
does not get returned to the wastewater system. Where does it go? 
 
Response:  Water is used for food and beverages and could also be used for irrigation in which 
case it would be absorbed at the site as groundwater recharge.  
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Comment B.9.37: Page 10. To say that natural variations in topography will work to visually buffer 
the site seems to deliberately ignore the intent to regrade most of the disturbed area of the park. 
(140 acres). 
 
Response: The re-grading of 140 acres does not denote that 140 acres of the site will be flat. Also, 
the natural variations in topography surrounding the proposed disturbed area of the property also 
will, to some extent, visually buffer various aspects of building structures. 
 
Comment B.9.38: Page 11 Fiscal: same comment as for page 5-6. No indication of paying taxes to 
fire department. Will the library receive any payments? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.9.34 above regarding the Goshen Fire District.  The 
Goshen library is funded through the Goshen Central School District.  As the Library is not a direct 
taxing institution, no direct payments to the library are required or will be made.  
 
Comment B.9.39: Page 12, Environmental contamination: I am uncertain as to the meaning of the 
mitigation, stating “the majority of the areas which had the potential for contamination are to be 
removed from the site during construction,” Does that mean that you are proposing to remove 
potentially contaminated soils from the site? If so we may want to know how and where they are 
being taken. There is a distinction of contaminated but can be left on site but not removed. 
 
Response:  An Environmental Site Assessment was conducted for the Project Site.  No recognized 
environmental conditions were found during the assessment.  The referenced statement ensures 
that should any contamination be encountered during construction, it would be removed from the 
site consistent and in accordance with all applicable regulations and requirements. 
 
Comment B.9.40: Page 13, Agricultural: I believe the statement that it has not been farmed for 
many decades contradicts the tax records for agricultural exemption. 
 
Response:  To clarify the statement from the DEIS, the majority of agricultural activities ceased 
more than 10 years ago with only annual haying being performed on the property at this time.   
 
Comment B.9.41: Air quality: There should at least be some recognition for the “fact” that Goshen 
(Orange County) is considered a non-attainment area. Explain what that means and any impact to 
the Project as the result. Canyon impact, (Environmental Defense scorecard) 
http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8923. html 
 
Response: The National Clean Air Act (CAA), which was last amended in 1990, requires the EPA 
to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to 
public health and the environment.  As required by the CAA, primary and secondary NAAQS have 
been established for six major air pollutants: CO, NO2, ozone, respirable Particulate Matter (PM), 
PM2.5 and PM10, SO2, and lead. The primary standards represent levels that are requisite to protect 
the public health, allowing an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards are intended to 
protect the nation’s welfare, and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility, materials, 
vegetation, and other aspects of the environment. The primary standards are generally either the 
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same as the secondary standards or more restrictive. In general, existing air quality in the Town of 
Goshen is good with the average Air Quality Index (AQI) less than the national average.  
 
While the immediate vicinity of the Project Site does not contain any major existing sources of 
emissions, Orange County has historically experienced elevated ozone levels due in part to 
proximity to the New York/New Jersey metropolitan area. Orange County was also designated 
nonattainment for fine particulate matter (PM2.5) in the past, but concentrations of both ozone and 
PM2.5 in Orange County have decreased substantially in the past 10 years. 
 
Areas that have never been designated nonattainment for a pollutant under the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are considered attainment areas. Former nonattainment areas 
currently meeting the NAAQS are designated maintenance areas and must have maintenance plans 
for 20 years.  
 
The Project would be located within Orange County, New York. The EPA designates Orange 
County as a maintenance area for the 1997 and 2006 PM2.5 NAAQS. 
 
Orange County is also part of a nonattainment area for the 1997 8-hr ozone standard, but is in 
attainment with the lower 2008 8-hr ozone standard (0.075 ppm). This has occurred because ozone 
levels have decreased over time in Orange County, and the County met the 2008 standard at the 
time nonattainment designations were made. The 1997 ozone standard nonattainment status has 
not been changed to maintenance; however for purposes of transportation conformity the 1997 
ozone standard has been revoked by a 2012 EPA final rule.  In addition, in 2013 EPA proposed 
revoking the 1997 ozone standard for all remaining purposes other than transportation conformity. 
 
Orange County is an attainment/unclassifiable area for the remaining Clean Air Act criteria 
pollutants: carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, coarse particulate matter (PM10), 
and lead.  For further information, see the additional Air Analysis information included as 
Appendix Q. 
 
Comment B.9.42: Addressing the phasing suggested, it seems to indicate a greater degree of sub-
phasing than is possible. With the large scope of the Project it is likely that greater than 5 acres 
will be disturbed at a time and some earth movement will be from the parking lots to the main park 
area. This goes more to credibility than issues. But for the public it might be good to explain the 
inspections that are required. Make it easy for the public to know the correct answers. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The NYSDEC sets a maximum five (5) acre limit for disturbance at 
one time.  A waiver from the 5-acre limit of disturbance will be sought by the Project Sponsor 
from the Town of Goshen, as it is an MS4 community.  If the waiver is granted, it will require 
increased inspections, among other heightened requirements for site stabilization.  
 
Comment B.9.43: Page 15 Residential buildout: In this scenario it was anticipated that there would 
be some recreational space added within the site, and there would be a through road connection 
from Harriman Drive to Arcadia road with several connections to Arcadia subdivision, though not 
necessarily all of the connections. (based on prior plans submitted to the planning board by others) 
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Response:  Comment noted. The addition of some recreational space, or a recreation fee in lieu of 
providing recreation space, together with a through road connection does not change the 
conclusions regarding such a residential development. Also, such a development of a residential 
project would require Planning Board review and approval, and would require its own SEQR 
analysis, all of which may modify recreation areas and through road access.  
 
Comment B.9.44: Incorporation of additional green/sustainable alternative should be encouraged 
and incorporated in the site plan or at least anticipated and permitted if approval is granted. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment B.9.5.  The Proposed Project will include green and 
sustainable stormwater management measures by using seven underground stormwater sand 
filters, fourteen bio-retention areas, and one dry swale. These stormwater measures provide 
additional water quality and groundwater recharge benefits.  Also, the Project Sponsor represented 
that it evaluated alternatives to the Project layout, including alternative designs that included larger 
footprints (which would have increased the proximity of the Park to neighboring properties) and 
alternative designs (which would have increased visual impacts), none of which met the greatest 
balance of meeting the goal of the Project Sponsor to develop a satisfying visitor experience with 
reducing potential environmental impacts. 
 
Comment B.9.45: Page 16, This discussion of the town owned lots does not make it obvious as to 
whether the applicant is proposing to acquire all of the town owned parcels or just some. Is it the 
intention to acquire the well parcels and then just give an easement to the town or are you proposing 
to adjust the lot lines around these parcels to make them compliant with NYSDOH requirements. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor seeks to purchase lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62 through 69, or portions 
thereof, of the town-owned lots for their fair market value.  Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-65 and 
11-1-67 contain wells and associated improvements that are owned by the Town of Goshen 
Arcadia Hills Water District. Those lots do not meet current New York State Department of Health 
requirements for wellhead protection. The Project Sponsor proposes to transfer sufficient land area 
from the surrounding lots to the Town of Goshen in order to provide the Town of Goshen with lots 
that meet current Department of Health wellhead protection requirements. The Project Sponsor 
will not be requesting to purchase any portion of the Town-owned properties that contain such 
wells and improvements.  
Comment B.9.46: Page 20 Lot 11-1-45. Will the proposed lot be of sufficient size to comply with 
the setbacks generally required for cell towers? If not will the existing variances be sufficient to 
allow the proposed lot line without additional variances. 
 
Response: At its meeting on June 7, 2012, the Town of Goshen Planning Board waived certain 
setback requirements for the cell tower application pursuant to § 97-94 and, based on a Town of 
Goshen Zoning Board of appeals decision dated June 19, 2012, the existing telecommunications 
tower was permitted to exceed the permitted maximum height allowable.  The proposed 
subdivision will create a smaller lot for this communications tower.  Rear and western setback will 
not be impacted by this subdivision and new minimum setbacks for the front and east side setbacks 
will not be any less than currently exists for the tower, and are part of the requested bulk 
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requirements that the Planning Board will address in its site plan/subdivision review after the 
conclusion of SEQRA.  No additional variances are necessary.  See also, response to Comment 
B.2.80. 
 
Comment B.9.47: Page 21 Are the two proposed Lone Oak wells to be given to the Town of 
Goshen or the Arcadia water district? This is significant in that it can limit who in the town can 
benefit from such a gift. 
 
Response:  The two wells are proposed to be dedicated to the Town of Goshen for municipal 
purposes. The Arcadia Hills Water District is administered by the Town of Goshen.  It is assumed 
that the Town of Goshen will re-dedicate these wells to the benefit of the Arcadia Hills Water 
District. 
 
Comment B.9.48: This paragraph (on page 21) seems to contradict the second paragraph on page 
20. Page 20 seems to consider that lots 11-1-60, 65, and 67 will also exist at the end of the Project, 
as well as one lot for the cell tower and the large lot to be the remainder of the land. Please explain.  
Page 23 Figure II-2 This does not make it clear the limits of lot 11-1-60. Is it to remain in its current 
odd state? Why rectangular lots when rod lots would be appropriate. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.9.45 and Figure 5: Subdivision and Lot Merger showing 
the proposed configuration of lots on the Project Site. 
 
Comment B.9.49: Figure II-3 Perhaps this should continue showing proposed out parcels to make 
it more understandable. 
 
Response: Figure 2: Project Layout and the site plan identify all parcels to be subdivided from the 
Project Site as well as proposed easements.   
 
Comment B.9.50: Page 24 paragraph 3 Emergency road is proposed gravel. Will this be able to be 
maintained during the winter and will gravel stand up to the runoff from the slope of the road? 
 
Response:  This road was installed as part of a residential subdivision on the property in the 1970s 
and has been in existence on the property, unmaintained, since this time.  There is minimal slope 
to this road. This road would be reserved for emergency access only when the park is in full 
operation, which would not be during the winter months.  The site would also be accessible via 
Route 17 as well as Harriman Drive for emergency access. 
 
Comment B.9.51:  It appears that the hours of operation will include hours after dark in the off-
peak season. Food service will not be open outside of park hours (except in the hotel). Employees 
will be on site 24 hours a day. What they are doing will vary according to their job. Hotel and 
security will be 24 hours a day?  Will the park be open to hotel guests and annual pass holders 
prior to the opening for the general public? 
 
Response:   While the park will stop ride and attraction operations at 6PM in off-peak (shoulder) 
season, some guests will take up to an hour to make their way out of the park as they may stop at 
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restrooms, retail shops, etc.  Limited security staff and hotel staff are on site 24-hours.  Hotel guests 
and annual pass holders will be able to access the park up to one hour earlier than general park 
opening.   
 
Comment B.9.52: Operations: please explain the two theaters Are they competition for other 
theaters? Will the hotel area be open to outside visitors? Will people be able or even want to come 
in to eat and/or drink there. 
 
Response:  Theaters will have live action characters and movie screens to show various LEGO 
related movies.  Theaters would only be open to park guests.  Hotel guests are not required to 
purchase tickets to the park but it is rare that a hotel guest would not also visit the park. It should 
be noted that issues such as competition with existing businesses cannot legally be considered by 
the Planning Board, either as part of its SEQRA review or during its site plan/subdivision/special 
permitting process. 
 
Comment B.9.53:  Page 31 Public need and benefit.  The number of 800 construction jobs is 
mentioned in many places in the report. What does that mean in terms of man days of labor, or 
actual projected wages? Since you have committed local labor (union) you should have some idea 
of the amount of labor you will be paying. This does not mean 800 days, does it mean 800 years 
of labor? 
 
Response:  It is accurate that the 800 jobs does not necessarily mean 800 individual persons 
working in the park during construction.  However, given the site plan has not been approved, 
construction drawings have not yet been prepared.  This is not typically done until the Project 
Sponsor is ready to issue RFPs for the site work. Union wages are set by contract and vary by 
trade.  Although the amount of jobs estimated to be created can be considered by the Town Board 
in connection with its responsibilities regarding Introductory Local Law Nos. 5 and 6 of 2016, it 
is not relevant to the SEQRA or other permitting by the Planning Board. 
 
Comment B.9.54:  I have seen elsewhere [in the DEIS], where the number of full time employees 
is broken down to 60 making x, and 240 making y. What are those numbers? 
 
Response:  Exact salary data is proprietary information, is not a SEQR issue and, therefore, was 
not provided in the DEIS.  The Project Sponsor has represented that more than 50% of the full-
time, salaried positions offered at the park will start at $50,000 or higher.   
 
Comment B.9.55:  PILOT, Fees and taxes: Where you state that the money paid will jump to 
$1,500,000. In year five at the completion of SeaLife aquarium. Does this mean for all three entities 
or just the school district. What if the completion is faster or slower? 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments B.2.100 and B.2.101 above.  
 
Comment B.9.56:  Host community fee: Is the Applicant stating that they will pay a minimum of 
$1,300,000 or is it as reported in the last sentence of that paragraph, $520,000.   
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Response: See response to Comment A.22.2 and Appendix C, Host Community Benefit 
Agreement.   
 
Comment B.9.57:  Last paragraph (on page 31): How will the taxes increase because of the loss of 
agricultural exemptions and that some tax exempt parcels will now be within the Project. 
 
Response:   As stated in the DEIS, “Once construction is underway on the Project Site, none of 
the parcels will be permitted to seek an agricultural assessment reduction as two of them currently 
do today.  As per the NYS Department of Taxation a payment for conversion of the land will be 
required which is equal to five times the taxes saved in the most recent year that the land received 
an agricultural assessment.  In addition, interest of 6 percent per year compounded annually will 
be added to the payment amount for each year that the land received an agricultural assessment, 
not exceeding five years.” Also, if the Town Board decides to sell Town-owned land to the Project 
Sponsor, that land will no longer be tax exempt.   
 
Comment B.9.58:  Page 32 Where you discuss the Hotel Occupancy Tax and the Sales tax, you 
indicate where some of the money will go, where does the rest go? 
 
Response: The DEIS states, “The Orange County Hotel Occupancy Tax of 5% will be assessed to 
each hotel stay of the proposed 250 room hotel.  Based on approximately 50,000 hotel room stays 
per year this is anticipated to be approximately $850,000 for Orange County.  Over 30 years, 
LEGOLAND New York would generate approximately $30,000,000 in Hotel Occupancy Tax 
revenue for Orange County. 
 
In addition, sales tax receipts at LEGOLAND New York would generate approximately 
$300,000,000 over 30 years.  Orange County’s sales tax revenue share would be $138,000,000.”   
 
All of the hotel occupancy tax goes directly to Orange County.  Sales Tax in Orange County is 
broken down between New York State (4% of total sales tax), Orange County (3.75% of total sales 
tax) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (0.375% of total sales tax).  By agreement, 
Orange County shares a percentage of its share of sales tax revenue with the three cities and each 
Town in Orange County. Thus, the Town of Goshen will receive a share of the sales tax revenue 
generated by LEGOLAND. 
 
Comment B.9.59:  I believe you may also need a floodplain development permit for work on the 
emergency access road over the Otterkill. 
 
Response:  This gravel road is existing at this location.  It was constructed as part of a previous 
subdivision that was approved in this location but construction was never completed.  Some minor 
grading and tree clearing for this road is required, but no disturbance will occur within the 
floodplain and no disturbance within the Otterkill is proposed.  
 
Comment B.9.60:  Page 37 Blasting. What should the neighbors expect in terms of vibration, noise, 
flying debris, and disturbance to wells. Will neighbors be able to be pre-notified of blasts? Will 
blasting be restricted to certain days or hours. How close to the nearest dwelling, building, or other 
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significant infrastructure might blasting be required? Hydraulic jack hammering was done in 
Hambletonian Park and took almost an entire summer of noise for significantly less area. See 
Schorr-Depalma study regarding bedrock out crops in the ridges around Arcadia Hills.      
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.12 above for blasting protocol.  Jackhammering is an 
alternative to blasting. However, as noted by the Comment, and as discussed in the DEIS, while 
peak noise levels may be less, it is typically a longer process than a single blast.   Rock-outcrop – 
Nassau complex (RSB) covers approximately 0.6 acres, or 0.1% of the Project Site.  This soil 
complex consists of shallow, somewhat excessively drained Nassau soils and can contain areas of 
exposed bedrock.  This complex covers a very small area of the Project Site along Conklingtown 
Road.  Depth to bedrock ranges from 0 to 18 inches.  The seasonal high water table is seldom 
perched above the bedrock.  The area is contained along Conklingtown Road where the land is 
densely vegetated, with no signs of exposed bedrock.  No disturbance is occurring near that 
location. 
 
Comment B.9.61:  Under proposed Mitigation (on page 37), it is indicated that certain measures 
will be implemented. How will that be evaluated, approved, and monitored. 
 
Response:  Erosion and sediment control measures are discussed more specifically in the 
applicant’s SWPPP and are shown on sheets 20-22 of the plan set.  Proper implementation of the 
SWPPP will be a condition of any approvals for construction on the site.  The SWPPP is required 
to be kept onsite at all times during construction.  The site is subject to inspection by the NYSDEC 
and the Town Building Inspector.  
 
Comment B.9.62:  Page 38 Blasting. Who will be responsible for the evaluation of the proposed 
blasting protocols, approve, and then monitoring? Perhaps an engineer or other qualified personnel 
hired and paid for by the town form the building permit and fees for third party inspectors. 
 
Response:  Any and all blasting operations shall be conducted so as to not endanger the health, 
safety and welfare of persons and the safety of property, including, but not limited to, that of 
adjacent landowners.  Any blasting operations shall be carried out in compliance with Chapter 58A 
of the Town Code.  If blasting is to occur, the Applicant must post a three-year bond to insure 
against any potential damage caused by such activities. The Building Inspector (who may enlist 
the assistance of the Town engineer) and Chief of the Fire Department are designated for the 
purpose of enforcing Chapter 58A, Explosives, and are authorized to make inspections and to 
prosecute any violation.  
 
Comment B.9.63:  In Figure III-6 some areas of the site you propose to cut 50 feet into the existing 
topography which may be greater than 20 feet into existing bedrock. In other areas of the site you 
propose adding 30-90 feet of fill. How do you propose to stabilize that much fill? 
 
Response:  The grading plan has been revised to reduce the overall amount of earthwork.  See 
response to Comment A.76.3. Stabilization measures, including temporary vegetation, 
stabilization matting and other best management practices, are discussed as mitigations in Section 
III-A and III-G of the DEIS and shown on the Erosion and Sediment Control Plans (sheets 20-22 
of the plan set). 
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Comment B.9.64:  Page 39. In the discussion about steep slopes you discuss the need for a SWPPP. 
In a recent interpretation from Region 3 of the NYSDEC it was stated that the cutting of trees does 
not require a SWPPP but the dragging, piling, moving of the trees would require the practices to 
be in place. 
 
Response:  The site disturbance and grading on the Project Site requires a SWPPP.  
 
Comment B.9.65:  Page 40 B wetland delineator not identified 
 
Response: Wetlands were delineated by Michael Nowicki, Biologist of Ecological Solutions, LLC 
of Southbury, Connecticut.   
 
Comment B.9.66:  Page 41 last paragraph No encroachment is proposed in the floodplain, yet you 
propose an emergency access road through the floodplain. How?  
 
Response: See response to Comment B.9.59.   
 
Comment B.9.67:  Page 54, Proposed mitigation might include the maintenance of 11.4 acres of 
successional farm fields for field breading species. This is one of the most rapidly diminishing 
habitats in the state. 
 
Response: The layout of the site was intended to preserve wetlands and forested areas; 
development does occur with previously disturbed field areas.  However, as discussed in the 
biologist report, two areas of the site which will be preserved, including an area within the wetlands 
which was used as a farm road, were found to provide upland basking and nesting areas for wetland 
species and the clear area of the site within the approximately 80-foot wide utility easement is 
another open area which provides solar exposure and a valuable upland travel corridor for birds 
and bat species on the site (see Appendix H for the full report).  
 
Comment B.9.68:  Page 69 Porous paver: It seems incorrect that [porous pavers] are the equivalent 
to fields. Shouldn’t it be a percentage of [the] impervious [surface]? Schoor-Depalma suggested 
that it is the equivalent to impervious [surfaces].  
 
Response:  The Project’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan report assumes all pervious pavers 
are impervious surfaces for the purpose of designing stormwater management for the site.   
 
Comment B.9.69:  Page 42 Pesticides will be used as required.  I'm assuming it will be posted that 
the area was sprayed? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.9.22. Chemicals are typically sprayed at night after park 
closing and are not sprayed while guests are in the park.   
 
Comment B.9.70:  Traffic - what time will the park open? BOCES was letting school out 
at 10:30 [AM].  How will this conflict be resolved? 
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Response:   Based on the revised traffic mitigation plan, a bridge will be constructed from NYS 
Route 17 with direct connection to Harriman Drive.  This will allow guests of the site more direct 
connection to the site and reduce the number of vehicles on local roads and which will need to 
drive past BOCES and Glen Arden.  Regardless, the BOCES and Glen Arden driveways are 
proposed to be monitored for the potential installation of a traffic signal as part of the Post 
Implementation Study.   
 

B.10. Martha Bogart, letter dated November 20, 2016 
 
Comment B.10.1:  I am writing to inform you of an omission to the Second DEIS documents 
relevant to LEGOLAND.  On Page 140, in the section under Historic and Aesthetic Resources, 
neither my home nor my neighbor’s home were included.  My home is located at 156 South Street, 
which is extremely close to the proposed development area.  It is known as the “Everett-Bradner 
House”, and has been on the National Registry of historic Places since 2004.  My neighbor’s home 
is located at 145 South Street, and is therefore even closer to the proposed site for LEGOLAND.  
It is known as the George T. Wisner House and has been on the Registry of Historic Places since 
2005.  It is particularly galling that these properties were omitted since I spoke at the meeting held 
in July at the CJ Hooker middle school where I mentioned that both homes were on the registry. 
 
Response:  See response to comment A.2.1 above.  
 
Comment B.10.2:  On Page 18 of the Full Environmental Assessment Form, Part 1 Project and 
Setting, it states that the LEGOLAND Project Site does not contain a contiguous building that has 
been nominated by the NYS Board of Historic Preservation for inclusion on the State and National 
Registry of Historic Places.  Please be advised that on the perimeter road of the site there are two 
such properties.  My home at 156 South Street is included on the State and National Register of 
Historic Places.  Additionally, my nearest neighbor’s home at 145 South Street is also on the State 
and National Register of Historic Places.  These two historic homes are the closest dwellings to 
the intersection of Harriman Drive and South Street, an intersection that will be part of the main 
artery for entry to LEGOLAND Park and therefore will be greatly impacted by the increase in 
traffic flow LEGOLAND will inevitably cause.   
 
Response:  The Environmental Assessment Form asks if any historic buildings are on or 
immediately contiguous to the Project Site.  The historic properties in question are not on the 
Project Site nor immediately contiguous to the Project Site.  As stated above, those which are 
located on South Street are more than 3,300 feet from the Project Site.  Additionally, the revised 
traffic improvement plan significantly reduces traffic resulting from the Proposed Project on local 
roads, including South Street. 
 
Comment B.10.3: Additionally, the portion of South Street on the opposite side of Route 17 
constitutes an entire historic district.  This district will be less than 100 yards from the main flow 
of LEGOLAND traffic that will need to turn right from Route 17M onto South Street.  All of these 
properties, by their historic nature, are part of what gives Goshen its special character.  Therefore 
I ask that you respect the history and natural beauty of our community by taking the two following 
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actions:  Require that a direct exit from Route 17 (future 86) onto Harriman Drive be constructed 
to eliminate impact on our historic rural character and require that a Positive Declaration be 
included in SEQR process.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. A Positive Declaration was adopted for this 
application which required the preparation of the Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statement.   
 

 B.11. Daniel Ortega, letter dated December 7, 2016 

Comment B.11.1:  On behalf of Engineers Labor-Employer Cooperative (ELEC 825), I want to 
express our support for this Project.  ELEC 825 is the labor management fund for the Operating 
Engineers Local 825.  We represent over 6,800 union members and together with our signatory 
contractors, we work to secure building projects, create jobs, maintain a credentialed workforce, 
promote economic development, and stimulate constriction.  Our territory includes five counties 
in New York State including Orange County and New Jersey.  Twelve of our members are 
residents of the Town of Goshen and over 250 members reside in Orange County.  This Project is 
a perfect example of the type of construction Project that is important to our organization and 
members.  LEGOLAND is not solely about construction jobs.  Our members don’t just work here.  
We live here and raise our families here, too.  Our members are active outdoorsmen and women 
who are committed to preserving the environment for future generations and to suggest that we 
are driven only by consideration for jobs at the expense of public safety or the environment is in 
itself a gross oversimplification. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
comments of support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.11.2:  Furthermore, Goshen and the region need to continue to look at ways to 
diversify its economic base.  We know the benefits that facilities like LEGOLAND bring.  This 
Project will help the Town and the Country in the long run to remain economically competitive 
and a great place to live by providing family and community oriented amenities while increasing 
economic opportunities and assisting with infrastructure development.  We strongly support this 
Project and believe in its numerous benefits, including, but not limited to, the jobs created for our 
members and contractors who would work on this Project.  Local 825 members are exceptionally 
skilled in operating heavy equipment used in demolition, building infrastructure and transporting 
construction materials with cranes, and this Project would provide many jobs during its 
construction phase. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
comments of support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.11.3:  Our workforce is highly trained and safety is always our top priority.  Located 
in Middletown, NY, our training center has been ranked among the best places in the country for 
training and continuing education in the use of heavy equipment.  As we continue our commitment 
to our members and New York, we are building an even better state of the art training facility and 
offices and Waywayanda.  Our diverse construction portfolio in New York includes roadway and 
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bridge construction, pipelines, housing, manufacturing and warehousing, casinos, and emergency 
services facilities in all types of surroundings including environmentally sensitive areas.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or 
which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed; therefore, no 
response is necessary. 
 
 B.12. Paul Rubin, letter dated December 15, 2016 

Comment B.12.1:  We are concerned that homeowners and businesses will not have sufficient 
water available for normal usage during periods of drought, much less the extra 27 percent required 
to supply the proposed LEGOLAND Project.  Proof of adequacy of water supply is of paramount 
importance.  The DEIS fails to provide the detailed information required by both the lead agency 
and the public to assess water adequacy.  Scientific proof, complete with comprehensive 
supporting data, is critically important in order to evaluate whether there is sufficient water 
available to meet existing and future demands.  The DEIS presents no detailed data and analyses 
to document that there will not be a major adverse environmental impact.  In all likelihood, based 
on the repeated drought conditions experienced by the Village – provision of large water volumes 
to Merlin’s LEGOLAND Project will result in major water supply deficiencies during periods of 
drought – when water quantity is most essential.  The DEIS fails to provide the needed data and 
analyses needed to address this critical SEQR issue… Simply put, there is not sufficient water 
quantity data or analysis in the DEIS for the Lead Agency or the public to conduct the coherent 
analysis needed to formulate science and information-based comment on water supply and 
demand.  Specifically, Merlin failed to provide any detailed, empirical, data to support their 
unfounded claims that there is sufficient water for: (1) existing Village needs in times of drought 
when one reservoir is dry and the other is extremely low; (2) future Village water demands as built 
out 5 to 10 years in the future; (3) major water supply demands required for the LEGOLAND 
development; and (4) expansion of the Village’s existing well field/aquifer.  A third well was 
drilled and tested under the concept that it might provide needed water for LEGOLAND.  
However, Merlin has provided no testing data, graphs or analysis for this information… 
Importantly, the Village routinely experiences drought conditions that require warnings and/or 
water reduction measures.  The DEIS fails to address this critical hydrologic rational or data to 
support selling a high percentage of the Village’s finite water supply to a developer in advance of 
detailed proof of water adequacy.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.44.1 above.  
 
Comment B.12.2:  No data is provided in the DEIS to support singular water demand values as are 
provided in other major development projects.  
 
Response: To determine anticipated water demand in the DEIS, usage from LEGOLAND 
Windsor was utilized as a benchmark due to the similar size and seasonal nature of the park. 
LEGOLAND Windsor is a 150-acre park with approximately 2.2 million visitors per year with 
two water attractions but no waterpark such as those provided in Florida and California, and a 
hotel.   
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Comment B.12.3: Merlin’s and the Village of Goshen’s water demand and water availability, as 
summarized in a September 23, 2016 Farr Engineering letter, is not founded on empirical data 
presented and supported in the DEIS: “Based on our analysis the Village of Goshen with its current 
available and permitted supply can provide the water requested by the LEGOLAND Project and 
also serve the CURRENT needs of the Village.”  During periods of drought, it is likely that the 
permitted water allocation of 1,300,000 gallons per day (903 gallons per minute) may not be 
available.   
 
Response:  The Project’s water demand is based on empirical data from the logs of water and 
sewage generated at LEGOLAND Windsor. A summary of that data is provided in the DEIS in 
Section III-E. The Village’s total water supply is based on the existing permit from the NYSDEC 
(attached with the Village consultant’s report in Appendix G).  
 
Comment B.12.4:  Based upon material presented in the DEIS and in a Farr Engineering letter 
addressed to the Village of Goshen dated September 23, 2016, it is not possible to determine if 
sufficient surface and groundwater are available to support existing and future water demand for 
the Village of Goshen and LEGOLAND.  Furthermore, additional material that addresses drought 
conditions and limited water availability indicate that analyses conducted to-date on water 
availability do not correctly factor in known water supply limitations. 
  
Response: There are no existing water supply limitations other than those discussed in the report 
prepared by the Village’s water and sewer consulting engineer, such as the NYSDEC permit and 
Health Department regulations, with which the Village is compliant.  
 
Comment B.12.5:  The DEIS and Farr Engineering letter purport that existing Village water usage 
from June 2015-June 2016 was 237,000,000 gallons with a July 2015 water usage of 24,000,000 
gallons.  This July 2015 water usage equates to an average daily water use of 774,194 gallons per 
day (gpd) or 538 gallons per minute (gpm).  No supporting documentation of these values is 
presented for the 2015-2016 data year or for other water years where water demand may have been 
higher.  As such, it is not possible to assess the veracity of the limited data presented. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.32.2.  The Village’s water reports are based upon data 
provided by the Village’s water system operator.   
 
Comment B.12.6: The DEIS fails to address the quantity of surface water available in the Prospect 
and Green Hill reservoirs, much less how much is available during times of drought and the 
emergency water shortage situations that repeatedly plague the Village.  Information not included 
in the DEIS sheds some light on this.  The December 1982 Camp Dresser & McKee Orange 
County, New York Water Supply Development and Management Plan Volume II Appendices 
document the relatively small drainage areas, reservoir size and storage columns of the Prospect 
an Green Hill reservoirs, respectively (i.e., 346 acres, 48 acres, 180 million gallons; 487 acres, 7.4 
acres, 50 million gallons).  The Camp Dresser & McKee report provides and “Estimated Yield” 
of 0.50 million gallons per day from the combination of these two reservoirs.  Apparently, this 
estimated value does not incorporate an assessment of short or long-term drought conditions that 
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may greatly diminish the quantity of available surface water.  Importantly, the DEIS fails to 
provide analysis of surface water availability during drought conditions.  In fact, the DEIS fails to 
provide any historic or recent reservoir water level and volume figures.  As such, it is not possible 
to document or verify surface water yield potential of either Village reservoir during drought 
conditions. 
 
Response:  This comment is inaccurate and the 1982 Camp Dresser & Mckee report referenced is 
outdated.  According to the Village, the last time conditions necessitated water usage restrictions 
was in 2003, prior to the Crystal Run Village wells being placed into service.  The Village of 
Goshen’s independent civil engineer provided a recent report (See Appendix E of the DEIS), dated 
September 23, 2016, concerning the Village of Goshen’s current permitted capacity for its public 
water system.  This present system consists not only of two surface water reservoirs, but also 
includes two groundwater wells that have been permitted as permanent water sources for the 
Village after the referenced Camp Dresser & Mckee report was completed.  Based on the Village’s 
current NYSDEC water taking permit, the Village of Goshen is permitted to withdraw a maximum 
of 1.3 million gallons per day from the combined surface water and groundwater system.  
 
Comment B.12.7:  The DEIS fails to address the Villages’ historic or recent drought conditions 
and provide a record of all the drought warning stages that have occurred (i.e., alert, warning, 
emergency).  The Town of Goshen’s May 2003 Water Use Alert Policy documents the Town’s 
recognition of repeated water quantity problems.  Documentation of repeated water crises relative 
to insufficient reservoir water volumes is essential in establishing water availability during short 
and long-term drought conditions. A revised DEIS is needed to assess reservoir water level and 
capacity information throughout the period of historic record.  This information is needed to assess 
drought frequency and the reliability of the Village reservoirs during periods of drought.  Current 
and historic data is needed to evaluate whether reservoir water should be factored into water 
availability calculations during worst case drought scenarios 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen’s public water supply is separate from the Town of Goshen 
water districts. A record of historic conditions was not required by the approved Adopted Scope 
nor relevant due to the Village’s development of the Crystal Run Village water supply wells.  The 
wells were developed as a direct response to drought conditions experienced in the early 2000s.  
Given the Village’s water supply now includes two wells on this site, reports of drought conditions 
prior to these wells being part of the permanent water supply are irrelevant to any analysis of the 
current water supply.  
 
Comment B.12.8: While the DEIS fails to address low reservoir capacity during periods of 
drought, water quantity issues are well-documented in the Village of Goshen.  For example, a 
March 16, 2002 New York Times article by Winnie Hu (A Village Running Dry Hopes It has 
Struck Water) states that, “The village’s main reservoir has only six weeks’ worth of water left in 
it, and the backup reservoir is already dry.”  Hu discusses the Village Board’s October resolution 
banning the use of water from the municipal system for washing cars, watering lawns or any 
outdoor use with potential fines of up to $250 and 15 days in jail for the first offense.  This is just 
one of the many examples of historic Village of Goshen reservoir drought conditions that persist 
to this day. 
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Response: According to the Village, the last time conditions necessitated water usage restrictions 
was in 2003, prior to the Crystal Run Village wells being placed into service.  Since this time, the 
Village supplemented its water supply with groundwater wells located in the Town of Wallkill.  
See responses to Comments B.12.6 and B.12.7. 
 
In order to further supplement the water system, based on projected future use over and above the 
buildout and drought conditions assumed in the Village’s analysis of available water for the 
project, the Village, with the financial contribution from the Project Sponsor, may put in service 
an additional production well on its Crystal Run Village well property. Initial pump testing shows 
this new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow, which equates to an additional 
432,000 gallons per day.   However, the addition of this new well is not part of this SEQRA 
analysis.  If the Village determines that it desires to undertake, fund or approve such additional 
well, it will have to conduct an appropriate SEQRA analysis. 
 
Comment B.12.9: Until such time as the DEIS is updated with all historic and current reservoir 
level and volume data, it is reasonable to conclude that reservoir water deficits have and will 
continue to occur through time as drought events occur.  As a surrogate data source to support this 
hydrologic fact and the need to conduct a rigorous hydrological drought analysis as part of a 
revised DEIS, review historic and long-term flow records documented on the Wallkill River at 
Gardiner (USGS gaging station 01371500) is useful.  Because drought conditions are regional in 
nature, streamflow records provide a predictive tool to broadly assess likely drought conditions in 
un-gaged locations situated in similar topographic and regional settings.  Reference to the graph 
below that depicts the daily mean discharge of the Wallkill River from September 23, 1924 to 
December 6, 2016 reveals numerous times of low river flow.  Note the low Wallkill River flow of 
24 ft3/sec recorded on August 19, 2002, the approximate time when the Village of Goshen’s 
Prospect Reservoir water level was alarmingly low and when the Green Hill Reservoir was dry.  
Visual comparison of periods of low river flow on graph with the Village of Goshen’s 2002 
drought indicates that numerous similar or worse drought periods have occurred over the last 92 
years of record.  When population growth over this time period is considered, it is obvious that the 
small reservoir watershed sizes coupled with repeated drought conditions will likely result in major 
water deficits in the future (e.g., compare 1964, 1965, 1994, 1995, and 2001 with 2002; a major 
NYS disaster declaration was made on 8-18-65 due to water shortages.)  Hydrologically and 
statistically, these situations will occur again.  The absence of any empirical-based assessment of 
worst case drought and water demand situations, especially when contemplating the newly signed 
legal agreement to provide water to Merlin, places existing Village of Goshen water users in 
jeopardy. 
 
Response: A hydrological drought analysis was not required by the Adopted Scope and, as stated 
above, water levels in the Wallkill River are not relevant to this Project.  Moreover, given that the 
Village has supplemented its water supply with additional wells since any of the drought 
conditions discussed above, all of this statement is based on outdated and irrelevant information.    
The maximum permitted withdrawal, as set by the NYSDEC permit, takes drought levels into 
account.  As stated in the Village Engineering report, the permitted amount is reduced to account 
for a drought scenario with reservoir levels at minus 75 inches. 
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Comment B.12.10: An important hydrologic factor to consider when contemplating sale of large 
volumes of the Village of Goshen’s water supply to a corporate entity is the likely duration of 
drought conditions with an eye toward existing and future buildout water demand.  As seen on the 
Wallkill River, daily mean discharge plot below for the years 1964 and 1965, low flow and drought 
conditions may be long lasting.  This critical type of water availability assessment should have 
been conducted prior to entering into a legal agreement to provide water to Merlin.  At this 
juncture, protection and preservation of the Village of Goshen’s water supply should be predicated 
upon rigorous assessment of empirical data and analyses not presented in the DEIS.  As proposed, 
the LEGOLAND action may result in a significant adverse environmental impact to Village of 
Goshen water users.  Empirical data and analyses sufficient to protect Village of Goshen water 
users is wholly deficient from the DEIS.   
 
Response:  The Wallkill River is not a source for the Village’s water supply system. Water 
availability was determined by reviewing monthly demand for a two-year period and comparing 
it with the current Village permitted system withdrawal.  This information was presented in the 
DEIS.   
 
Comment B.12.11: All empirical data from Village records of reservoir water levels and volumes 
should be included in a revised DEIS so that analysis can be conducted regarded reservoir capacity 
and drought frequency and duration.   
 
Response: A record of historic conditions was not required by the approved Adopted Scope, and 
is largely irrelevant as the supplemented source of the Village water supply system is a very 
different than that reflected in such historic conditions.  Given the Village’s water supply now 
includes two wells in addition to the surface water reservoirs, reports of drought conditions prior 
to these wells being part of the permanent water supply are irrelevant to any analysis of the current 
water supply.  
 
Comment B.12.12:  The real potential of drought-plagued Village of Goshen reservoirs being 
unable to provide even existing water supply demand raises yet another issue associated with 
public water supply systems – that of system redundancy.  For groundwater based public water 
supplies the 2012 Edition of Recommended Standards for Water Works (aka 10 States Standard), 
Section 3.2 Groundwater, Sub-section 3.2.1 Quantity, Sub-section 3.2.1.1 Source capacity states: 
 
“The total developed groundwater source capacity, unless otherwise specified by the reviewing 
authority, shall equal or exceed the design maximum day demand with the largest producing well 
out of service.” 
 
Should both Village of Goshen reservoirs not have sufficient water quantity to augment Village 
wells during extended periods of drought, it is likely that existing water demand could not be met, 
even with addition of a third Crystal Run well and without consideration of selling a large water 
volume to Merlin.  Significantly, extended drought conditions may reduce the quantity of 
groundwater available to wells, which might further impact the Village of Goshen’s water supply.  
Thus, drought conditions may result in no system redundancy.  The very serious nature of a 
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potentially inadequate water supply must be addressed in a revised DEIS.  Clearly, no empirical 
data with complementary analyses are presented in the DEIS that support the sale of large water 
quantities to Merlin.  Any added water availability obtained from the new Crystal Run well is not 
presented in the DEIS and, as such, cannot be considered as any part of the basis for DEIS 
completeness or for basis of Project approval. 
 
Response:  The Village’s water system is not inadequate. The fact that drought conditions ‘could’ 
occur is precisely the reason the NYSDEC limits the overall water taking which takes potential 
drought conditions into consideration. The Village’s water and sewer consulting engineer has 
provided empirical data confirming Village’s water supply system is adequate for both its existing 
demand and to serve the Proposed Project.  See also, responses to Comments B.12.6 and B.12.9. 
 
Comment B.12.13:  The reliability of the two Village of Goshen reservoirs for production of 
surface water during periods of extended drought is in question.  The “Estimated Yield” of 0.5 
MGD from the two reservoirs as put forth by Camp Dresser & McKee is not rigorously supported.  
The DEIS does not provide any of the factual, empirical, data required to confidently determine to 
sell water to Merlin for a high demand water Project. 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect.  The Village engineer based his report regarding the 
availability of water for the Project on existing capacity, permitted limits of supply, known current 
usage by the Village, and known current usage by LEGOLAND Windsor, a similarly-sized 
seasonal facility. 
 
Comment B.12.14:  The DEIS fails to provide any empirical data to support the long-term 
availability of 275 gpm from alternating use of Crystal Run Village wells.  No pumping test 
drawdown and recovery data, hydrographs and hydrogeologic reports which document the safe 
yields of Crystal Run Village wells used by the Village of Goshen is provided in the DEIS.  The 
lack of any geologic and hydrogeologic data supporting reported well yield values of 275 gpm and 
300 gpm fails to provide the lead agency and the public with any means of verifying the safe yields 
of Village wells located near Stony Ford Road in the Town of Wallkill.  While this information 
almost certainly exists in a report somewhere, it is not included in the DEIS – thus making it 
impossible to evaluate the long-term reliability of the aquifer, even if it is fully capable of 
sustaining a safe yield of 300 gpm.  Therefore, the lead agency and public are not in a position to 
evaluate this aspect of the Village of Goshen’s water supply. 
 
Response:  The Village’s water supply system is regulated by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation and the Department of Health.  Annual reports submitted to those 
agencies are not the subject of the review of this environmental impact statement, nor has there 
been any comment nor indication from those agencies – which are also Involved Agencies under 
SEQR for the Proposed Action – that the Village’s long-term reliability of its water supply is a 
concern. 
 
Comment B.12.15: It is not prudent to rely on singular, unsupported water use or yield values 
provided in the DEIS, by Farr Engineering or in dated reports provided in the DEIS.  An example 
suffices to make this critical point.  Appendix D of the DEIS (LBG 1999 Well Completion Report, 
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Lone Oak Estates) provides hydrogeologic data and analysis of wells targeted for use in a proposed 
Lone Oak Estates development.  As portraying in the report, 72-hour pumping test data and 
arithmetic graphs appear to provide support for Project water adequacy from three production 
wells.  Unfortunately, the graphical method used was of a limited nature and failed to plot 
drawdown data on the standard hydrogeologic semi-log graph used to predict long-term safe yield 
of wells at 180 days.  As seen on the example graph below of Production Well 2, it is highly likely 
that this production well would have been dewatered after 10 days of continuous pumping, not 
after 180 days or more.  The Village of Goshen cannot afford to find themselves in this situation 
after approval of the proposed LEGOLAND Project.  Before the lead agency approves a Merlin 
LEGOLAND application, it would be prudent to conduct similar analyses of the two pre-2016 
Crystal Run wells and the new Crystal Run well.  The DEIS fails to provide any of the empirical 
data needed to conduct the hydrogeologic analyses and to assure Village of Goshen long-term 
water adequacy before considering selling water to Merlin.  Again, the DEIS fails to provide any 
of this data and, as such, is incomplete and should not have advanced to the public review and 
comment stage.   
 
Response: The commenter refers to a 1999 evaluation of the proposed water supply system for 
the Lone Oak residential subdivision, which would have utilized on-site wells for its water supply.  
The Project Sponsor has committed to not utilizing those wells for the Project, and has offered to 
dedicate certain wells to the Town of Goshen for any municipal use it desires.  The Town of 
Goshen’s future use of those wells, if any, will be subject to a separate SEQR analysis and 
permitting process.  Any alleged or perceived deficiencies in prior analyses regarding those wells 
is not germane to the Proposed Project because they will not be used by the Proposed Project.  
 
In order to further supplement the water system, based on projected future use the Village is 
developing an additional production well on its Crystal Run Village well property. Initial pump 
testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which equates 
to an additional 432,000 gallons per day. During the testing, the existing wells were in operation 
and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were monitored in order 
to determine if the new well hydraulically interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data 
obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells is 
anticipated.  A supplemental letter from the Village’s water and sewer consulting engineer is 
provided in Appendix G. 
 
Comment B.12.16: Failure to construct semi-log plots of drawdown vs. time (used to predict 
drawdown at 180 days), such as in the above example plot depicting drawdown in Lone Oak Estate 
Production Well 2 during a simultaneous well pumping test, can lead to false conclusions regarding 
long-term water availability.  In turn, extended use of such wells can lead to permitting 
development beyond available water resources.  Because water availability is vital to the Village 
of Goshen, detailed hydrogeologic information must be included in a revised DEIS.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.12.15 above.  
 
Comment B.12.17:  No geologic or hydrogeologic data and reports are included in the DEIS that 
addresses the new Crystal Run Village well and its safe yield, or whether pumping it will simply 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-276 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

draw in groundwater from the same aquifer area as the two existing production wells.  There needs 
to be data in the DEIS to demonstrate that the new well not simply be “another straw in the same 
glass”, pumping out the same water from the same aquifer with overlapping cones of drawdown 
depression.  Hydrogeologic data and analyses are needed in a revised DEIS to confirm that the 
new well can provide additional capacity.  The DEIS states that this new well is anticipated to be 
located approximately 200 feet west of the two existing wells (page 57).  It is not possible to 
evaluate water availability in the absence of this information.   
 
Response: In order to further supplement the water system, based on projected future use the 
Village is developing an additional production well on its Crystal Run Village well property. Initial 
pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which 
equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day. During the testing, the existing wells were in 
operation and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were monitored 
in order to determine if the new well hydraulically interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the 
data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells 
is anticipated.  An updated letter from the Village’s water and sewer consulting engineer is 
provided in Appendix G. 
 
Comment B.12.18: Invoice descriptions show that requested files provided in Village Hall on 
November 29, 2016 were not complete (e.g., “Report summarizing test well program for CRW 
wells for Mayor, Trustee and Attorney”; “Water and sewer report to analyze capacity”; “Water 
and wastewater capacity analyses”; “LL Water taking report modification and updates”; 
“Finalize water and wastewater reports and distribute”; “Site review of installation of CRV Well 
3 and meet with driller and hydrogeologist and issue report”; “Monitoring well installation and 
geologic logging”; “Final boring logs”; “ASTM D422 Washed Sieve Analysis”; “Grain size 
analysis”; “Step drawdown data reduction and analysis”; “72 hour aquifer testing data 
collection”;  assorted Miller Hydrogeologic proposals; Crystal Run well maps; CRV Well 3 well 
construction figure).  None of this material was in the box of material provided to Ms. Sandy 
Rothenberger and myself in fulfillment of her FOIL request, yet clearly it exists.  All this material 
should be made available to the public now and should be incorporated into a revised DEIS for 
distribution and public comment. Its omission from the DEIS places the lead agency in a position 
of not having the factual, empirical, data and analyses needed to assess the reliability of their 
existing water supply, much less the ability to sell large water volumes to a developer. 
 
Response:  The Lead Agency does not control information supplied by the Village of Goshen.  
The referenced “Water and Wastewater Reports” were provided in the DEIS in Appendix E. It is 
noted that items such as “Monitoring well installation” would not have generated physical 
documentation and other analyses may have contributed to a single report. The letter in Appendix 
G herein contains additional information from the consulting engineer along with a report from 
Miller Hydrogeologic.   
 
Comment B.12.19:  Not only does the DEIS and related Farr Engineering material fail to provide 
needed hydrologic and hydrogeologic data and analyses, it seeks to have its reviewers accept at 
face value Merlin’s LEGOLAND water use values as reported from other LEGOLAND projects.  
No detailed water use values are provided for other LEGOLAND facilities that are needed to 
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substantiate the basis for values provided in the DEIS and the Farr Engineering letter dated Sept. 
23, 2016 (RE: Outside Village Water Capacity Request from LEGOLAND (Merlin 
Entertainments)).  Singular annual, peak month and peak month average daily flow values 
presented provide no means to verify claimed water demand figures.  Detailed Projections of all 
water use values throughout the planned development are needed.  A large scale Project without 
detailed water use breakout, such as is proposed here, is not acceptable.  The DEIS provides no 
empirical water use values upon which to evaluate the proposal. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.26.  Backup data from LEGOLAND Windsor has been 
provided in the water supply system engineering report in Appendix I to support the projected 
water demand provided in the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.12.20: No detailed breakout of information projected Village of Goshen water use 
values are presented specific to a 5 or 10 year demand period.  Merlin systematically fails to 
provide critical hydrologic and hydrogeologic data needed to evaluate the adequacy of either 
existing water resources or the impact of additional Project water demand. 
 
Response: The information on system demand based on a build-out of the existing Village water 
supply district was provided by the Village of Goshen’s consulting engineer based on a full build-
out under existing zoning.  It was not prepared by the Project Sponsor or its representatives.  
 
Comment B.12.21: The Village of Goshen’s resolution to sell large quantities of water to a private 
corporation without public input and review of empirical data of the nature discussed in this 
affidavit was premature. 
 
Response:  The Village Board’s resolution was adopted in a public meeting with opportunity for 
public comment.  Further, the resolution was conditioned upon the completion of SEQR.  
Opportunity for public and agency input on the DEIS, which included the Village’s water system 
reports, was provided from November 21, 2016 until January 17, 2017.  
 
Comment B.12.22: The DEIS fails to provide hydrologic information needed to determine whether 
the Village’s water supply is sufficient to consider high volume sale to a private company.  The 
Merlin DEIS is incomplete and, as is, failed to provide sufficient empirically-based data to form 
the basis for entering into a water sale resolution with Merlin to provide a projected 27 percent 
annual increase in water usage above 2015-2016 Village of Goshen water demand for private 
corporate profit.  Furthermore, hydrologic reports, aquifer test data and information were withheld 
from the public and were not made available upon FOIL request.  
 
Response: This comment is incorrect.  Please refer to responses to Comments B.12.1 through 
B.12.21 above. 
 

B.13. James O’Donnell, Orange County Legislator-Elect, letter undated 
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Comment B.13.1:  As public servants our Number 1 priority is Public Safety.  LEGOLAND needs 
to have their own Flyover NOW! Not 2 or 3 or 4 years after they open.  In fact LEGOLAND 
should not be approved to go forward unless the flyover is open on DAY 1! 
 
Emergency Response Plans – Crisis Management Plans all start with “Worst Case Scenario”.  They 
end when everything possible, everything within reason, has been done and planned for to save 
lives, limit the damage, and restore public confidence. Our job as public servants is to listen to the 
experts, analyze data, and make informed decisions.  Emergency response time matters- Seconds 
matter! BOCES has concerns, Elant has concerns, Glen Arden has concerns, Goshen School 
District has concerns, the Orange County Planning Department has concerns.  All legitimate 
concerns. 
 
But here is what we all should be concerned about- That you/we cannot find one person within the 
three disciplines of Emergency Response- police, Fire, Ambulance- the Professionals, that can 
stand before you and make a case to Wait, Delay, or Not even have a Flyover.  Quite the opposite.  
A Flyover will save lives!  A Flyover is a MUST!  Top not have one also exposes our taxpayers 
to unnecessary liability in the form of negligence. 
 
As government officials we have an obligation to protect those who can’t protect themselves, to 
speak out for those who can’t speak out for themselves.  In this case – we are the voice and 
protector of our most valuable asset- our children- our future! 
 
If this Project is approved- the Flyover MUST be open on Day One! 
 
Let me leave you with this.  If Arden Hill Hospital was still open today – would you even consider 
LEGOLAND without a Flyover on day one.  Are the family and friends we have at BOCES, Elant, 
Glen Arden, and the surrounding neighborhood any less deserving of our protection and due 
diligence than Arden Hill Hospital Patients and employee’s would have been.  I Submit to you 
tonight that they are deserving of out protection. Again, if this Project is approved- the Flyover 
MUST be open on Day One!  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.8.1 above.  
 
 B.14. Gretchen Zierick, Circle Z, LLC, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.14.1: We are seriously concerned about the issue of water and the effect of additional 
development on the water table in the area... When I purchased the farm 1 year ago, we had our 
well evaluated for flow, to determine if we needed an additional well to support the 15 stalls to be 
constructed on the property.  The farm already had an existing 15 stall barn.  A dependable supply 
of clean water to the care of horses. Our well company quickly determined that the existing well 
was barely able to supply the water needed for the barn.  We had to drill deeper.  Our well was at 
500 feet but only supplied 1-1/2 gallons per minute.  That gave us one well to support the 15 stall 
barn and its one bathroom.  Less than a year later we had to dig a second well for the new barn.  
This time we drilled to 700 feet but were only able to obtain a flow of 5-1/2 gallons per minute. 
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Response:  The Proposed Action will connect to the Village of Goshen Public water supply system 
as an alternative to using onsite groundwater to eliminate potential impacts to local wells and 
groundwater resources.  
 
Comment B.14.2:  We are also very concerned about the impact of additional traffic on the region 
and increased noise affecting our property. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3 above regarding the modified traffic mitigation plans.  
The Project Sponsor conducted a noise analysis consistent with NYSDEC protocol and the 
Adopted Scope.  Current ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site were recorded from 
43 dBA to 63 dBA.  Higher background noises result from the proximity of State Route 17.  
Increases in noise levels as a result the Proposed Action would be 3 dBA or less at the majority of 
receptor locations.  Based on standards set forth by the NYSDEC publication, Assessing and 
Mitigating Noise Impacts, increases in noise of under 3 dBA should have no appreciable effect on 
receptors.  See response to Comment A.12.2 above regarding the noise analysis.   
 
Comment B.14.3:  Goshen- and other Orange County residents are concerned about jobs.  We all 
need to be concerned about GOOD jobs.  While LEGOLAND’s presentation told us to expect 500 
full-time jobs, those are divided among technical trades, management, administration, retail and 
food and beverage.  Then there are 300 part-time jobs and 500 seasonal jobs.  The big question is 
how many of those are good jobs. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments B.9.11 and B.9.53 above.  
 
Comment B.14.4: Goshen’s Comprehensive Plan calls for developing as strong and BALANCED 
economic base (Goal #4).  That comes after Protect and enhance the agricultural activities and 
rural character of the town (Goal #1), Support existing Village center and foster Town clusters 
(Goal #2) and Provide a range of housing alternatives that will meet the housing needs for a range 
of socio-economic groups (Goal#3) and before protect and enhance open space and public space 
(Goal #5), ensure a development pattern that will provide for substantial water use (Goal #6) and 
encourage appropriately sited development and protect environmental assets (Goal #7).  These are 
wonderful goals and should be used to evaluate any proposed development. 
 
I believe that encouraging the location of more small businesses would benefit Goshen much more 
than the location of a large, seasonal amusement park that is part of an international network of 
companies.  According to the small business administration, small businesses make up 99.7% of 
US employer firms.  Small businesses are defined as those with less than 500 employees. 
 
I will admit my bias; I am the third generation running a manufacturing company founded by my 
grandfather in 1919….manufacturing jobs are GOOD jobs. How do we define a good job? There 
is the average wage paid but there are also the multipliers.  Multipliers estimate the ripple effect 
of an economic activity.  Manufacturing jobs are good for the local economy by either measure. 
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics report for November 2016, manufacturing jobs pay an 
average of $20.62/hour.  Leisure and hospitality pay an average of $13.01.  That’s a gap of nearly 
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$16,000 per person per year.  I think the residents of Goshen would prefer the higher wages they 
could earn in manufacturing. 
 
Then there are multipliers.  According to the State of New York Department of Labor, the 
employment multiplier for manufacturing in New York is 3.04 while leisure and hospitality have 
a multiplier of only 1.50.  Thus for the 500 jobs created by LEGOLAND, 750 additional jobs could 
be created in New York.  Those same additional jobs could be created by half as many jobs in 
manufacturing.  There is also the dollar multiplier, which measures output from other sectors in 
response to output in one.  According to the Manufacturing Institute (Appendix E), every dollar of 
sales of manufactured products supports $1.33 in output from other sectors, the largest multiplier 
of any sector.  Arts, entertainment and recreation support only $0.81, retail trade on $0.66.  
Agriculture, an important part of Goshen’s economy, comes in second to manufacturing at $1.11. 
 
Many union members have come to speak about the value of the union construction jobs.  They 
have a point but once construction is finished, the jobs are over and gone.  A well thought out plan 
to attract and grow Goshen’s industrial park can provide sequential construction jobs and small 
businesses that grow often need to expand, providing future construction jobs as well. 
 
I urge the Planning Board to consider the total impact of this proposed development on the town 
and taxpayers of Goshen before making a final decision.  There are many other projects that could 
be of better benefit to Goshen and Orange County.  
 
Response:  All proposals for development should be evaluated against their consistency with the 
Town Comprehensive Plan.  Based on the proposal’s contribution to the tax base, preservation of 
onsite wetlands, location along Route 17 and agreement with the Village to obtain public water 
(and therefore not impacting the Town’s groundwater) the Proposed Project is consistent with the 
Town’s Comprehensive Plan.    
 
Businesses not only benefit a region by job creation but also generate secondary multipliers.  
However, the job data related to the Proposed Project is inaccurate.  The Project will generate 500 
full time jobs in addition to 300 part time jobs and 500 seasonal jobs. Full-time jobs include 
management, marketing, finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative 
positions as well as security, maintenance and hotel and aquarium management, which pay 
competitive salaries and offer benefits.  
 
Comment B.14.5:  I have been reading report from Farr Engineering on the water and sewer.  The 
report says that, even with the LEGOLAND demand, there is enough capacity.  It is when 
additional growth is factored in that additional water resources are required.  But this doesn’t match 
what we’ve been hearing for months.  At one of the early meetings I heard that the town was 
already close to using all the water we have available and that the addition of the then-planned 
brewery would take the town to its limit.  According to the Planning Board Minutes, Amy’s 
Kitchen will be getting its water from Middletown.  Why is that if Goshen has more than enough 
capacity?  Which numbers are true? 
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Response:  The water report from the Village of Goshen’s water and sewer engineer, evaluated a 
build-out of the Village to ensure the Village’s supply can adequately supply all district residents 
and businesses prior to allocating additional water resources to LEGOLAND.  The referenced 
brewery has withdrawn its application.  No evidence has been presented that Amy’s Kitchen 
decision to obtain water from the City of Middletown was related to the lack of availability of 
water supply, and the empirical data contradicts such a conclusion.   
 
Comment B.14.6:  This doesn’t take into account the effect on the aquifer and the area’s private 
wells, such as those on our farm, of using more of our current water capacity.  The additional 
development of the land and paving of land that currently moves rainwater to the aquifer, will 
affect all the area wells.  I believe this issue requires more investigation and analysis.  My 
WillsWay partners have spoken or written about our concerns regarding traffic and noise. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments B.5.1 and B.5.2 above.  
 
 B.15. Concerned Citizens for the Hudson Valley, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.15.1: Clear cutting to remove tree and vegetation is called DEFORESTATION.  It 
severely affects our climate, forest environments, ecological systems, water recharge of wetlands, 
animal habitats, plants and people.  Once an area is deforested it is permanently destroyed, can 
never be replaced, and leave a barren landscape.   DEIS p. 53: “Removal of Trees of greater than 
3 inches…Look at a ruler and sight in 0 to 1.5 inches. Every tree bigger than 1.5 inches across will 
be removed. 
 
Response: This comment is incorrect.  While typically the term ‘deforestation’ refers to clear 
cutting of forest habitats on a larger scale than that which is proposed, the site has not been 
identified as a State Significant Habitat and upland areas are not otherwise protected from tree 
clearing by the State.  Approximately 357 acres of the site will remain completely undisturbed. 
Also, within the disturbed area of the park, a landscaping plan will supplement the site’s natural 
vegetation.  The referenced quote on page 53 of the DEIS refers to a NYS regulation regarding 
tree clearing of trees over 3 inches DBH (diameter at breast height) to protect sensitive bat habitat.   
 
Comment B.15.2: DEIS p. 53: “A total of 436.38 acres will remain as undeveloped open space 
and manicured lawn.” Carefully read what they are saying because manicured lawn is has no trees.   
 
Response: This is incorrect. The Project Sponsor proposes an extensive landscaping plan for areas 
within and around the park which will be temporarily disturbed during construction.  The planting 
plan contains more than 5,000 trees.  See Sheets L141-L147 of the plan set.  
 
Comment B.15.3: DEIS p. 54: “Several mature trees will be removed for grading and 
construction.”  There are at least two trees over 70” in diameter and 45 trees over 36” in diameter. 
Some of these trees are 300 years old.  Are you really going to cut down these 300-year old trees?  
 
Response:  Several mature trees within the proposed area of disturbance will be removed from the 
Project Site. Within this area of disturbance, one of the significant trees will be preserved in place.  
To supplement the tree canopy and mitigate both visual, noise and stormwater impacts, the Project 
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Sponsor will implement a landscaping plan which includes the planting of over 5,000 trees.  
Outside of the area of disturbance, 250 acres of the existing forested areas will remain.  See 
response to Comment A.90.3. 
 
Comment B.15.4:  If a timber harvest requires a stream, a NYSDEC Article 15 permit is required.  
If timber harvesting is done in designated wetlands, a NYSDEC Article 24 state wetlands permit 
is required. 
 
Response: No disturbance to any NYSDEC-regulated streams will occur as part of the Proposed 
Project.  An Article 24 wetlands disturbance permit will be sought as a result of the modified traffic 
mitigation plan. 
 
Comment B.15.5: What are the town laws on removing tons of wood/brush debris from property? 
 
Response:  The Town of Goshen requires a Clearing and Grading Permit for removing trees on a 
property unless exempted by Section 53-7 of the Town Clearing and Grading Control Chapter.  
This application has been submitted to the Town.    
 
Comment B.15.6: If this debris is hauled away to a landfill, how many trucks will be added to the 
32,199 trucks hauling in fill dirt? 
 
Response: This number stated by the commenter is not provided in any Project documents. Based 
on the revised grading plans and cut and fill analysis, approximately 220,876 cubic yards of fill is 
required. However, based on the projected amount of construction excavation volume the site (for 
additional earth material removed for the construction of internal walkways, building foundations, 
hotel pool area, water and sewer mains, drainage pipes and bedding, the stormwater pond and other 
underground stormwater infrastructure), the necessary fill can come from within the site and no 
soil would need to be imported from outside the site.  Construction vehicles will be required to 
haul away demolition debris and other waste at the site. This number is projected to be 91 total 
trips (assuming a 30 cubic yard truck). Further, construction debris will be brought to a recycling 
facility and not to a landfill.  Clearing debris, as defined by the Town Code, boulders and other 
debris resulting from site preparation activities or related operations shall be disposed of by 
methods accepted by the authorized official or Planning Board in accordance with the requirements 
of the Town Code.  See response to Comment A.76.3.   
 
Comment B.15.7:  This Project must comply with the NYSDEC rules and has Merlin or the permit 
applicant acquired permission to move dirt legally on this Project? 
 
Response: The Project will also require coverage under the SPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
from Construction Activities from the NYSDEC.  No approvals have been granted for the Project 
at this time and cannot be granted until the completion of SEQRA.   
 
Comment B.15.8: If Merlin is using only 140 acres why is the permit for 523 acres? A GEIS needs 
to be done on the entire 523 acres. 
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Response: See responses to Comments A.48.2 and A.118.1. 
 
Comment B.15.9:  Deforestation has many negative effects on the environment.  The most 
dramatic is a loss of habitat for millions of species.  Seventy percent of earth’s land animals and 
plants live in forests, and many cannot survive the deforestation that destroys their homes.  
Deforestation also drives climate change.  Forest soils are moist, but without protection from sun-
blocking tree cover they quickly dry out.   Removing trees deprives the forest of portions of its 
canopy, which blocks the sun’s rays during the day and holds in heat at night.  Trees also play a 
critical role in absorbing the greenhouse gases that furl global warming.   The quickest solution to 
deforestation would be to simply stop cutting down trees.  Though deforestation rates have slowed 
a bit in recent years, financial realities make this unlikely to occur.  A more workable solution is 
to carefully manage forest resources by eliminating clear-cutting to make sure that forest 
environments remain intact. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.15.1.  The Project Site will not be “clear-cut” rather 149.9 
acres of the Project Site will be disturbed for the development and 357 acres of trees, pasture and 
natural wetland habitat will remain in their natural state. Additionally, in accordance with 
NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
 B.16. J. Caggiano, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.16.1:  Stick to the Town Zoning Law 97.10. It specifically prohibits Amusement Parks 
in any district in the Town of Goshen.  (We had entertainment years ago between the roads 17 and 
17M near the South Street exit. The stands collapsed and people were seriously hurt or died.  As 
you know, it was taken apart and leveled in the memory of this tragic event.) 
 
Response:  The comment is incorrect.  Town of Goshen Zoning Law § 97-10 does not prohibit 
amusement parks absolutely, but allows them only for a temporary period with the grant of a 
special license from the Town Board.  The Proposed Project is a theme park, which includes a 
hotel and an aquarium, and is not inconsistent with current comprehensive planning for both the 
Town of Goshen and Orange County that recommends tourism-related development.  See also, 
response to Comment A.122.1. 
 
Comment B.16.2: What additional plans does Merlin have for the rest of the 500 acres of land? 
Do you know?…Each time they ask for more.  
 
Response:  No other development is proposed on the site. Portions of the site will be placed in a 
conservation easement which will permanently protect approximately 150 acres of the site from 
future development (see Figure 10).   
 
Comment B.16.3: Plastic silos do have very harmful effects on the environment.  It has been 
exposed in other counties in NY and stopped.  It will have a great impact on us! How do plastic 
granules combine? What are the dangers to man? Plastic product manufacturing is responsible for 
hidden dangers. The toxins are released in the air and sewage treatment plants. 
 
Response:  No manufacturing or other industrial use will take place on the Project Site.  
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Comment B.16.4: Merlin... wants to add more [electrical] towers. What are the dangers living near 
power lines in a residential area? Grave threats to future of families in the area.  [There is] evidence 
for power line health effects [and a] link between radiation “possibly carcinogenic (cancer causing) 
to humans [and a] increase the risk of childhood leukemia from electromagnetism. 
 
Response: Power lines currently exist throughout Goshen and run along Harriman Drive. All 
electrical supply on the site will be via underground wires.  It is anticipated that no health related 
impacts will result from increases in energy use at the site. 
 
Comment B.16.5: Do not give in to LEGO’s marketing practices with you, school and businesses.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
comments in opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.16.6: Do not allow the hazardous waste in the community.  
 
Response:  No hazardous waste is proposed to be on site.  
 
Comment B.16.7: Do not allow our water supply to be in jeopardy year after year.  
 
Response: See response to Comment B.12.8 above.  
 
Comment B.16.8: Do not give into roads through neighborhoods and backyards. Now children 
play in these streets! 
 
Response:  Access to the Proposed Project is via two points on Harriman Drive.  No guest access 
to the park would be available from any other location.   
 
Comment B.16.9: Do not allow traffic on Reservoir Road.  
 
Response:  While the proposed traffic mitigation plan aims to reduce the amount of vehicle traffic 
from the site that would otherwise use local roads, Reservoir Road is a Town-owned public street 
and general access on such roads is permitted.  Traffic presently exists on Reservoir Road and 
there is no evidence from the traffic studies that the project will substantially increase existing 
traffic on Reservoir Road. 
 
Comment B.16.10: Water will become polluted through time from the run off in the soil and 
exhaust from the cars.  
 
Response:  There is no data or information to support the Comment. In accordance with NYSDEC 
guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations 
or data need no response, In any event, a full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been 
prepared for the site as part of the SWPPP (See Appendix D). This plan contains an erosion and 
sediment control plan and provides water quality treatment consistent with NYSDEC standards.   
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Comment B.16.11: Do not accept their so called studies at inappropriate times-especially summer 
when many people are away [and on] holidays when people … travel. 
 
Response:  It is unclear which particular study is being referenced by this comment.  In accordance 
with NYSDEC guidelines speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable 
observations or data need no response, In any event, traffic studies were performed during the 
summer and when school was in session to account for seasonal variances in traffic volumes.  
Other studies would not be impacted by holiday travel.   
 
Comment B.16.12:  Do not believe that they are doing well- California isn’t.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
comments in opposition to the Project.  Merlin Entertainments operates 117 attractions across 24 
countries. There is nothing to suggest this Park would not also be successful. 
 
Comment B.16.13: Village and Towns in Orange County were not properly informed of the impact 
on their roads, water supply [and] traffic.  The impact on all residents to bring few jobs? Minimum 
wage? 10,000 to 20,000 more people and cars? A rural community to an urban community? 
Unwanteds? Deplete our environment and impact on wildlife? 
 
Response:  Surrounding municipalities including the Town of Wallkill, the Village of Kiryas Joel, 
the Village of Goshen and the Village and Town of Chester were listed as Interested Agencies for 
the Proposed Project. As such, they received copies of all SEQR documents.  All documents were 
also available online, at the Goshen Library and at Town Hall for other members of the public to 
review.  The Project will employ 500 full-time employees, 300 part-time employees and 500 
seasonal employees.  Full-time jobs will pay competitive salaries and offer benefits. While exact 
employee compensation is proprietary information, the Project Sponsor anticipates that 
approximately half of the full-time employees will earn at least $50,000 exclusive of benefits.  
Discussions of environmental impacts, as identified in the projects Environmental Assessment 
Form and approved Adopted Scope were evaluated in the DEIS.   
 

B.17. Beth Brodeur, letter dated December 15, 2016  

Comment B.17.1:  Just over a year ago Circle Z and WillsWay came before the Town Board to be 
sure that a building permit would be given for the construction of an indoor arena on the property, 
as explicitly allowed in the Conservation Easement for the property.  At the time, the Board 
expressed much concern over the increased traffic that would occur on Conklingtown Road due to 
a larger boarder and lesson facility on an existing horse farm property. 
 
I’m appalled that Town officials who, less than 18 months ago, thought the traffic from an 
additional 15 stalls on an existing horse property could be intolerable would find the traffic from 
10,000 cars per day acceptable and the traffic study done for the DEIS to be complete. 
 
Response:  The comment mischaracterizes the referenced application and Town action. In 
addition, the comment regarding the number of vehicle trips per day is incorrect.  The trip 
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generation for the Project ranges depending on day of week. However, the highest hour of entering 
or exiting traffic is approximately 1,500 vehicles per hour as indicated in Table SGT-3 of the 
revised traffic impact study. The peak daily traffic generation is in the order of 4,500 to 5,000 
entering vehicles over the course of the day, with a peak hour generation of approximately 1,500 
entering trips Additionally, no road access onto Conklingtown Road will be permitted from the 
Proposed Project so as to substantially impact this road.  The proposed traffic mitigation is intended 
to keep vehicles off local roads as much as practicable.  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.17.2:  Though the impact of the proposed development on multiple intersections in 
the immediate vicinity of Route 17 were discussed in the traffic evaluation, no consideration was 
given to the change in traffic patterns that would result from the development and the impact on 
all side roads.  Many alternate routes around the proposed development will be searched out, by 
residents and others.  Almost everyone has a map, traffic and GPS app on their cell phone these 
days.  When traffic shows on Route 17, cars divert to local roads. 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect.  The traffic impact study included a study of “traffic 
diversion” which evaluated impacts to exit ramps on NYS Route 17 and roads often utilized to 
avoid NYS Route 17 such as Route 17M. 
 
Comment B.17.3:  Currently we see a lot of through traffic on Conklingtown Road, much of it 
speeds of 40 mph or greater as the road is relatively straight.  Since Conklingtown parallels Route 
17 and is not impeded with traffic lights, many people use it to go between Goshen and Chester, 
avoiding the traffic on 17M.  We are concerned with the potential impact on our quiet country lane 
with the Planning Board told us is a scenic byway when our concern over additional horse trailer 
traffic was expressed to us last year.   
 
Response:  Conklingtown Road is subject to the Town’s Scenic Road Corridor Overlay District.  
While traffic from Reservoir Road could utilize Conklingtown Road to travel to the Town and 
Village of Chester (via Arcadia Road to Route 17M), Arcadia Road will not connect to the 
LEGOLAND Project Site and therefore vehicles could not use Conklingtown or Arcadia Road as 
a “cut-through” to access the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.17.4:  We can expect much frustration at dealing with such an increase in local traffic.  
Beyond that is the issue of clear passage for emergency vehicles.  Will ambulances, fire trucks and 
police cars be able to navigate around the crowded roads to reach incidents on side streets or will 
residents be put at risk for an amusement park? I respectfully ask that the traffic study be expanded 
to address these concerns. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.8.1 and A.45.3 above.  
 
 B.18. Renee Turcott, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.18.1:  I respectfully dispute the conclusions of Maser regarding the Noise Impact 
Evaluation, Section G, Future Sound Levels.  In the last paragraph of that section, the report states 
that one receptor expected to experience a significant increase sound level is Receptor 1, Glen 
Arden.  My concern, as well as the partners at WillsWay Equestrian Center, is with Receptor 7, 
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the one closest to our farm.  I believe we will see a significant increase in sound levels near 
Receptor 7 and will experience an adverse effect on our farm and the surrounding area. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.106.1 above.  
 
Comment B.18.2: In Section F, Sound level Data Collected at LEGOLAND Park in Carlsbad, 
California, the report says the Dragon roller coaster does in fact generate significant noise, 45 dBA 
at 500 feet, 39 dBA at 1000 feet.  Given the height of the roller coaster for the Proposed Park here 
in Goshen, there is no surrounding terrain capable of obstructing the noise sure to be generated by 
a ride of this size and the exuberant screams of the park’s visitors on this ride. 
 
Response: Additional noise analysis was completed for the Proposed Project which simulated 
noise levels at the Project Site to understand how that noise would potentially impact the various 
noise receptors around the site. Based on data collected at LEGOLAND California Resort, sound 
levels resulting from the Dragon Coaster were between 57 and 58dBA which would equate to 
sound levels in the low 60’s at the 50-foot range (the sound horn that was utilized in the study 
produced a sound level of 82 dBA at the same range).  As shown in the noise study (Table N-1 of 
Appendix N) the difference in noise levels at all recorded receptors were less than three decibels.  
Based on standards set forth by the NYSDEC publication, Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, 
increases in noise of under 3 dBA are anticipated to have no appreciable effect on receptors. 
 
Comment B.18.3:  As you are aware, this immediate area proposed for the park is known locally 
as Echo Ridge specifically for the reason that generated sound has the capability to travel long 
distances and be heard quite clearly on surrounding properties.  This phenomenon has been noted 
by many Goshen residents including ourselves who have experienced it as recently as this past 
summer – it really is quite remarkable. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.12.2 above.  
 
Comment B.18.4: We do recognize that horseback riding in and of itself is an inherently risky 
activity, however, the documented benefits of a PATH program conducted in the right environment 
with proper safety measures in place outweigh the inherent risks.  The level of noise generated by 
the park’s rides could very well increase our risk level and negatively affect both our horses (which 
by nature are flight animals) and our clients. 
 
Orange County is home to only one other certified therapeutic riding program and there is a 
growing demand for the services we offer.  We ask the Planning Board to pay particular attention 
to the potential for increased and distracting noise levels imposing on the properties in close 
proximity to the park. 
 
Response: As discussed above, noise projections were made at various receptors around the 
periphery of the Project Site.  The closest to the referenced riding center was Receptor 7.  While 
Receptor 7 is located at the end of the Project Site, it is located in excess of 1,500 feet from the 
closest point of the LEGOLAND parking area and over 2,700 feet from the park facilities (main 
access gate). In addition to the distance separation from the WillsWay Equestrian Center, this area 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-288 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

is also fairly heavily wooded and will remain undisturbed. Additionally, as part of the final site 
plan approval, the addition of possible berms, additional plantings, and/or positioning of any sound 
generating structures will be finalized. This will ensure compliance with the Town of Goshen code 
relative to noise levels and mitigate noise impacts so that levels at property lines experience 
increases of be 3 dBA or less.  Based on standards set forth by the NYSDEC publication, Assessing 
and Mitigating Noise Impacts, increases in noise of under 3 dBA should have no appreciable effect 
on receptors.  
 
Comment B.18.5: We purchased 120 Conklingtown Road because of its location on thus scenic 
bi-way and easy accessibility on Route 17.  Talk about impact, this Project will directly impact our 
ability to conduct business and could very well adversely affect our bottom line and other small 
businesses.  If the main roads are back up with traffic how will small businesses’ clientele 
conveniently travel to their destination?  When we appeared in front of the Town board we were 
queried regarding the type and size of business we would be conducting.  There was much concern 
expressed by the board regarding the additional amount of traffic our commercial equine business 
would be generating on this scenic bi-way if and when we have any clinics, shows or special 
events.  Obviously, out traffic pattern pales in comparison to the amount of cars estimated to visit 
LEGOLAND and the huge burden not only on our major roads but spillover that will obviously 
occur on our side roads as well and the negative impact it is sure to have on residents, their quality 
of like and small business. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.106.4 above.  
 
 B.19. Nick Gallo, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.19.1:  The presentation of the items to be considered is inadequate. Special permits: I 
have asked the Buildings Inspector and Town Supervisor what this encompasses and they could 
not answer. 
 
Response:  Special permits are defined in Town Law § 274-b(1) as “an authorization of a particular 
land use which is permitted in a zoning ordinance or local law, subject to requirements imposed 
by such zoning ordinance or local law to assure that the proposed use is in harmony with such 
zoning ordinance or local law and will not adversely affect the neighborhood if such requirements 
are met.”  The Special Permit requirement for the Proposed Project is subject to Article IX of the 
Town of Goshen Zoning Law.  This is the same procedure for all Special Permits issued by the 
Planning Board and Town Board.   
 
Comment B.19.2: The sale of Town property, I have asked what property.  The two properties 
needed to build as planned, lots 11-1-68 and 11-1-69, some of the properties or all of the properties 
are owned by the Town, again no answer.   
 
Response:  As identified in Table II-1 in the DEIS, the following properties comprise the Project 
Site:  11-1-45, 11-1-46, 11-1-47, 11-1-58, 11-1-49.2, 15-1-59, 11-1-60*, 11-1-62*, 11-1-63*, 11-
1-64*, 11-1-65*, 11-1-66*, 11-1-67*, 11-1-68*, 11-1-69*.  Properties marked with an asterisk are 
owned by the Town of Goshen and the Project Sponsor has requested to purchase them, or portions 
thereof, from the Town for their fair market value (see appraisal in Appendix J).  
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Comment B.19.3: Clearing and grading, I’ve been told that the site plan is “fluid”, an expression 
meaning we don’t know what we’re doing, so clearing and grading what? When?   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.112.3.  
 
Comment B.19.4: The topographical map on page 52 of the DEIS shows 90’ high retaining wall 
to hold back fill for the parking area, LEGOLAND representatives claim 50’ as the highest 
retaining wall, either will be visible from my property. 
 
Response:  No retaining walls are shown on the Topography map provided in the DEIS as it is 
reflective of existing conditions.  Height and use of retaining walls on the site has been revised 
with the grading plan.  The tallest individual wall is 23’ high tiered with a 20.5’ high second wall 
located approximately parallel to the Orange & Rockland high-tension power line easement on the 
southerly end of the developed portion of the site.  See also, response to Comment A.76.3. 
 
Comment B.19.5: The DEIS is so incomplete it should not have been presented.  It states that an 
emergency access road is needed and a gravel road will be built.  According to several agencies 
what is required is a 25’ wide blacktop road designed with drainage to prevent erosion, maintained 
year round, plowed and salted as needed.  That road as proposed would begin at Arcadia Road 
travel a half mile west through wetlands a quarter mile north parallel to the Otter Kill Creek 
thorough wetlands and then turn west crossing the Creek where a bridge would have to be 
constructed capable of holding fully loaded fire trucks.  The road would continue on to the Park 
through more wetlands.  This is a major undertaking not addressed. 
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect. The 25-foot gravel road which is proposed to be used for 
emergency access is existing in this location.  Minor tree and brush clearing will occur to ensure 
adequate access but no NYSDEC wetland disturbance or stream disturbance will occur for this 
road.   Based on discussions with the Goshen Fire District, this road will be adequate to serve as 
an emergency access road to the Project Site.  It would only be utilized in the unlikely event the 
main access road was completely blocked.  The vast majority of the park will not be open during 
winter months.  The aquarium and hotel will remain open but attendance is expected to be greatly 
reduced, thus even further reducing the need for this access.  See responses to Comments A.8.1 
and A.45.3 above. 
 
Comment B.19.6: Traffic in the Town and Village needs to be addressed.  The area around exits 
125 and 124 handles 11,000 vehicles a day, add 5,000.  Accident data from NYSDOT states above 
average accidents at all intersections in the study.  The rate is from 25% higher at 17M/Matthews 
Street between Rt. 207 and Duck Farm Road to twice as high at 17A/Rt.207 between Coates Drive 
and Clowes Avenue add the Government Center and LEGOLAND, what happens? 
 
Response:  The planned relocation and reconstruction of Exit 125 further to the east on lands under 
the control of LEGOLAND and/or the State of New York will increase the distance separation 
significantly from Exit 124 and allow compliance with standards for the anticipated conversion 
from Route 17 to I-86. The increased distance separation and provision of adequate acceleration 
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and deceleration lanes should improve the efficiency and safety of traffic movements at the 
interchange. Additionally, the conditions at the Exit 124 ramps will be improved due to the 
elimination of weaving sections because of the increased separation distances between Exit 124 
and 125 as well as improving other merging and diverging activities that presently occur in short 
proximity to the other interchange. As a result of these interchange improvements and the 
provision of access to the LEGOLAND facility as well as other facilities including BOCES, Glenn 
Arden and Elant, the amount of additional vehicles utilizing Coates Drive, 17A, and other portions 
of the Village for access to LEGOLAND would be reduced to just local traffic utilizing these 
locations. It is not anticipated that there will be any significant increase in accident rates resulting 
from these volumes. 
 
Comment B.19.7:  A lack of empathy for wildlife is shown in the DEIS as presented.  The 
endangered Indiana and threatened Northern Long Eared Bats habitate [sic] this site.  These bats 
hibernate in area caves in the winter, NOW, and tend to return to their previous roosting area in 
Spring.  The proposal to clear 150 acres plus build a one mile road will devastate the local 
population of a much needed animal, an animal that cannot defend itself. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.112.7.  A summary of habitat conditions for both 
protected bat species was provided in Section III-D of the DEIS with an evaluation of the site’s 
likelihood of providing potential habitat.   
 
Comment B.19.8:  Add to this the lack to properly address the air, water, noise and light pollution, 
the destruction of habitat of many animals, the reduction of property values, the lack of recognition 
of the Chester School District in the DEIS and PILOT and so much more….  
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response, In any event, air quality, water 
supply, noise and site lighting were addressed in the DEIS consistent with the Adopted Scope.  
The Fiscal impact analysis acknowledges several parcels on the site are located within the Chester 
Union Free School District.  These properties are owned by the Town of Goshen, and the school 
district does not generate revenue from those properties.  No school children are being generated 
by the Project Site; therefore, the school district is not being impacted by the Proposed Action.   
 
 B.20. Leslie Schumacher, letter undated 

Comment B.20.1: There was a recent sound bite from an interview with Phil Royle, where he 
stated that in five years time, after LEGOLAND is built, he could stand under the church steeple 
and look down on the town and nothing will have changed.  Well, five years from now, if 
LEGOLAND is build, a resident of Glen Arden, or Elant won’t be able to say nothing has changed 
for them.  Neither will any of the residents of Arcadia hills, or any of the other residents who have 
the misfortune of bordering the perimeters of the proposed site.  I can’t think of a worse spot to 
build LEGOLAND than smack dab in the middle of a residential community next to two nursing 
homes and so many, many residences.  But I guess they are just seen as collateral damage by Phil 
Royle and Merlin AND the Planning Board. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See Comment B.31. (letter from the Chairperson of the 
neighboring Elant senior care facility) which states in part, “I have evaluated the LEGOLAND 
proposal and I do not see any negative impact on our operations or individuals we serve.” 
 
 B.21. Leslie Schumacher, letter undated  

Comment B.21.1: I’d like to start by addressing air quality.  The scope requested a study on the 
cumulative impact of air quality, during construction and operation of LEGOLAND, from 
pesticides, constructions equipment, generators, trucks, busses, idling vehicles and to include 
operations of gas powered rides in the park.  The study was to take into consideration the 10 new 
projects proposed in the area, all listed in the scope and DEIS, except the CPV plant, which should 
have been included. 
 
Response: The additional projects studied in the DEIS were identified during Project scoping and 
were enumerated in the Adopted Scope.  Each of the projects identified is either located in the 
Town of Goshen, or was believed to directly contribute to traffic volumes within the Project Study 
Area.  CPV, currently under construction approximately 8 miles from the Project Site, was not 
identified during scoping as a Project which needed to be analyzed, as its traffic and other impacts 
on the Project are significantly attenuated. For additional information regarding air quality, see 
Appendix Q. 
 
Comment B.21.2: One of the mitigation strategies offered by LEGOLAND was to impose a 
minimal speed limit on site for construction vehicles.  There is nothing in the DEIS stating the 
implementation of a monitoring system for this.  How will it be enforced?  Another was to “monitor 
unnecessary idling of construction vehicles.”  How will this be monitored?  We don’t know… And 
there’s no way to control idling cars while queuing in or out of the park.  
 
Response:  Construction on the Project Site will be managed by an experienced general contractor.  
All construction Best Management Practices and proposed mitigation measures will be strictly 
adhered to and monitored for quality assurance by the general contractor and by Merlin 
Entertainments, LLC construction management.  Further, the Project Site will be subject to 
inspection by Town officials as is done on all construction sites within the Town.  
 
Comment B.21.3: The DEIS basically skipped over the inclusion of the 10 other anticipated 
projects in their response, stating”…to the extent information is publically know and available” to 
then there would be no associated impact.  This is not doing an in-depth, independent study, as 
requested.  That’s taking a pass.  So how will the construction and operation of LEGOLAND 
ALONG WITH the 10 other projects impact our air quality? 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A. 100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5.   
 
Comment B.21.4:  There is nothing in the DEIS stating how many gas powered rides versus solar 
powered rides there will be.  Are there 40 gas powered rides? 2 solar powered rides? Or vice versa? 
We don’t know.  
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Response: Approximately 26 total rides and attractions are proposed in the Park.  None of the 
rides are gas powered.  
 
Comment B.21.5:  According to the DEIS, based on the National Clean Air Act, which hasn’t been 
amended in 26 years, the Town of Goshen’s existing Air Quality Index is less than the national 
average.  So the study requested in the scope is important, but they didn’t do it.  The DEIS is 
woefully vague and lacking of details – or refused to provide details – on the impact LEGOLAND 
will have on our air quality. 
 
Response:  The National Clean Air Act (CAA), which was last amended in 1990, requires the 
EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful 
to public health and the environment.  It does not determine municipal air quality levels. The 
existing air quality can be characterized based on pollutant concentrations measured by the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation at air quality monitoring stations in the 
region.  The data presented in Table III-12 of the DEIS demonstrates that pollutant concentrations 
in Goshen are substantially lower than NAAQS.  Additionally, according to the American Lung 
Association’s latest State of the Air report, Orange County’s air is cleaner than a decade ago.  
Between 2013 and 2015, Orange County experienced four ozone alert days. That total was 25 such 
days a decade ago. 
 
See also, the additional air quality information in Appendix Q and responses to Comments A.54.1, 
A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
 B.22. Marcela Gross, undated letter 

Comment B.22.1: I am a lifelong resident of Warwick.  According to the DEIS, currently-
TODAY- traffic starting on Sunday afternoons backs up so far from the Harriman toll plaza in the 
summer that drivers exit at either Route 17A or South Street in Goshen.  Incredibly, though, an 
assessment of the impact on the Harriman toll plaza and the NY State Thruway is completely 
absent from the DEIS.  The I-84/Route 17 interchange was studied, but that’s going to get only 
about 22% of the traffic from LEGOLAND.  THREE TIMES AS MUCH will go through 
Harriman.  How could the DEIS ignore that? 
 
Response: As requested by the NYSDOT in their letter dated December 15, 2016, additional 
information and analysis was compiled for NYS Thruway (Harriman) interchange including 
identifying movements to and from Route 17 to I-87. As recently announced, the NYSDOT will 
be advancing plans for the improvement to the Harriman interchange in the form of $150,000,000 
improvement Project which will also include the removal of the tolls and provision of a cashless 
tolling systems similar to that recently implemented at the Tappan Zee Bridge.  See response to 
Comment B.173.4. 
 
Comment B.22.2: Currently, traffic diverts off Route 17 onto Route 17M to parallel Route 17.  So 
then what in the world will happen to Route 17M with the LEGOLAND traffic?  Well, the DEIS 
does have an answer for that, but you sure have to look hard to find it! 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.17.2 regarding the provided traffic diversion analysis. 
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Comment B.22.3: If you dig deep into the 6006 page traffic study in Appendix G, you might just 
find an obscure Table 9 that, starting on the electronic page 711, shows that in the build condition 
WITH IMPROVEMENTS, intersection after intersection along Route 17M will have a level-of-
service “F”.  Now, I may not know traffic, but as a retired school teacher, I DO know what an “F” 
means. So imagine if you will, you’re in a car coming back from a weekend in the Catskills, or 
perhaps from the new Montreign casino when that gets built in Monticello, and you’re heading for 
the Thruway when you hit a wall of traffic on Route 17.  You try to detour onto 17M, but that’s a 
parking lot, too. What are you going to do?  You know yourselves that the smartest thing to do is 
to take 17A all the way to Tuxedo and make your way to get on the Thruway down in Sloatsburg, 
avoiding the Harriman tolls altogether.  The same will be true for all the traffic heading out of 
LEGOLAND.  If you can’t move in one direction, and you check your GPS, you’ll head the other 
way and go down 17A. 
  
Response: Based on the revised traffic mitigation plans, the projected traffic volume on local roads 
has been reduced.  See response to Comment A.58.1 above regarding impacts to Route 17A and 
points south.   
 
Comment B.22.4: So what is it going to do for the traffic in Warwick?  Well, there’s no answer 
for that!  It’s pretty obvious for us that live locally that we’re going to get a whole new mess of 
traffic coming through, but you wouldn’t know that from reading the DEIS!  Warwick could just 
as well be on another planet.  But we’re going to be getting all this traffic precisely at the same 
time that tourism is peaking in Warwick.  I don’t know if you’ve ever been in Warwick during the 
peak season, but a five minute trip to the Shoprite can turn into a half hour.  If you add in the 
LEGOLAND traffic from not only people detouring around 17, but also coming up from North 
Jersey through Warwick, it’s going to be a nightmare. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.58.1 above.  
 
Comment B.22.5: Living in Warwick, we don’t like our tourist traffic, but at least we know all 
those cars are coming to Warwick to spend money in OUR town, with OUR farmers, and OUR 
merchants.  The people heading for LEGOLAND are heading only there, and will pay a high 
admission price to get in.  They’re going to make sure they get their dollar’s worth and spend their 
whole day, eating at LEGOLAND’s restaurants, with their shopping limited to buying 
LEGOLAND souvenirs.  They won’t be adding anything to Warwick’s economy- or Goshen’s for 
that matter- except perhaps to buy gas. I think you should consider what this will mean for local 
residents just trying to get around town, and for non-LEGOLAND people that really want to get 
to local merchants.  I think it’s going to hurt us in Warwick.  If the people who want to spend 
money in our town can’t get in, they’re going to turn around and go somewhere else. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A. 116.4.   
 
 B.23. Steve Gross, letter undated 

Comment B.23.1:  Overall, the DEIS is missing huge blocks of information, such as the capacity 
of the new proposed well, a wetland delineation report, traffic impact on the NYS thruway and 
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Harriman tolls, an assessment of the historic value of the houses being demolished, and the fact 
that the impact statement only studies the impact of developing 140 acres if the 522 acres being 
zoned. 
 
Response: Although not part of this SEQRA analysis as the proposed new well is not necessary 
to allow the Village of Goshen to service the Project.  However, initial pump testing shows the 
new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 
432,000 gallons per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water 
levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the 
new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference 
was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated.  A letter from the 
Village’s water and sewer engineer has been provided regarding this testing (see Appendix G).  
 
NYSDEC wetlands were mapped in the DEIS.  See Figure III-7 of that document.  In December 
2016 the NYSDEC confirmed this delineation.  See signed NYSDEC wetland map in Appendix 
H of this document.  
 
A study of impacts to the Harriman tolls was not required by the Adopted Scope but has now been 
included in the revised Traffic Impact Study.  See response to Comment B.173.4 for the analysis 
and discussion of the NYS Thruway and NYS Route 17 interchange. 
 
There is one existing residential structure on the Project Site which is not listed as historic either 
locally or nationally.  It does not have any significant architectural features nor does it meet the 
other criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The DEIS studies potential 
impacts of the entire Proposed Action including development of an aquarium as a second phase in 
three to five years.  No additional development is planned for this site.  
 
Comment B.23.2: Figure III-6, illustrates the proposed cuts and fills for the Project.  This is a very 
hilly property.  Just like in Isaiah, the valleys will be raised up and the mountains made low in 
order to make it suitable for a theme park.  The dark orange indicates cuts up to 50 feet, and the 
dark blue indicates fills up to 90 feet. The impact statement states, “Based on the proposed grading 
plans, approximately 196, 187 cubic yards of fill will be required to be brought to the site.” This 
is not true.  This table provides details on the massive amount of cubic yards that would be cut and 
filled, but you have to do the math yourself.  The cuts add up to more 1,620,000 cubic yards, and 
the fills add up to more than 2,151,000 cubic yards.  That yields a net fill of more than 531,000 
cubic yards, more than 2½ times as much as reported in the impact statement.  Using a 16 cy truck, 
that would be 33,199 truckloads of fill. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.76.3 above.  
 
Comment B.23.3: The impact statement states, “The site’s natural variations in topography will 
work to visually buffer the site as the development will sit lower than surrounding land.”  This is 
NOT True.  Now, none of the contours for the developed condition are labeled, so anyone who 
looks at this graphic has to really work hard to get anything out of it.  But the northeastern corner 
of the parking lot would sit on top of 90 feet of fill at an elevation of 520 feet, 100 feet HIGHER- 
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not lower- than the back yards of these houses at 420 feet, so they’re going to be looking right at 
this massive fill slope towering above them and the tree line.  The parking lot then keeps rising to 
an elevation of 584 feet, or about 160+ feet above these homes. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.76.3.  
 
Comment B.23.4: The impact statement also makes reference to vegetated buffers of 1000 feet, or 
1200 feet, and Mr. Royle has actually stated it would be 2000 feet from residential areas, and 1000 
feet elsewhere.  NONE of these numbers are true.  These backyards are about 900 feet away from 
this fill slope. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.56.3 above.  
 
Comment B.23.5:  The impact statement states “The hotel will be built into the naturally sloping 
topography so that it is two stories from the front and four stories from the rear elevation.”  This 
is not true.  This shows the hotel sitting at about elevation 522 on fill over a natural elevation of 
458.  You can see the dark blue color, indicating fills in the 50 to 70 foot range.  This would be 
held back by a retaining wall, not a natural slope as described in the impact statement.  The 4-story 
building sitting on a 60+foot tall retaining wall would be the equivalent of a 10-story building. 
 
Response:  The site grading plan has been revised and the location of the proposed hotel has been 
moved further west on the site.  See response to Comment A.76.3.  
 

 B.24. Neal Gabriel, letter dated December 19, 2016  

Comment B.24.1: Chose Goshen for rural setting and good place to raise our children. We pay full 
assessed taxes. Even as a retired couple= no PILOT.  Our good neighbors have not asked us to 
help pay theirs or to ruin our woods. Not against LL- just the location.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.1 above.   
 
Comment B.24.2: Why fast tracking this Project- looks suspicious. Has Goshen been sold? 
 
Response: The Project is not being fast-tracked.  It is proceeding in accordance with all 
requirements of State and local laws and regulations. See response to Comment A.66.3 above. 
 
Comment B.24.3:  Traffic – Rt. 17 and Reservoir Rd. (traffic light) – related pollution. 
 
Response:  The referenced roads do not intersect, however, both roads were studied in the Project 
Sponsor’s Traffic Impact Study.  There is no traffic light currently on, nor is a traffic light proposed 
for, Reservoir Road.   
 
Comment B.24.4:  Daily fireworks- noise and pollution. 
 
Response:  Fireworks are not proposed to be used daily.  Fireworks would be utilized for special 
events such as Fourth of July or Halloween and total time of use would be approximately 20 
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minutes per event. This short time frame of the use of fireworks would limit noise impacts.  The 
Planning Board may visit the timing of such fireworks during its site plan review. 
 
Comment B.24.5: Environmental impact to this sensitive area.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.3. 
 
Comment B.24.6:  Water- what happens if [there is] a drought? [Does LEGOLAND get water] 
first? 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen is required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan which must 
be kept on file with Orange County Health Department and Village Hall.  The Village has also 
coordinated with Orange County Department of Emergency Management in the County Hazard 
Mitigation Plan.  Both of these document address procedures to be implemented in the event of a 
drought.  In the event of such an emergency the Village Board has the ability to restrict water 
usage, could access water from its water storage tanks, or could access water from neighboring 
municipalities. Such as scenario has not occurred in the Village since 2003, prior to the two Crystal 
Run Village Wells being placed into permanent service.  
 
Comment B.24.7: [The State] is paying for the flyover - $90- to benefit Merlin. I understand, but 
what has been proposed is way too generous. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor will finance the cost of the roadway improvements, including the 
relocation of Exit 125.  The relocation of Exit 125 would help solve geometric shortfalls of the 
existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) design guidelines, and the 
reconfiguration assist with Route 17’s future conversion to Interstate-86.  The Project Sponsor has 
asked New York State to participate in the funding of the relocation of Exit 125, but it is not a 
condition of the Project proceeding. 
 
Comment B.24.8:  Low to no help with our property/school taxes.  
 
Response:  Through the initial proposed PILOT program, the Project Sponsor will pay $184,150 
to the Goshen Central School District, $35,600 to the Town and $30,250 to Orange County in year 
one.   The alternative 20 year PILOT term, suggested by the IDA, and also evaluated by KPMG, 
would commence with lower initial payments but accelerate to full assessed value 20 years from 
park opening, rather than 30 years and would provide a total of $87 million in revenue over 30 
years rather than $61 million. In addition, a Host Community Benefit Agreement will provide 
additional revenue to the Town of Goshen. See also, response to Comment A.5.1.  
 
Comment B.24.9: Everyone mentions jobs… just locate this Project to another more appropriate 
area within Orange County and all jobs are still available (union and seasonal low hourly).  County 
and State taxes will still be earned.   
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Response:  It is not within the purview of the Planning Board to determine the location of a project 
but, instead, to review a project on the site selected by it and then determine, in accordance with 
State and local law and regulations, whether and to what extent the project’s proposed 
improvements may be permitted. The Project Sponsor represents that it selected the site given its 
proximity to State Route 17, availability of public water and sewer, and the recommendations 
contained in both the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan and the Orange County 
Comprehensive Plan which identified this area as suitable for commercial development. 
 
Comment B.24.10: Keep the zoning the same = no amusement parks or high-density housing, 
while [protecting] our rural community and keeping true to the Master Plan.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  No housing is proposed on the site.  Also, see responses to 
Comments A.1.1, A.12.4, and A.25.1.  
 
 B.25. Barry Goldberg, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.25.1: The arbitrary and capricious nature of the approval by the Town Board in 
overturning the Master Plan of 2009, which explicitly sought to protect the rural nature of Goshen 
and preserve its environmentally-sensitive ecosystem. 
 
Response: The Comment is incorrect. No action has been taken by the Town Board to amend the 
Town’s Comprehensive Plan, and the goals and recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan seek 
to do more than protect the rural nature of Goshen and preserve certain environmentally sensitive 
areas.  See response to Comment A.64.1 above.  
 
Comment B.25.2: The arbitrary and capricious nature of the approval of LEGOLAND just 4 
months after rejecting Kiryas Joel’s application, despite LEGOLAND presenting myriad more 
substantial issues than KJ. Indeed, the Town Board would be wise to consider the prospect of a 
major-potentially successful-lawsuit from KJ and/or its proposed developer on religious grounds. 
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect. There has been no application by Kiryas Joel for any 
development within the Town of Goshen, and any referenced lawsuit would be frivolous. See 
response to A.64.2 above.  
 
Comment B.25.3: The failure of the DEIS to address numerous SEQR-required quality-of-life 
issues, both during construction and beyond. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response, See response to Comment 
A.64.4 above.  
 
Comment B.25.4: The failure of the DEIS to address the totality of the 523 acres, especially since 
Merlin officials have clearly stated that they intend to build out well beyond the initial 142 acres.  
Case law documents the requirement that this be addressed holistically. 
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Response: The Comment is incorrect. Merlin Entertainment has stated no intention to build out 
the project other than the proposed development of the approximately 149 acres, and 
SEQRA/NYSDEC guidelines mandate that no SEQRA review is required based upon speculation 
of development. See response to Comment A.64.5 above. 
 
Comment B.25.5: The failure of this DEIS to address vastly higher particulate levels resulting 
from an expected quantum increase in vehicular traffic, not to mention from many months of 
blasting, bulldozing, trucking, and other construction-related activities.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.64.6 above.  
 
Comment B.25.6: The failure of this DEIS to provide empirical data or analysis to support the 
unsubstantial claim that the village’s well-documented drought conditions will not be a barrier to 
supplying water to upwards of 20,000 visitors a day and 2 million visitors a year. 
 
Response:  The comment is incorrect. Substantial data and the analysis of the Village’s special 
engineer on this issue is contained in the DEIS and FEIS. See response to Comment A.64.7 above.  
 
Comment B.25.7: The failure of this DEIS to provide empirical evidence that any newly-drilled 
well would find an entirely new aquifer, rather than tapping into an already over-utilized aquifer. 
 
Response: The comment is incorrect. Substantial data regarding this potential new well has been 
presented in the FEIS and reviewed by the Planning Board’s expert on this issue. See response to 
Comment A.64.8 above. 
 
Comment B.25.8: The failure of this DEIS to address all the biodiversity related to Otter Creek, 
despite acknowledging that it must be preserved. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.64.9 above. 
 
Comment B.25.9: The failure of this DEIS to address the severe impact of locational depreciation, 
documents to be 20% and more. 
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.2.2. 
 
Comment B.25.10: The failure of the DEIS to identify the CPV natural gas plant in Wawayanda 
as an impacting Project, and to provide plans to mitigate environmental damage, precisely because 
LEGOLAND plans to obtain power from this very source. 
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect, as LEGOLAND is not only not planning on obtaining 
natural gas from the CPV plan, it is not planning on using any natural gas energy for the project. 
See response to Comment A.64.11 above.  
 
Comment B.25.11: The DEIS does not address noise pollution. 

Response:  The Comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.64.12 above. 
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Comment B.25.12:  The DEIS does not address vehicular overload.  
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.64.13 above.  
 
Comment B.25.13:  Numerous inaccuracies are represented in the DEIS with regard to 
topographical elevations and retaining walls, watersheds and flooding on Harriman [Drive]. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response, See response to Comment 
A.64.14 above.  
 
 B.26. Eric Miller, letter dated December 16, 2016  

Comment B.26.1: As I reviewed the DEIS documents I took note of the table of contents.  When 
I looked at the entire Project and some of the items listed (Water, Traffic, Community Services, 
Noise, Air Quality. Etc.) it all adds up to a significant negative impact to the area.  More water 
will be needed, Air quality will greatly suffer, noise will be increased, and local services will be 
greatly taxed.  In my opinion the scope of this Project is not appropriate for our area.  
 
Let’s realistically think about some of the figures and apply them to what we know.  Goshen has 
roughly 20K residents.  The amusement park estimates 1.5 to 2.5M visitors will invade the Goshen 
area per year.  Daily traffic generation of roughly 5K vehicles entering and exiting, with the peak 
of 1.5 vehicle per hour.  That is 25 additional cars per minute in the 17 corridor to Goshen.  What 
will happen on a weekend or weekday when I or you want to bring my family to eat at a restaurant 
in Goshen or Chester or Middletown and only 5% of the people attending the park eat on their way 
home? Nightmare.  The scope of his Project not appropriate for this area.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
statements of opposition to the Project.  See also, Appendices E, G, N, Q, and S, and Section III-
L of the DEIS. 
 
Comment B.26.2: What about the estimates on water and sewer?  As an example, let’s quickly 
touch on water estimates for the amusement park.  Reviewing the Village of Goshen and 
Engineering reports, Appendix E, it states a Peak Month average estimate of 270,000 gallons of 
water used by LEGOLAND vs. current usage by Village residents, other at 774,000 gallons.  This 
is a significant increase of at least 26% immediately.  Add in additional room for growth at an 
estimated normal increase of 180k and all of it totals 1.224M.  Current allowance is up to 1.3M 
gallons daily.  So basically the addition of amusement park will bring our capacity to 94% per the 
village report with normal expansion.  Taking something to almost capacity has severe 
consequences and leaves no room for error.  Not a good method of planning.  Let’s logically take 
this a few steps further.  Our water system will quickly become obsolete and need to be replaced 
or upgraded.  Who will pay for this?  Obviously not LEGOLAND since they have a sweet 30 year 
tax incentive and they do not want to pay for much of the infrastructure improvements.  New York 
State will pay for it which means our taxes will increase which equates to us paying for it.   
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Response:  See responses to Comments B.2.3, A.2.3, A.16.2, A.32.2 and A.32.3 above.  
 
Comment B.26.3: Switching gears to sewer quickly, I recently saw an article in the Times Herald 
Record 9/23/16 stating Goshen could be used to divert sewer from SE OC.  The consultants advised 
if this happened Goshen would need to expand out treatment plant.  Again back to my point of 
overburdening systems, proper planning, and controlled costs to local taxpayers. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.32.4.  
 
Comment B.26.4: Additionally, members of the town board have recently rejected high density 
housing projects for multiple reasons and I quote: “Goshen is a town with historic charm and 
beauty, and the increase in traffic that this development, would bring is a deterrent to the ambience 
of Goshen’s beauty and charm.  There’s not an overabundance of water.  Others on the board 
commented that large projects as this high density housing would place tremendous strain on 
Goshen’s water supply.  Additionally, a lack of good roads in the area would mean extensive 
work.”  So, is 383 proposed permanent residences are rejected, how would it logically be possible 
to allow an amusement park with an estimate of 12K visitors per day to proceed?  The scope of 
this Project is too large. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.4. 
 
Comment B.26.5: Goshen spent a tremendous amount of time and money over the years to solidify 
our Open Space.  This is a prime reason folks live in this area.  Allowing a massive amusement 
park such as LEGOLAND will drastically change the landscape of Goshen and the surrounding 
area as well as the culture.  How could it not with 2.5M visitors per year coming to the area?  The 
increased traffic, infrastructure, pollution, people, emergency services, garbage, severe drain on 
water, and high increase in sewer capacity will adversely effect Goshen both financially and in 
beauty and charm.  Our quality of life will forever be changed. 
 
Response: The DEIS considered regional planning as it relates to the Project Site.  The Orange 
County Comprehensive Plan, last updated in 2010, sets Priority Growth Areas in its Land Use Plan 
in and around Villages and along transportation corridors.  The Project Site lies within the Plan’s 
delineated Priority Growth Area which extends, along Route 17M from the Village of Goshen into 
the City of Middletown.  The Plan recommends development within these areas to expand job 
growth and expand the tax base. 
 
In addition, the Orange County Economic Development Strategy (2015) targets tourism as one of 
the main industries imperative to economic development in the County.  The goals of this plan 
include expanding tourism by expansion of both overnight accommodations to provide revenue to 
the County through the hotel occupancy tax and developments which emphasizes Orange County 
as a ‘destination’ within the Northeast.  The Proposed Action accomplishes both of these goals.  
See also responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
Comment B.26.6: This Project directly violates our Master Plan of protecting Goshen and is reason 
enough for rejection.  
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Response:  This statement is untrue. The Project is consistent with the 2009 Town of Goshen 
Comprehensive Plan goal #4 to develop a strong and balanced economic base and to attract tax 
positive commercial developments to offset existing tax-exempt lands and to pay for services 
required by the growing population.   
 
The Town Board is currently considering an amendment to the Town of Goshen Comprehensive 
Plan (see Town of Goshen Introductory Local Law #5 of 2016 in Appendix B of the DEIS) to 
amend Sections 3.3 and 3.5 to specifically encourage additional commercial uses in the Town 
along State Route 17 to diversify the Town’s economic base and increase tax and other revenues 
to offset the costs of providing municipal services.  
 
Prior to the Comprehensive Plan amendment currently under consideration by the Town Board, 
and two years prior to the application for LEGOLAND New York, the Town Board previous 
sought the recommendations of the Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board (ERB) 
regarding future zoning amendments.  The ERB recommended in 2014 to the Town Board that 
commercial uses be expanded along Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see memorandum 
in Appendix F).  See also, response to Comment A.48.1. 
 
Comment B.26.7: How much tax money may we give up if LEGOLAND gets a 30 year PILOT 
and is it a fair deal? … The scope of this Project is not appropriate.  What will the valuation of our 
property look like a year after LEGOLAND is open?  I’ve done research and have seen pros/cons.  
I for one do not want to take a chance and have the Goshen property devalued.   
 
Response: For the potential impact of the Proposed Project on property values in the Town of 
Goshen, see the response to Comment A.11.4. 
 
In addition, the appropriateness of the PILOT agreement was the subject of a study prepared by 
KPMG commissioned by the Orange County IDA (see Appendix K).  Based on this study it was 
determined that a 20 year PILOT was more appropriate and provided more benefits to the town, 
school district and county.   
 
 B.27. John Marchant, letter dated December 17, 2016 

Comment B.27.1:  I would like to register my absolute approval for the LEGOLAND park, the 
company managing it and the designs submitted, save for one slight concern as below.  I think the 
benefits it will bring to the immediate and surrounding area are enormous, not just for direct 
employment, but for secondary employment and the potential for further investment that a facility 
like this will attract to the town and region in general.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
statements of support of the Project. See also, response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.27.2: The objections against it I have heard thus far amount to no more than childish 
tantrums, but for the very few that live in the immediate vicinity of the park, whom I have a certain 
amount of empathy for.  The income being derived by the town from the park should be sufficient 
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to address any problems that may or may not occur once the park is up and running, so any such 
trite objections are rendered, in my view, null and void. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project, or to the commenter’s characterization of those opposed to the 
Project. 
 
Comment B.27.3: I would like to point your attention to the access to the park from the highways 
which I believe are not strictly adequate.  There does not appear to be much consideration of traffic 
coming from Albany, New Paltz, Newburgh, Monticello, Scranton, Danbury and 
Connecticut/Pennsylvania etc., all of which will I-84 and come eastwards down RT17, and 
presumably will follow the same route upon their return.  Furthermore, with the planned expansion 
of Stewart Airport, there will be an increased volume of traffic from this quarter once the proposed 
internal and international flights are established.  I, therefore, do not believe the existing off ramp 
coming eastwards towards Chester is properly designed as there doesn’t appear to be any measure 
to address the congestion at the lights on South Street and Chester Avenue, and again the left hand 
turn onto Harriman Drive, and the cross over from the westbound off ramp.   
 
Response:  In response to comments from the public, elected officials and the NYSDOT, the 
Project Sponsor has committed to relocate and reconfigure Exit 125 on Route 17, including 
building a bridge over Route 17 as part of its proposal for LEGOLAND New York.  The relocation 
of Exit 125 would address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads by lessening 
LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. It would also help solve 
geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.  This reconfiguration of Exit 125 would 
be designed to meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist with Route 17’s 
future conversion to Interstate-86. The relocated Exit 125 would be a full access interchange for 
both westbound and eastbound vehicles on Route 17 and would alleviate the concerns regarding 
the adequacy of the ramps expressed above.  The new bridge will provide a more direct point of 
access to and from the LEGOLAND New York theme park as well as other existing institutions 
located on Harriman Drive, including Glen Arden and Orange-Ulster BOCES and thus reduce 
traffic impacts on local roads.   
 
Concurrently, New York State has advanced the $150 million reconstruction of the Woodbury 
Transit and Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The Transit and Economic 
development hub project will likely reduce congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-Hudson region. 
Under the Exit 131 improvement project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 corridor, replace 
the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State Thruway 
(I-87), add a solar-powered bus station, an expanded commuter parking lot, and an intelligent 
transportation system that adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements, 
including the addition of cashless tolling, will improve access and reduce delays due to traffic 
congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 131 interchange has long functioned as a 
bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 and the Thruway. 
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will likely decrease 
the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as reducing legacy 
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traffic congestion on Route 17.  An updated traffic study which provides a full analysis of these 
improvements as they relate to the Proposed Project, is located in Appendix E. Additionally, for 
further information of the anticipated arrival and departure distribution utilized in the traffic 
analysis, see Section IV.B of the Traffic Impact Study (contained in Appendix E of this FEIS), 
which discusses the 200 mile radius Gravity Model utilized to determine these distributions. 
 
Comment B.27.4: Additionally, but to a lesser extent, traffic leaving the park to go westward on 
RT17, will have to negotiate traffic leaving RT17 from the east on the same ramp, thereby causing 
congestion on RT17 heading west. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.27.3 above.  
 
Comment B.27.5:  Presumably, the main contractor will be instructed to limit construction and 
material traffic to RT17, as I see no need to anger residents with heavy vehicles arriving to site 
through town although this is very much a side issue. 
 
Response: Confirmed.  Construction vehicles will be required to use the highest classification of 
road possible to access the site.  Local roads will be avoided if at all possible.   
 
Comment B.27.6: By no means do my concerns reflect any objection to the Project whatsoever, 
which I believe must go ahead, regardless of the above comments which I would like to think are 
taken into consideration. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  All comments have been considered and responded to herein.   
 
Comment B.27.7: It would appear to be generally felt by all that I have spoken to, that RT17 needs 
to be upgraded to three lanes from Woodbury Common to Monticello and I would wholeheartedly 
agree with this, but I understand, this item is not necessarily [relevant] to this agenda. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.27.3 above.  The section of Route 17 between Harriman 
and Monticello will continue to be evaluated by NYSDOT regardless of the Proposed Project.  
However, the design of the Project’s improvements at the relocated Exit 125 has been configured 
to accommodate an additional third lane in each direction to be constructed when deemed 
appropriate by NYSDOT. It should be noted that as part of the planned Exit 125 reconstruction, 
the existing three-lane section at Exit 124 westbound is being extended from the new Exit 125 
westbound on ramp, which will result in three lanes being provided for this section of Route 17. 
 
  B.28. Claudia Jacobs, letter undated 

Comment B.28.1: When I first heard of the location of the Project, I admittedly freaked out. I 
reside on Reservoir Road, just past Conklingtown Rd.  After attending the very first public 
meeting, my fear subsided. Except for traffic, many concerns were addressed and I increasingly 
changed my opinion to favor the Project. 
 
As time passed and I met a few representatives from LEGOLAND and learned more information 
via the Goshen Chamber of Commerce meetings, I continually became more impressed with the 
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company and Project.  Phil Royle spoke recently at a breakfast meeting and shared how guests of 
the park would pay upon exiting, not entering the park.  This would alleviate traffic build up into 
the park. Brilliant! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
statements of support for the Project.  The applicant’s plan has been designed to get vehicles into 
the site as quickly and efficiently as possible.  See also, response to Comment B.27.3 above. 
 
Comment B.28.2: For the past week being homebound and watching too much daytime television, 
including The Ellen DeGeneress show. On more than one occasion, LEGOLAND tickets and 
packages were shared to an overly enthusiastic crowd. Ellen also mentioned how generous the 
company is with donations. It was nothing but positive, feel good, warm and fuzzy information 
that continues to prove this is a positive Project for Goshen. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
statements of support for the Project.    
 
 B.29. Bill Hecht, letter dated December 15, 2016 

Comment B.29.1:  At their regular meeting held on December 8, 2016, the Orange Ulster BOCES 
Cooperative Board, approved a Project resolution that would add new classroom space to the 
Regional Education Center at Arden Hill on Harriman Drive in Goshen to allow for the growth in 
enrollment. This Project will increase the number of students who attend this site along with the 
volume of buses in the next few years. The Board discussed the proposed construction of a 
LEGOLAND Theme Park and the potential impact it could have on BOCES and our Arden Hill 
Campus, given this new information. The Board also heard a brief report on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and the information provided in the Traffic Pattern Study, 
which included a proposed “flyover” to Harriman Drive just south of BOCES Arden Hill Campus. 
Everyone agrees that this opportunity has the potential for a great partnership. BOCES and the 
Cooperative Board would like the Planning Board to consider the following additional points and 
the potential impact they could have on BOCES when making decisions about this Project: 

1- The recently approved plan to “build out” classroom space on the 2nd floor at the Arden 
Hill Campus along with the 3rd floor in the future. 

2- The anticipated growth in student enrollment at this campus and the increase in the volume 
of bus transportation that this will bring to Harriman Drive in the next 2-5 years. 

3- The impact that the proposed “flyover” would have on decreasing the volume of traffic in 
and around the Regional Education Center at Arden Hill and alleviate safety concerns. 

As you were made aware in my previous letter, Orange Ulster BOCES’ Strategic Plan calls for the 
growth of additional programs and enrollment at the Arden Hill Site beyond the plan approved at 
our last Cooperative Board meeting and we ask that the Planning Board take this information into 
account when making decisions. I would like to thank you for your time in dealing with this very 
important matter and I would welcome the opportunity to speak with you at any time to discuss 
this matter further. 
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Response: See response to Comment A.4.1 above.  
 
 B.30. J. Harragi, letter dated December 15, 2016 

Comment B.30.1: Because of the magnitude of the traffic, the traffic study must be expanded to 
include all regions where LEGOLAND motorists can pass through.  This should include every 
highway across Orange County (and in some cases beyond) but mostly to all roads in all 
communities directly impacted that will experience any extra vehicles due to this Project. 
 
Response:  The Adopted Scope enumerated various intersections to be studied as part of the 
applicant’s Traffic Impact Study.  Also, as part of that study, and because of the potential impact 
areas outside of the immediate vicinity, the applicant was required to, and did, also study any 
intersection where traffic volumes would increase by more than 100 vehicles.  This is a standard 
required by the NYSDOT for large development projects.   
 
Comment B.30.2: There should be a determination of the total carbon footprint of all aspects 
related to the Project including operation, construction and increased traffic congestion.  The 
increased carbon footprint (caused by additional traffic/stop and go/use of air conditioning) is 
caused by burning extra fuel which, on the surface, is paid for at the gas pump.  This cost to 
motorists should be accurately accounted for and disseminated to the public.  This cost 
determination should not only include increased fuel consumption, but also incidentals such as 
extra wear and tear on a vehicle. 
 
Response: This information was not required by the approved Adopted Scope. Further, the term 
“carbon footprint” is not defined by the NYSDEC and means of calculation varies widely by 
source.  The scope did require a discussion of means to reduce solid waste and other sustainable 
practices which are discussed in the document in Section III-J and Chapter VI.  
 
Comment B.30.3: Total additional time accrued to motorists and an assessment of the value of that 
time to people across the region.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed. This information was not required by the approved Adopted Scope and this comment 
warrants no response. Further, it is not possible to quantify the total additional accrued time to 
individual, or even generalized, motorists, or to assess a value to individual, or even generalized, 
motorists, as each of these issues would require an unidentifiable number of variables depending 
on the motorists involved, the destinations of each, and the subjective value of their time. 
 
Comment B.30.4: The traffic study should have seasonal daily granularity.  As you know we have 
particular types of traffic congestion that is characteristic of the season and week day.  For 
example, Sundays in summer generally have extremely heavy eastbound traffic- if this factor is 
not included, a study’s conclusion is totally misleading. 
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Response:  Both manual and machine traffic counts were taken in both summer and while school 
was in session on weekdays and weekends (both Saturday and Sundays) during the months of 
June, July, August and September to determine peak traffic times and volumes on study area 
roadways.  Tables VD-1 and VD-2 in Appendix E of the full traffic study provide exact dates and 
times for all traffic counts.  The Peak Summer Sunday Afternoon time period was fully counted 
and analyzed as part of the traffic analysis contained in the Traffic Impact Study. 

Comment B.30.5: Climate science has been delivering some very distressing messages.  
Significant changes to our environment have already occurred, such as large reductions in arctic 
sea ice coverage area and thickness.  It is no longer a question of “if” these changes will bring 
huge challenges to society, but how soon – and how severe the impact will be.  A troubling class 
of risks, referred to as tipping points, has been identified.  These are events that, once underway, 
bring consequences that become impossible to avoid.  One tipping point is the acceleration of the 
rate at which methane escapes from permafrost.  Once the escape rate exceeds a certain threshold, 
the very potent greenhouse effect of that gas will cause a feedback loop where the additional 
methane, on and on.  Among other possible tipping points are sea-level rise, ocean acidification, 
and the loss of sea-ice which reflects much larger amounts of sunlight away from earth than does 
the open ocean.  These ideas are not my own- these are concerns of the vast majority of climate 
scientists around the world. 
 
Inexplicably, we live in a nation whose economic system effectively rewards polluters by having 
no mechanism to apply the cost of dumping wastes into the environment particularly CO2 entering 
the atmosphere…One Project that must be examined from this perspective is Merlin 
Entertainment’s LEGOLAND in Goshen, N.Y. 
 
This Project is expected to bring a great deal of additional traffic to our area.  It will increase 
congestion in our region, slowing our ability to get around particularly on warm summer days 
when cars are most apt to run air-conditioning.  These conditions promote the highest levels of 
automobile pollution and the worst fuel economy.  This not only impacts LEGOLAND guests, but 
every motorist who currently uses our roads.  We can think of this as the ‘LEGOLAND Mileage 
Reduction Tax’.  This “tax” is likely to sum collectively to tens of millions of dollars per year- and 
like the waste of time, will fall most heavily on Goshen residents. 
 
The environmental impact study for LEGOLAND must determine the total carbon emissions of 
all aspects of the Project to ensure that Goshen is the most environmentally responsible choice for 
the location of the facility.  If a developer does not ensure their Project has the lowest carbon 
impact possible they don’t deserve to be here.  Goshen should also request to see any preliminary 
research that has already been conducted by or for Merlin, as well as all public and internal 
discussion and documents relating to interaction between the LEGOLAND park, potential traffic 
and the attendance at their hotel. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.30.2. 
 
 B.31. Donna Cornell, Chairperson, Elant, Inc., letter dated December 27, 2016 
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Comment B.31.1:  We have an opportunity now to help our region prosper to the benefit of many 
residents. I acknowledge that the topics of water, traffic and environmental impact need to be 
monitored and have faith in our local and state regulatory agencies to do so.  That is their job and 
I believe all the players have a dedication to doing the job right. I firmly believe the positive effects 
of this Project outweigh concerns.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the generalized 
statements of support for the Project.   
 
Comment B.31.2: I also serve as Chairperson of the Elant, Inc. system, comprised of multiple 
locations throughout the Hudson Valley. Our presence in the Goshen area includes our 
headquarters, a nursing home, adult day care, Glen Arden residential facility, offices, physical 
rehab facilities and more.   I have evaluated the LEGOLAND proposal and I do not see any 
negative impact on our operations or individuals we serve.  Since we are an organization comprised 
of over 3000 people including our employees and our residents, I am cognizant of the fact that 
there are going to be some individuals who may be concerned about various aspects of this Project. 
Also often change can often evoke fears, whether valid or not.   
 
I do not see any obstacles to the Elant system continuing to be able to provide stellar service to 
those in our care or to jeopardize our operations in any way. Out of respect for the small group of 
individuals who may either wish to learn more before they endorse or who may continue to have 
concerns regarding this Project, our Board of Directors decided not to take a formal position. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.   
 

 B.32. Tracy O’Malley, New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, letter dated December 23, 2016 

 
Comment B.32.1: Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands. The proposed LEGOLAND- New York Project 
Site contains New York State Freshwater Wetland GO-41, Class 2.  A Freshwater Wetlands permit 
is required for any physical disturbance to state regulated freshwater wetlands or to the 100 foot 
wetland adjacent area. 
 
Response:  Confirmed.  This requirement is acknowledged in the DEIS – 0.084 acres of NYSDEC 
regulated wetlands will be disturbed as a result of the revised off-site traffic improvement plan. 
See Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation. 
 
Comment B.32.2:  In addition, there are wetlands on the Project Site that meet the 12.4 acre size 
threshold (eligible wetlands) to be regulated by New York State under Article 24 of the 
Environmental Conservation law.  Eligible wetlands on the Project Site are located on the north 
western corner of the site adjacent to Harriman Drive (Eligible Wetland A) and on the south 
western corner of the Project Site, adjacent to Conklin Town Road (Eligible Wetland B). Figure 
II-3, Project Layout appears to label the eligible wetlands as “Federal Wetland”, and the map 
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validated by the Department shows the wetland labeled as “Eligible”. The “Eligible Wetland” 
labels should also be shown on all maps and figures. 
 
Eligible wetlands that meet the regulatory criteria but are not shown on the regulatory maps should 
be afforded the same level of protection as the wetlands that are currently on the regulatory map. 
Wetlands provide functions and benefits to the people of New York State as outlined in Article 24. 
The loss of wetlands will cause a reduction in these benefits including an increase in the volume 
of water in streams during times of flood events and a segregation of water quality. All 
development should be planned to avoid the state regulated wetlands and the 100 foot adjacent 
areas. Unavoidable impacts such as for access to unregulated areas must be minimized and 
mitigated to the maximum extent practicable.   
 
Response:  Confirmed.  NYSDEC eligible wetlands have been identified on Figure 9, and are 
afforded the same level of protection as the wetlands that are currently on the regulatory map. The 
Project Sponsor avoided all impacts to wetlands wherever possible, including in the vicinity of the 
NYSDEC eligible wetlands, which do not have a regulated adjacent area.  
 
Comment B.32.3: The Proposed Project will result in approximately 140 acres of site disturbance, 
and approximately 77.41 acres of impervious surfaces.  While no physical disturbances are 
anticipated to state regulated freshwater wetlands, 23 stormwater treatment areas are proposed, 
which will ultimately discharge to onsite wetlands and the Otter Kill. According to the DEIS, the 
site has been designed to limit post-development flow rates at the study points, however, the DEIS 
should discuss potential long term impacts to water quality or water quantity, which can impact 
vegetation composition and habitat. 
 
Response: Long term stormwater quality and quantity is proposed to be controlled with the 
treatment areas discussed above which include sand filters, bio retention areas, rain gardens and a 
detention pond.  These features will cause sediment to either be filtered or settle out of stormwater 
prior to its release into existing wetland areas. A revised SWPPP has been provided based on 
modifications to the layout in response to comments.  See Appendix D.  The SWPPP also includes 
detailed maintenance procedures.  The Project Sponsor will be responsible for the maintenance 
and operation of all related stormwater management facilities both during construction and on a 
permanent, long-term basis.  A standard Operation and Maintenance Plan will be incorporated into 
the SWPPP, and will include schedules, procedures, forms for inspections, maps showing 
stormwater practice areas and the maintenance agreement.   
 
Comment B.32.4: An existing access road cuts through the wetland in the north western corner 
along Harriman Drive (Eligible Wetland A), please state if there are plans to renovate the existing 
access road (see Overall Site Concept Plan, sheet C2 of 26). 
 
Response:  This existing road provides access to the existing communications tower on the site.  
After construction, access to this area will be obtained via the new main guest access drive to the 
park.  The portion of the existing access drive which currently cuts through Eligible Wetland A 
will be removed and wetlands will be restored in this area as compensation for wetland disturbance 
in other areas.  See Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation.  
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Comment B.32.5:  A portion of the internal road runs along southern boundary of Eligible Wetland 
A, cutting through a break between this wetland and another Federal wetland. Please provide 
details on this road construction (see Overall Site Concept Plan, sheet C2 of 26).  
 
Response:  This road profile is provided on sheet 26 of the site plan set.  This road will use a 
medium duty asphalt section found in the construction details and the typical retaining wall detail 
is shown in the construction details.  
 
Comment B.32.6: Section III, Part A, Subpart 3, Proposed Mitigation Measures (p. 37) – “blast 
spoils would also be reused in construction of new wetlands and stream relocation” – please 
provide additional information regarding where this will be occurring on site, and why.   
 
Response:   This statement was made in error and is not applicable to the Project.   
 
Comment B.32.7: Section III, Part C, Subpart 2, Potential Impacts (p. 42) – “Herbicides are used 
to control weeds and algae”, the use of herbicides to control weeds and algae should be prohibited 
in or around any wetland area. 
 
Response:  Herbicides will be used within the park area only.  No herbicides will be used in any 
wetland, or in the adjacent NYS DEC 100’ buffer area.   
 
Comment B.32.8:  Section III, Part D, Subpart 1, Existing Conditions (p. 52) discusses a possible 
roundabout to be located near Route 17/Route 6/Harriman Drive. Please be aware the NYS 
Freshwater Wetland GO-35 is located in the vicinity of the proposed roadwork. An Article 24 
Freshwater Wetlands permit will be required for any disturbance to wetland GO-35. 
 
Response: Based on the revised traffic mitigation plan, a roundabout is no longer proposed in this 
location.   
 
Comment B.32.9: Section III, Part D, Subpart 3 – Proposed Mitigation Measures (p. 54), the DEIS 
discusses the use of open bottom culverts for stream/wetland crossings, please identify and provide 
information regarding the details on the proposed structures and possible installation locations. 
 
Response:  Four (4) open bottom culverts are proposed to be installed as shown on Sheet 17, 
including two (2) along the main access drive to cross ACOE wetland ‘C’ and will benefit the 
stream and any species by allowing species to pass through the stream and avoid interaction with 
vehicles; one (1) along the emergency access road between the main entrance and service road; 
and one (1) along the back-of-house drive. There will still be some minor wetland impact for 
installation of the culverts (see Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation). Culvert details are 
provided on construction site detail sheets 34 and 35 within the site plan set.  Additionally, it is 
anticipated that the final design of the stormwater collection and conveyance system will likely 
require a fifth culvert at the Harriman Drive extension downstream of Culvert 4. 
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Comment B.32.10: Section III, Part S, - Construction (p. 156) states that construction will begin 
with clearing in the northeast corner/back of house area. Please provide additional information or 
a plan drawing of all proposed land clearing areas. 
 
Response:  Limits of disturbance have been shown on the erosion and sediment control plans, 
sheets 20-22 of the plan set. 
 
Comment B.32.11:  Vegetated buffers should be considered in areas where slopes are present, 
specifically in the vicinity of the access road to Arcadia Hills Subdivision and surface parking lots, 
where the access road will be immediately adjacent to the 100 foot adjacent area of NYS 
Freshwater Wetland GO-41 (see Site Plan -100 Scale Sheet C7 of 26) 
 
Response:   No road access to Arcadia Hills is proposed. A landscaping plan has been prepared 
showing vegetation proposed in and around all surface parking areas.    
 
Comment B.32.12:  Please note that the ingress/egress location crosses NYS Freshwater Wetland 
GO-41, and therefore any surface improvements, grading or site disturbance required to maintain 
or improve the road will require an Article 24 Freshwater Wetlands permit. 
 
Response:   The only ingress/egress in GO-41 is the proposed emergency access road.  This road 
is existing in this location.  It was constructed as part of the expansion of the existing residential 
subdivision which was never completed.  No additional disturbance to this road is proposed, other 
than associated minor grading and tree clearing to allow it to be usable for emergency vehicles. 
 
Comment B.32.13:  Article 15, Title 5, Protection of Waters – Tributary of Otter Kill, Waterbody 
Index NO. H-89-20-17, Class A is located in the western corner of the Project Site adjacent to 
Conklin Town Road. Tributary of Otter Kill is a “protected” waterbody. A Protection of Waters 
permit is required to physically disturb the bed or banks (up to 50 feet from stream) of any streams 
identified as “protected.” According to the proposed plans, work will not be conducted in the lower 
southwest corner of the site, where this portion of the tributary is present. 
 
Response:  Confirmed.  No disturbance will occur in this area.  
 
Comment B.32.14: Tributary and sub tributary of Otter Kill, Waterbody Index No. H-89-20-17, 
Class C, is located on the eastern portion of the site. This is a “non-protected” waterbody. A permit 
is not required to disturb the bed or banks of “non-protected” streams. If a permit is not required, 
the applicant is still responsible for ensuring that work shall not pollute any stream or waterbody. 
Care shall be taken to stabilize any disturbed areas promptly after construction, and all necessary 
precautions shall be taken to prevent contamination of the stream or waterbody by silt, sediment, 
fuels, solvents, lubricants, or any other pollutant associated with the Project.   
 
According to the DEIS, Section III, Part C, Surface Water Resources, this tributary is discussed 
and accurately classified as Class C, however, the DEIS inaccurately states that a NYSDEC permit 
would be required for any disturbance. An Article 15- Protection of Waters Stream Disturbance 
permit is not required for disturbance to “non-protected” waterbodies. Streams and small water 
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bodies located in the course of a stream with a classification of AA, A, or B, or with a classification 
of C with a standard of (T) or (TS) are collectively referred to as “protected streams”, and are 
subjected to the stream protection provisions of the Protection of Waters Regulations. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  No disturbance is proposed to this waterbody.  
 
Comment B.32.15:  In planning for this Project, disturbances to the protected streams and all 
watercourses should be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. A vegetated buffer should be 
designed into lands that are adequate to minimize unintended impacts to the streams. In areas 
where steep slopes are proposed, buffers should be considered to reduce surface water runoff. 
Crossings of the streams should be avoided and where necessary be designed to the standards 
outlined in the stream crossing brochure. 
 
Response:  Surface water resources have been avoided to the greatest extent practicable. Buffers 
have been provided around all wetland areas, including those onsite which do not require a buffer 
area.  All crossings have been proposed with open bottom culverts as recommended by NYSDEC 
Stream Crossings brochure.   
 
Comment B.32.16:  Article 15, Title 15, Water Withdrawal- The Village of Goshen has adopted a 
resolution agreeing to provide water supply to the Project. Anticipated water demand is projected 
at 176,438 GPD with peak usage in July of approximately 255,394 GPD. The Village of Goshen 
will need to apply for a modification to their existing permit to include the new Water Service 
Area and the new well. Additional Department approval may be required to ensure that the site is 
covered under an existing Water Withdrawal permit and does not exceed the authorized maximum 
taking of water into the existing water district or service area encompassing the Project Site to be 
served. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  Based on the Village’s existing permit and the projected demand for 
the Project, the total water use is not anticipated to exceed the authorized maximum taking of water 
into the district.  See response to Comment B.2.3. 
 
Comment B.32.17:  The Town of Goshen will need to apply for a water withdrawal permit or 
permit modification for the addition of the two wells dedicated to the Arcadia Hills Water District. 
According to the DEIS, an easement will be granted to the Town for use and future access and 
maintenance of these areas. Regarding the decommissioning of existing wells on the property, 
please be aware of proper well decommissioning procedures. Decommissioning procedures can 
be found on the Department’s website at http://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/86955.html. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  All wells to be decommissioned will be done consistent with 
applicable procedures.  The existing onsite wells are to be gifted to the Town of Goshen and are 
not to be used for the Proposed Project, and are not being studied, analyzed or permitted as part of 
this SEQR review as to their present production capabilities or how that may affect the Arcadia 
Hills Water District. If the Town of Goshen subsequently decides, after testing of such wells, to 
add one or both of these wells to the Arcadia Hills Water District, it will be required to comply 
with all State SEQRA and permitting requirements. 
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Comment B.32.18: SPDES (State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) Sanitary Permit- Total 
anticipated wastewater generation is an average of 90,461.90 GPD, and a daily peak in the highest 
usage month is estimated at approximately 130,689 GPD. Wastewater collection will be provided 
by the Village of Goshen, and the Village Board of Trustees have passed a resolution agreeing to 
provide the Project Site with sewer services. Please be aware that sewer line extensions require 
review by our Department’s Division of Water. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  Plans will be submitted for review as required.  
 
Comment B.32.19:  Article 11, Title 5, Threatened and Endangered Species – The DEIS considers 
potential impacts to threatened and endangered species, and retained consultants to conduct an 
environmental assessment, and evaluate habitat for threatened and endangered species at the 
Project Site. The Adopted Scope states that a site biological assessment and mapping for habitats 
of threatened and endangered species and species of special concern will be prepared. In general, 
the DEIS only addresses the habitat of species indicated in the Threatened and Endangered Species 
Habitat Assessment, and does not sufficiently address or review impacts to the species found on 
site, or potentially found on site. Specific examples of where additional review is required is related 
to special concern reptiles and amphibians (i.e. Eastern Box turtle), as well as information related 
to common wildlife species, including species that can cause nuisance issues during operation of 
the facility and how those situations will be handled (i.e. bears and garbage). 
 
Response: Additional discussion provided in Appendix H herein for the following additional 
species specifically requested by a later comment in this memo: eastern box turtle (Terrapene 
carolina), wood turtle (Glyptemys insculpta), spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata) northern two-lined 
salamander (Eurycea bislineata), Jefferson salamander (Ambystoma jeffersonianum), blue-spotted 
salamander (Ambystoma laterale), small-footed bat (Myotis leibii), and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter 
cooperii).  It should be noted that two-lined salamander is not a Species of Special Concern in 
New York, but has been addressed as requested.  Where appropriate mitigation measures are 
proposed, including a herpetologist monitor for construction, to protect special concern species 
which may be impacted by construction.  
 
Comment B.32.20:  The conversion of habitat is not sufficiently addressed in the DEIS or the 
Habitat Assessment. While acreage amounts are assigned to some habitat types, (i.e. 347 acres of 
forested communities) not all habitat types have acreage information. In addition, the acreage of 
impacts is not broken down by habitat type, but provided in overall terms. The information of 
impacts to habitat type should be included. In addition, the acreage of impacts and undisturbed 
land is not consistent throughout the text.  As stated in DEIS, the majority of the Project Site, or 
444.54 acres will remain as a combination of undeveloped open space or manicured lawn and 
landscaping. At another point, the total site disturbance for the Proposed Action is described as 
140 acres. 77.41 acres will be made impervious and 132,977 square feet (3.1 acres) of porous 
pavers will be utilized in parking lot construction, leaving a total of 436.38 acres of land as open 
space and manicured lawn. The discrepancy between the number of acres to be impacted and 
number of acres remaining should be clarified. The statement regarding manicured lawn also needs 
further clarification. The existing site does not contain manicured lawns or landscaping, and 
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therefore this change should be considered a land use change and included in the acreage of 
impacts. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.117.10.  Based on the revised layout, 149.9 acres will be 
disturbed on the site. The Project will create 73.58 acres of impervious surfaces with the remaining 
76.32 acres of disturbed areas to be lawn and landscaped areas. Approximately 250 acres of 
undisturbed forested areas will remain onsite and 116.28 acres of wetland area will remain 
undisturbed.  This means that approximately 97 of the disturbed acres will be forested, and 0.44 
acres will be wetlands, leaving approximately 52.46 acres of disturbance in the successional farm 
field habitat areas.  As part of onsite wetland impact mitigations an additional 0.47 acres of 
wetlands will be created by removing an existing roadway and culvert in NYSDEC Eligible 
Wetland ‘A’ along Harriman Drive. An additional 6.5 acres of potential wetland mitigation areas 
have been identified on Figure 9 for off-site wetland impacts related to traffic improvements.  
 
Comment B.32.21: The Northern Cricket Frog is a New York State listed endangered species. A 
modified calling survey was conducted late in the season, as part of the Habitat Assessment 
(Appendix C).  Although Section III, Part D of the DEIS does not discuss in detail how the survey 
was modified, the Habitat Assessment does discuss where and why all the methods of the 
Department’s Northern Cricket Frog Calling Survey could not be followed in this investigation. 
As a result of these surveys, the applicant’s consultants discounted the presence of habitat on site. 
Based on the information submitted to the Department, no additional surveys are required at this 
time. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment B.32.22:  Indiana Bat is a New York State listed endangered species, and Northern long-
eared bat (NLEB) is a New York State threatened species. While the Department did not indicate 
that there are known resources within 2.5 miles (Indiana Bats) or 5 miles (NLEB), a known 
hibernacula for both species is found 5.15 miles from the Project Site and all development is 
proposed within 6.15 miles. The closest Indiana Bat Roost tree is 3.2 miles from the Project Site. 
Based on the descriptions provided, the site not only appears to include potential foraging habitat, 
but also potential roosting habitat, which is not addressed in the DEIS. Roosts include a variety of 
species of live and dead trees, with exfoliating bark, cracks or crevices. The trees need to be >2in 
BDH for NLEB, or >4 in DBH for Indiana bat. The amount or acreage of tree removal is not 
specified in this section of the DEIS and should be to truly evaluate impacts. However, as stated 
in the DEIS, tree cutting will take place from November 1st to March 31st and a number of acres 
of the property are not currently proposed for developed. 
 
Response: As stated above, and the DEIS acknowledged, the site provides potential foraging and 
roosting habitats for both of these species.  The site includes large numbers of trees with exfoliating 
bark (shagbark hickory, white oak), deep fissures (black locust, chestnut oak), as well as numerous 
live and dead snag trees providing cavities, fissures, loose bark, dead limbs, and woodpecker 
damage holes, all potential roosting habitats for Indiana and northern long-eared bats.  Large trees 
identified along the centrally located utility easement are especially attractive to roosting bats due 
to their large size, exfoliating bark, and solar exposure. The current development plan proposes 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-314 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

impacts to approximately 149.9 acres, approximately 96.9 acres of which qualify as forested areas.  
As was previously presented, development of the site has been focused on a compact central 
development area that minimizes impacts to large portions of the site.  This ensures that 
connectivity of habitat is preserved including hedgerows, stream corridors, tree lines, and allows 
for connectivity to densely wooded areas on both east and west sides of the site.  The on-site utility 
alignment may also provide a valuable upland travel corridor for bats through the site.  Maintaining 
habitat connectivity, especially along the sites riparian corridors, allows bats to move through the 
property and provides access to the emergent aquatic habitats that may support concentrated insect 
diversity and density.   In addition, the Project Sponsor will plant additional trees which are 
appropriate for providing bat habitat such as Shagbark Hickories adjacent to wetland areas (see 
landscaping plan in the plan set).  
 
Comment B.32.23: The DEIS mentions special concern birds found on site, while the information 
in the Habitat Assessment found in Appendix C addresses a list of endangered, threatened and 
special concern birds. It is not clear if appropriate surveys were conducted to determine presence 
or probable absence of all species listed in Appendix C.  For the species that were encountered 
during survey work at the site, there is limited information on how the proposed action will impact 
the species or their habitat. For example, impacts to Cooper’s hawk, found on the site, were not 
addressed in the DEIS.  Please note, Appendix C, Habitat Assessment, p. 8 section E, paragraph 3 
makes the statement that there are no known breeding locations of Least Bittern in Orange County. 
This is not correct; there is an occurrence of Least Bittern Breeding in Orange County. The Least 
Bittern is a threatened species in NYS. 
 
Response: EcolSciences evaluated on-site habitats for all State endangered, threatened, and 
special concern birds recorded in Orange County from 2000 to 2005 according to The Second 
Atlas of Breeding Birds in New York State (see table below).  The Habitat Assessment provided 
in the DEIS (pages 14-16) briefly summarizes the potential utility of the on-site vegetative 
communities as breeding habitat for the single endangered, four threatened, and fourteen special 
concern birds that met the above criteria.  While no survey of State-listed birds was conducted, 
EcolSciences accumulated a list of over fifty species observed on-site during the breeding season, 
including the special concern Cooper’s hawk.   
 

Evaluated State-listed Birds 
Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus Endangered 

Pied-billed Grebe Podilymbus podiceps Threatened 

Northern Harrier Circus cyaneus Threatened 

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus Threatened 

Upland Sandpiper Bartramia longicauda Threatened 

American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus Special Concern 

Sharp-shinned Hawk Accipiter striatus Special Concern 

Cooper's Hawk Accipiter cooperii Special Concern 

Northern Goshawk Accipiter gentilis Special Concern 
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Red-shouldered Hawk Buteo lineatus Special Concern 

Osprey Pandion haliaetus Special Concern 

Whip-poor-will Antrostomus vociferous Special Concern 

Common Nighthawk Chordeiles minor Special Concern 

Red-headed Woodpecker Melanerpes erythrocephalus Special Concern 

Horned Lark Eremophila alpestris Special Concern 

Cerulean Warbler Setophaga cerulean Special Concern 

Golden-winged Warbler Vermivora chrysoptera Special Concern 

Yellow-breasted Chat Icteria virens Special Concern 

Grasshopper Sparrow Ammodramus savannarum Special Concern 

 
On-site vegetative communities were determined to potentially provide breeding habitat for up to 
ten State-listed birds (sharp-shinned hawk, Cooper’s hawk, northern goshawk, red-shouldered 
hawk, whip-poor-will, red-headed woodpecker, cerulean warbler, golden-winged warbler, yellow-
breasted chat, and grasshopper sparrow). 
 
Each of the four hawks, whip-poor-will, red-headed woodpecker, and cerulean warbler are all 
associated with wooded habitats.  EcolSciences observed an adult Cooper’s hawk on-site during 
the breeding season, indicating its territory extends onto the site.  Based on the distribution maps 
provided in The Second Atlas of Breeding Birds in New York State, Cooper’s hawk is the most 
common of the four raptors listed above in Orange County.  It has greatly expanded its numbers 
and range since the first breeding bird atlas conducted in the 1980’s.  As previously stated, 347 of 
the 521-acre site are wooded.  A total of 97 wooded acres are proposed for clearing, leaving 250 
wooded acres post-development.  All proposed woodland clearing would occur during the non-
breeding season. 
 
Golden-winged warbler and yellow-breasted chat are associated with successional habitats.  Much 
of the north central portion of the site consists of successional field and scrub-shrub habitats.  
Proposed plans indicate development would occupy this portion of the site.  Some successional 
field and scrub-shrub habitat would remain in the southwest quarter of the site and on the overhead 
transmission right-of-way that bisects the site. 
 
Grasshopper sparrow is an obligate grassland bird occurring in extensive grasslands largely 
unencumbered by woody vegetation.  One area of potential habitat was identified, an 
approximately 20-acre field that lies beyond the terminus of Harriman Drive.  While grasshopper 
sparrow was not found here, another obligate grassland bird, bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), 
was confirmed nesting here.  Much of the field will be cleared as development.  It is unlikely any 
remaining portion of the field will continue to serve as potential habitat for obligate grassland 
birds. 
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EcolSciences determined that potentially suitable nesting habitat does not exist on-site for the nine 
remaining species in the table above (pied-billed grebe, American bittern, osprey, bald eagle, 
northern harrier, upland sandpiper, common nighthawk, peregrine falcon, and horned lark). 
 
Comments from NYSDEC indicate that there is a breeding occurrence of the State-threatened least 
bittern (Ixobrychus exilis) in Orange County.  The nearest breeding records according to The 
Second Atlas of Breeding Birds in New York State are associated with Bashakill Marsh in Sullivan 
County.   The NYSDEC characterizes Bashakill Marsh as the largest freshwater wetland in 
southeastern New York.  According to Cornell’s Birds of North America (BNA), nesting least 
bittern is associated with freshwater and brackish marshes with tall emergent vegetation, some 
woody plants, and open water.  The BNA account cites a study that most frequently found this 
species in wetlands greater than 5 hectares.  While appropriate cover exists in on-site emergent 
wetlands south of Harriman Drive and along Otter Creek, it is unlikely these wetlands, at 
approximately 3 and 4 hectares respectively, have the appropriate area to accommodate nesting 
least bittern. 
 
Comment B.32.24: The DEIS does not provide sufficient discussion related to special concern 
species, as specified in the Scoping document. Bird species of special concern were discussed, 
however, there is no mention of special concern reptiles, amphibians, or mammals. The HERP 
Atlas data identifies several species known to the area which falls in two topo quads, Goshen and 
Warwick. These include the following: 
 Eastern Box Turtle 
 Wood Turtle 
 Spotted Turtle 
 Northern Two-lined Salamander 
 Jefferson Salamander 
 Blue-spotted Salamander 

Special concern Mammals would include Eastern Small Footed bat. These species should be 
addressed in this document. In particular, any special concern species encountered during any 
survey work should be included in the report. There was a report of several box turtles found on 
the site in the area of the proposed hotel, parking and large day use parking lots. Any discussion 
of these occurrences should include locations, habitat and analysis of impacts and any mitigation 
measures offered to offset impacts.  Section III, Part D, subpart 3.  Proposed Mitigation Measures  
The DEIS does not sufficiently evaluate or offer mitigation methods related to both impacts to 
individual species or the conversion of habitat of the overall property as a whole.  The major 
mitigations offered are that the development will occur in the central portion of the Project Site, 
therefore reducing impacts outside the disturbance area; and a time of year restriction on removal 
of trees to avoid impacts to bats.  The use of conservation easements should be evaluated in order 
to protect the portion of Project Site that is not proposed for development. In addition, measures 
could be put in place to avoid impacts to species found on site during construction (i.e. monitoring). 
 
Response: Based on the species identified above, additional discussion provided in Appendix H 
herein for the following additional species: eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina), wood turtle 
(Glyptemys insculpta), spotted turtle (Clemmys guttata) northern two-lined salamander (Eurycea 
bislineata), Jefferson salamander (Ambystoma jeffersonianum), blue-spotted salamander 
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(Ambystoma laterale), small-footed bat (Myotis leibii), and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii).  
It should be noted that two-lined salamander is not a Species of Special Concern in New York, but 
has been addressed as requested.  Where appropriate mitigation measures are proposed, including 
a herpetologist monitor for construction, to protect special concern species which may be impacted 
by construction.  
 
Comment B.32.25:  Section III, Part D, subpart 1, Existing Conditions (p. 44) – paragraph 2 states 
“The New York Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP) was established in 1985 and is a partnership 
between the NYSDEC and the State University of New York College of Environmental Science 
and Forestry.  The NYNHP maintains a database on New York’s flora and fauna to deliver 
information to partners working in natural resource conservation.”  The NYNHP maintains a 
database of what are referred to as “tracked” species and not all New York’s flora and fauna. 
NYNHP tracks and maintains data on rare species and natural ecosystems. NY Natural Heritage 
maintains New York’s most comprehensive database on the status and location of rare species and 
natural communities. The statement in the DEIS is misleading, making the reader think NYNHP 
has data on all New York’s flora and fauna and should be revised. 
 
Response:  The statement regarding the New York Natural Heritage Program (NYNHP) was not 
meant to imply that the NYNHP has data on all New York’s flora and fauna.  It was meant to 
indicate that an important source for data pertaining to rare, threatened and endangered species 
data had been reviewed as part of the threatened and endangered species assessment conducted on 
the site.  The summary statement in that same paragraph confirmed that the NYNHP did not have 
records for any rare species or habitats on or adjacent to the site. 
 
Comment B.32.26:  Section III, Part D, subpart 1, Existing Conditions (p. 45) paragraph 2 states: 
“The on-site emergent wetlands identified along the Gumwood swale was not determined to be 
potential habitat since the NYSDEC wetland maps do not identify the wetland as potential habitat”.  
The NYSDEC wetland maps were not created to identify potential habitat, but rather identify 
approximate boundaries of regulated wetlands. The statement in Section III, Part D on p. 45 is 
misleading in relation to potential bog turtle habitat and should be revised.  Please also note that 
NYSDEC wetland maps show approximate boundaries of regulated wetlands, and the actual 
boundary is identified through delineation. 
 
Response:  The comment regarding Gumwood swale not being identified as threatened or 
endangered species habitat was made because of NYSDEC process of classifying State wetlands.  
According to 6 CRR-NY 664.5, a Class 1 wetland can result if the wetland is resident habitat of 
an endangered or threatened animal species (664.6[c][2] and [4].  Since NYSDEC wetland GO-41 
has been classified as a Class 2 wetland, this classification implies that there were no records for 
threatened or endangered species residing within the mapped wetland.  For comparison, Glenmere 
Lake (DEC wetland WR-15) is a Class 1 wetland and was the location of the known population of 
the State endangered northern cricket frog.  Wetlands were delineated and mapping was confirmed 
by the NYSDEC with the signed wetlands map found in Appendix H.  The wetland delineation 
confirms this area does not meet the criteria for wetlands as the swale effectively removes most 
surface hydrology from the wetland.   
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Comment B.32.27:  Section III, Part D, subpart 1- Existing Conditions (p. 45) – paragraph 2 states: 
“The emergent wetlands around the Harriman Road pond, and emergent inclusions within the large 
forested wetland located north of Conklingtown Road are characterized by cattail, tussock sedge, 
purple loosestrife, reed canary grass, skunk cabbage, jewelweed, sweet flag, and wool grass. These 
species can be associated with disturbed potential bog turtle habitats, but do not include the 
common calciphiles often found in New York bog turtle habitats.” 
 
Common Calciphiles are not a request indicator of bog turtle habitat. They can be missing from 
areas that still have all other criteria of habitat. As mentioned in the Phase l survey guidance: 

“Suitable vegetation- Dominant vegetation of low grasses and sedges (in emergent wetlands), often 
with a scrub-shrub wetland component. Common emergent vegetation includes, but is not limited 
to: tussock sedge (Carex stricta), soft rush (Juncus effusus), rice cut grass (Leersia oryzoides), 
sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), tearthumbs (Polygonum spp.), jewelweeds (Impatiens spp.), 
arrowheads (Saggitaria spp.), skunk cabbage (Symplocarpus foetidus), panic grasses (Panicum 
spp.), other sedges (Carex spp.), spike rushes (Eleocharis spp.), grass-of-Parnassus (Parnassia 
glauca), shrubby cinquefoil (Dasiphora fruticosa), sweet-flag (Acorus calamus), and in disturbed 
sites, reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea) or purple loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria). 
Common scrub-shrub species include alder (Alnus spp.), red maple (Acer rubrum), willow (Salix 
spp.), tamarack (Larix laricina), and in disturbed sites, multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora). Some 
forested wetland habitats are suitable given hydrology, soils and/or historic land use. These 
forested wetlands include red maple, tamarack, and cedar swamps.” 
 
Response:  Common calciphiles were not identified within the wetland by the Project biologist.  
However, the referenced sentence acknowledged that the vegetative species identified within the 
area “can be associated with disturbed potential bog turtle habitat”.  But the determination that this 
wetland was not a habitat was not based on the absence of calciphiles.  It was the absence of the 
other two critical bog turtle habitat indicators; mucky/muck-like soils, and shallow rivulets, and 
surface water hydrology that formed the conclusion that the wetland was not potential bog turtle 
habitat. 
 
Comment B.32.28: The DEIS does not sufficiently discuss or present alternatives to site design 
and layout, and only discusses other alternatives for site use (i.e. no development, neighborhood, 
etc.). The Department supports site designs and layouts that avoid and minimize disturbances to 
both regulated and eligible wetlands. Alternative layouts should be considered, or if alternative 
designs have been considered, but are not favorable, please discuss why (i.e. site constraints).  The 
large parking lot creates a large impervious surface, increasing the overall foot print of the Project, 
and reduces potential habitat on site. The DEIS does not sufficiently discuss or present alternatives 
to the large surface lot (i.e. parking garages). Public transit to the site could mitigate or minimize 
impacts, and reduce the need for the currently proposed lot. 
 
The length of the access road into the Project Site allows for 500 cars to be stacked, and therefore 
will minimize impacts to roadway traffic, however, idling cars may increase emissions and gas 
usage, and the length of the road increases overall site impervious surfaces. Alternatives to the 
current road/parking lot and site plan should be discussed. 
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Response:  A parking deck is proposed on the site to reduce the total amount of surface parking.  
As part of the revisions to the Proposed Project since the submitted DEIS, the main guest parking 
area has been reduced by 0.394 acres and the access road has been reduced in width along the 
southern edge of the parking area from 50 feet to 37.5 feet.  The hotel was relocated in order to 
reduce grading adjacent to wetland ‘G’ which also had a positive impact on visual impacts, allowed 
for more efficient vehicular and pedestrian access to the hotel and from the hotel into the park and 
this relocation allowed removal of 0.269 acres of hotel access road shown on earlier plans.  These 
Project changes reduce the overall amount of impervious surfaces internal to the site and reduce 
the site’s amount of impervious surfaces (excluding off-site traffic mitigations) to 73.58 acres.  See 
response to Comment B.16.2.  
 
The Project Sponsor intends to coordinate shuttle service from local hotels and to and from New 
York City and possibly other local tourism destinations such as Woodbury Common to the Project 
Site to reduce the number of vehicles traveling to the site and reduce the possibility of vehicle 
idling.  The Project Sponsor has also met with Orange County Planning Department to discuss the 
possibility of running Orange County, ‘Transit Orange’ public busses to the Project Site.  These 
conversations are currently ongoing.  

 
 B.33. David A. Stilwell, US Fish and Wildlife Service, letter dated December 19,  

2016 
 
Comment B.33.1:  We understand the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) may be involved 
with the Project through permitting pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  As you are 
aware, federal agencies, such as the Corps, have responsibilities under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.)  to consult with the 
Service regarding projects that may affect federally-listed species or designated critical habitat, 
and confer with the Service regarding projects that are likely to jeopardize federally-proposed 
species and/or adversely modify proposed critical habitat. 
 
Response: Based on the revised layout, the Project will require coverage under Nationwide Permit 
Number 39 from the Army Corps of Engineers for wetland disturbances on the Project Site, and 
an Individual Permit will be required for the disturbances associated with the relocation and 
reconfiguration of the Exit 125 Interchange on NYS Route 17.  The pre-construction notice for 
coverage under Nationwide Permit Number 39 was submitted on April 26, 2017.  The Individual 
Permit application is forthcoming.   
 
Comment B.33.2:  We reviewed the Project sponsor’s DEIS, and the assessment of the potential 
for federally-listed species to occur at the site is a significant improvement upon the prior 
Environmental Assessment Form (EAF).  We agree that no further analysis is needed for the dwarf 
wedgemussel (Alasmidonta heterodon) (endangered), small whorled pogonia (Isotria 
medeoloides) (threatened), or bog turtle (Clemmys [Glyptemys muhlenbergii]) (threatened) as the 
occurrence of these species within the action area is unlikely. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  
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Comment B.33.3:  However, we understand that suitable habitat for the Indiana bat (Myotis 
sodalist) (endangered) and northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (threatened) is present 
and approximately 96 acres (according to EAF) of forest will be cleared for the Proposed Project.  
Given the amount of forest clearing and to assist with an analysis of potential impacts of the 
Project, the Service recommends that the applicant conduct bat presence/probable absence surveys.  
This type of information can greatly assist the Service and the Corps with a full analysis of the 
effects of the proposed activity.  We look forward to hearing from the Project sponsor. 
 
Response: As stated in the threatened and endangered species habitat assessment prepared for the 
Project, of the total 521-acre site, approximately 149.9 acres will be disturbed/developed for the 
theme park and resort.  Ultimately of the 347 wooded acres of the Project Site, following 
construction approximately wooded 250 acres will remain. The Project Sponsor is not disputing 
the potential presence of Indiana and/or Northern Long-eared bats on the site. Rather, the Project 
Sponsor has planned the site acknowledging the likelihood of the species’ existence on the site.  
As such, the DEIS presents several mitigation measures to avoid potential impacts.   
 
Development of the site has been designed to focus development in the central area of the site and 
will minimize impacts to areas outside of the disturbance area.  This ensures that connectivity of 
habitat is preserved including hedgerows, stream corridors, tree lines, and forest habitat.  The on-
site utility alignment may also provide a valuable upland travel corridor for bats through the site.  
Maintaining habitat connectivity, especially along the sites riparian corridors, allows bats to move 
through the property and provides access to the large emergent aquatic habitats that may support 
concentrated insect diversity and density.  
 
As previously indicated in the DEIS, all tree clearing will only occur during the winter months 
when bats will not be on-site. Staggering construction, minimizing tree clearing, conducting tree 
clearing only during the winter to avoid impacts to roosting bats, and providing conservation 
easements on most on-site wetlands and New York State 100-foot wetland adjacent areas, are all 
anticipated to avoid/minimize potential impacts to on-site potential bat habitats.  The applicant has 
also reviewed the tree inventory of significant trees (greater than 35 inches diameter at breast 
height (DBH)) located within the development area. Several of these trees have been incorporated 
into the landscaping plan and others have been avoided by reducing the site layout, minimizing 
grading, and providing retaining walls around the trees root zone.  By incorporating all of these 
avoidance and minimization techniques, as well as additional mitigating measures, discussed 
below, the Project sponsor does not propose conducting bat presence/absence surveys.   
 
Though not required, the Applicant has voluntarily chosen to conduct an Acoustic Bat Survey, as 
requested by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and will proceed with the conservation and 
mitigation measures described above.  The survey will be performed as part of the agency’s 
informational data collection efforts. 
 
Comment B.33.4:  The above comments (pertaining to endangered species under our jurisdiction) 
are provided pursuant to the ESA.  This response does not preclude additional Service comments 
under other legislation.  Any additional information regarding the Proposed Project and its 
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potential to impact listed species should be coordinated with both this office and with the New 
York State Department of Environmental Conservation. 
 
Response:  All applicable studies and information will be coordinated with the appropriate 
agencies as requested.  
  

B.34. Anonymous letter, undated.  

Comment B.34.1: After hearing and seeing many of the LEGOLAND “facts” I’m still not sold on 
this Project being a good idea for Goshen, let along Orange County.  The scope of this Project is 
not aligned with the region. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or 
which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed.  Further, 
general statements of objection need no response. However, see response to Comment A.24.6.  
Also, the Project is consistent with the Orange County Comprehensive Plan, last updated in 2010, 
which sets Priority Growth Areas in its Land Use Plan in and around Villages and along 
transportation corridors.   
 
Comment B.34.2: Goshen spent a tremendous amount of time and money over the years to solidify 
our Open Space.  This is the reason folks live in this area.  Allowing a massive amusement park 
such as LEGOLAND will drastically change the landscape of Goshen and the surrounding area as 
well as the culture.  How could it not with 2M visitors per year coming to the area?  The increased 
traffic, infrastructure, pollution, people, emergencies, garbage, water requirements, and crime will 
adversely effect Goshen’s beauty and charm.  Our quality of life will forever be changed.  This 
Project directly violates our Master Plan of protecting Goshen and is reason enough for rejection. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.1.1 and B.26.5. 
 
Comment B.34.3:  How much tax money may we give up if LEGOLAND gets a 30 year PILOT 
and is it a fair deal?  The Chronicle reported taxes from LEGOLAND NY will account for $1.4M 
per year.  Let’s do some math, ~$80/person ticket price for people over 3 years of age *2M/yr 
=$160M and they only pay $1.4M per year?  That is only 0.9% of their projected annual revenue.  
Not sure about everyone else but my percentage in tax is well in excess of this amount. This is not 
a good deal for Goshen and the surrounding communities.  The scope of this Project is not 
appropriate. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.22.2. Further, the alleged inappropriateness of the “scope” 
of the project is not a comment warranting a response as noted by NYSDEC guidance documents, 
as the comment is a general statement of objection without any identified environmental impacts. 
 
Comment B.34.4:  What will the valuation of our property look like a year after LEGOLAND is 
open?  I’ve done research and have seen pros/cons.  I for one do not want to take a chance and 
have the Goshen property devalued.  We’ve already went through an ordeal like this.  Since 
LEGOLAND is getting all of these incentives/breaks and seems willing to work with the 
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community, are they willing to guarantee a percent increase in my home valuation a few years 
from now? Let’s get this in writing before moving forward. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.2 and A.11.4.  
 

B.35. Hal Teitelbaum, MD, JD, MBA, Managing Partner, Crystal Run, letter dated 
December 15, 2016 

Comment B.35.1:  Crystal Run Healthcare has been part of the community for more than 20 years 
and many of our employees live in and around the Town of Goshen.  We strongly believe that 
there are many reasons to support LEGOLAND New York.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.35.3:  Particularly compelling to Crystal Run Healthcare is Merlin’s commitment to 
charitable giving.  Merlin’s Magic Wand provides seriously ill, disadvantaged or disabled children 
and their families with a fun-filled day to any Merlin attraction of their choosing.  Since 2012, 
Merlin’s Magic Wand has donated over 40,000 tickets to children and their families in the USA.  
LEGOLAND New York would expand these opportunities for families throughout the region.   
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has represented that Merlin Magic Wand Program would be 
expanded in Orange County as it has been in Carlsbad, California and Winter Haven, Florida.   
 
Comment B.35.2: Merlin Entertainments’ $500,000,000 investment in our town would create 
unparalleled charitable, educational and economic benefits and it has our full support.  
LEGOLAND New York will improve quality of life throughout the region.  We encourage you to 
“Say ‘Yes!’ to LEGOLAND”.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
statements of support of the Project. 
 
 B.36. Sharon B. Warantz, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.36.1:  The Project will bring much needed jobs and tax revenue to the Goshen area 
and Orange County.  The positive economic impact that LEGOLAND will bring to our town, 
county, and the entire region is tremendous and will benefit all of us.   
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. An analysis of secondary economic benefits is provided in 
Section III-M of the DEIS.  The Fiscal Impact Analysis prepared in the DEIS indicates that the 
Proposed Project will have a positive economic benefit on the site’s various taxing jurisdictions as 
well as indirect and induced economic benefits are anticipated to positively impact the entire 
region.  
 
Comment B.36.2:  Merlin Entertainments, the parent company of LEGOLAND, has already 
demonstrated a commitment to the local community, setting up a welcome center, contributing to 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-323 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

numerous non-profits and joining business organizations.  As a small business owner, I appreciate 
their efforts getting involved in the local community.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.36.3:  They [LEGOLAND] provide programs to promote STEM curriculum and have 
education specialists ready to work with our schools.  As a parent, I applaud these efforts to help 
our children.  LEGOLAND has shown that they are interested in a collaboration for our town and 
county and are taking all the steps needed to be great neighbors.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.36.4: We are very fortunate that LEGOLAND New York is looking to build their 
theme park and hotel in Goshen and I support the Project.  It’s a win-win for all of us!  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
 
 
  B.37. Christine Miele, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.37.1:  It is disturbing that there is very little current data in the Merlin document.  
Much of the information presented is more than 5 years old and thus unusable. 
 
Response:  This comment is inaccurate.  With only one exception noted below, all studies in the 
DEIS were completed in 2016 including traffic studies and counts, a habitat assessment, site 
surveys, wetland delineations, land use evaluations, the archeological investigation, the 
Environmental Site Assessment, Village of Goshen utility usage data and existing noise readings 
in both Goshen and at the existing LEGOLAND facility in Carlsbad.  Previous well testing studies 
were utilized as a projection of what onsite wells may be able to provide if gifted to the Town of 
Goshen.  These wells are not to be used for the Proposed Project and therefore updated pump 
testing was not required.  See also, response to Comment A.102.2. 
 
Comment B.37.2:  This Project is in the wrong place and this site, in particular, is definitely the 
wrong place.  The plan accentuates the physical limitations of the site with both BOCES and Glen 
Arden bearing the major burden of negative impact for emergency services and nearby residences 
bearing the burden of noise, pollution, visual disturbance and runoff. The DEIS does not address 
these impacts.  They are trying to fit their plan on a site that really doesn’t work for them. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor met with emergency service providers and will continue to 
coordinate with them as the Project continues through the review process.  Further, a letter from 
Donna Cornell, Chairperson of Elant, Inc. dated December 27, 2016 confirms her position that the 
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facility can continue to provide adequate service to its residents.  See responses to Comments A.8.1 
and A.24.1.  
 
Noise impacts were evaluated in Section III-I of the DEIS. Noise receptor locations on the property 
line shared with Glen Arden and multiple locations within the Arcadia Hills residential subdivision 
were examined.  Visual impacts were evaluated in Section III-N of the DEIS. Receptor locations 
also included vantage points with Glen Arden and four locations within the adjacent residential 
subdivision.  Stormwater runoff was evaluated in Section III-G of the DEIS.  Runoff patterns were 
mapped and evaluated as required by the NYSDEC and are shown to travel north through two 
culverts which run under NYS Route 17, it does not travel towards Glen Arden or the adjacent 
residential subdivision.  This will continue to be the case post-construction.  
 
Comment B.37.3:  Did you talk to the businesses [LEGOLAND Florida Resort] claims 
experienced a boom because of their presence? We did an investigation and spoke to a number of 
business owners in Winter Haven not a single one mentioned the millions of dollars that Merlin 
talks about in their DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.102.8. 
 
Comment B.37.4:  You owe it to the people of this area to do due diligence and pushing this Project 
through without lots of careful thought will have a very bad outcome for all of us.  If you are so 
intent on inflicting a part time amusement park on us, at the very least do your job- get a SEQR on 
all the property not only the 140 acres they are developing now.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.102.9.  
 
Comment B.37.5:  Put a conservation easement on the wetlands, put restrictions on future 
development on their site and see if they stick around.  
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has proposed to place a conservation easement on 150.1 acres of 
the Project Site.  See response to Comment A.102.10.  
 
Comment B.37.6: There is not a single high-level ratable next to an amusement park in this 
country.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.102.11.   
 
Comment B.37.7:  When I read the Comprehensive Plan, I thought it was a good document.  It 
allows the people who live in and invest in this Town a good blueprint for the future.  It was well 
thought out and presented.  So now, without all the careful input and research and community 
involvement that went into this plan, a big corporation comes along, a lot of money is thrown their 
way by the governor who had Blackstone whispering in his ear and you try to make this Project 
fit.  Well it doesn’t fit.  Do not alter the Comprehensive Plan in this way – do your due diligence.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.102.12.  
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Comment B.37.8: Look at the total 544 acres.   
 
Response:  The Project Site contains 521.95 acres.  See response to Comment A.102.9.  
 
Comment B.37.9:  Look at the impact of the wildlife and the endangered species you will kill, the 
plants you will destroy, the ecosystem that you will ruin.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.102.14.  
 
Comment B.37.10: The wells that will run dry.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A102.15.  
 
Comment B.37.11:  The cancer and heart disease you will introduce to this community. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.102.16.  
 
Comment B.37.12:  You can even destroy the agriculture industry in this area. 
 
Response: Agricultural impacts are discussed in Section III-Q of the DEIS.  While the site is 
located in an Agricultural District, no farming of the site has occurred for more than ten years other 
than haying of the site.  As depicted on Figure III-15: Existing Land Use, in the DEIS, several 
other agricultural properties currently exist within the area.  For this reason, visual and noise 
impact analyses were done along Arcadia Road to determine the potential for impacts.   
 
Comment B.37.13:  Listen to the concerned citizens – they are engineers, doctors, chemists, 
hydrologists, environmental specialists, law enforcement, firemen, businessmen, they are trying to 
protect you from rushing into an environmental disaster. They are part of your natural resources 
and yet you are instructed to not talk to us.  The environment didn’t change in the past 6 months, 
but it sure can change in the next six months. 
 
Response:  The Planning Board has listened to the concerns of all citizens and others, those in 
favor, those opposed, and those tending to be neutral. There is no truth to the statement that the 
Planning Board has been instructed not to listen to comments.  However, unlike elected officials 
the Planning Board and its members are required to keep an open mind to listen to the available 
information upon which to base its decisions. As such, Planning Board members have been 
instructed by our counsel not to allow us to be privately lobbied, as was attempted by members of 
the anti-LEGOLAND group, where the discussion would be outside of the public record and with 
no opportunity for rebuttal. The public comment period was commenced November 21, 2016 when 
the DEIS was filed with the Town of Goshen Planning Board and was extended until January 10, 
2017 to allow for public comment.  During this time, a public hearing was held on December 15, 
2016 and held open to December 19, 2016 to allow for all citizens to voice their opinions on the 
Project. 
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 B.38. Vicki Botta, letter dated December 29, 2016 

Comment B.38.1:  I strongly urge you to take into consideration the rights and quality of living of 
residents of Goshen who oppose the magnitude of change that an extreme developmental theme 
park such as LEGOLAND would bring to our area. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.12.4.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is 
no need to respond to generalized statements of opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.38.2:  I am not opposed to LEGOLAND if it were to be built in Newburgh or by 
Stewart Airport with its buffer zones or even over the capped Turi landfill, I am not opposed to 
progress, I am not opposed to change.  What I am opposed to is the fact that you created a master 
plan for Goshen that would preserve the historical and cultural quality of life against this very kind 
of unreasonable development. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.1.1, A.12.4, and A.90.5. The Town’s Comprehensive 
Plan does not recommend preservation of this site.  While the plan recommends preservation of 
sensitive wetland areas, it also recommends commercial development should be located along 
NYS Route 17 and recommends the development of a strong and balanced economic base and to 
attract tax positive commercial developments to offset existing tax exempt lands and to pay for 
services required by the growing population. The Project Site does not contain any designated 
historically significant sites and the site is not visible from any designated historic or culturally 
significant sites.   
 
Comment B.38.3:  You don’t have the water to offer LEGOLAND, because if you truly did, then 
you would have been lying to residents all these years about the seriousness of the water supply 
issues and would not have been tapping into surrounding communities during times of drought. 
 
Response:  The available water supply yield for the existing wells on site to supply water to the 
Project was a concern of the Project Sponsor, the Town and the surrounding property owners.  To 
address this concern the Project Sponsor has contracted with the Village of Goshen to supply water 
to the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.38.4:  You don’t have the support for volunteer fire and medical services to 
sufficiently cover emergencies at a theme park of that size.   
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will have 24-hour, year round security team at the park which 
will serve as first-responders in the event of an incident, and will work closely with local police 
departments, as necessary. It will also have a team of certified Emergency Medical Technicians 
(EMTs) on the site and will have a First Aid facility at the park.  These EMTs will have motorized 
carts for speed of access and would serve as first responders in the event of any medical issue or 
in the event a park patron stops at the First Aid building with a medical concern.  It is noted that 
there is still a need for the local volunteer ambulance corps to transport individuals to medical 
facilities. Project representatives have met with local and Orange County emergency service 
providers so that they can both review and comment on Project plans and so security and safety 
efforts on site can be property coordinated.  The Project will continue to coordinate with service 
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providers to ensure the best possible coordination prior to construction and during site operation 
of the site. See responses to Comments A.94.5 and A.102.4. 
 
Comment B.38.5:  You conveniently do not address the propensity to increase development to add 
on to the theme park in subsequent years and what this would entail. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.102.10. 
 
Comment B.38.6:  I believe that our beautiful Goshen is vulnerable to the undermining 
aggressiveness of self-serving and self-aggrandizing individuals who seek legacy, perhaps 
financial gain, notoriety, whatever.  An example of this has been a succession of county executives 
whose deliberate atrocious neglect of the government center caused such deterioration that it has 
justified in the current county exec’s aggressiveness in bastardizing its architecture.  This and the 
fantasy of LEGOLAND being the economic shot in the arm that wealth/money driven people think 
its needs does no good for the people who love the area for what it already is.  Let Middletown 
and Chester continue to sell out their remaining open space to corporate growth and builders eager 
to eat up whatever remaining open space is available.  Why allow Goshen to become just another 
domino in the grand scheme of human maggoty in the name of business and progress. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project or to such non-substantive comments, i.e., not relevant to 
identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations. 
 
Comment B.38.7:  LEGOLAND may serve handicapped students and expand the imagination of 
children to build and create, but this can all be done in their own homes or in Newburgh where 
there is access from the Thruway and Rt. 84 and proximity to the city and Connecticut.   
 
Response:  Attending to the needs, desires and imagination of handicapped and non-handicapped 
children ought not to be limited to locations with interstate access.  In any event, the Project Site 
has direct highway access from NYS Route 17 and is in the close proximity to Route 84.  Distance 
and ease of access from New York City to Goshen and to Newburgh is nearly equal.   
 
Comment B.38.8:  It skives (sic) me that my town board members could be swayed by all-expense 
paid trips to LEGOLAND in Florida which were unethical to accept. 
 
Response: No Town Board member received any expense-paid trip to LEGOLAND, although two 
Town Board members did visit the site at their own expense. There was a site visit to LEGOLAND 
in Florida that was attended by the Town Planning Board Chairman, Town Building 
Inspector/Code Enforcement Officer, Town Engineer, Attorney for the Town, Planning Board 
Attorney, and the Planning Board Traffic engineer.  The site visit commenced on a Friday at 2:00 
pm and ended on the next day at 5:30 pm.  The purpose of the site visit was to witness first hand 
the site plan related elements of their operation (e.g., traffic, stormwater management, emergency 
service provider issues, pedestrian/vehicular movement, visual impact, noise impact, and security 
issues) in order to confirm or refute the Applicant’s representations on these and other issues. A 
46-page site visit report is on record and has been available for the public’s review for 8 months.  
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Although it is entirely legal under New York law for the Applicant to have paid for all of the 
expenses of this site visit, the Town Engineer, Attorney for the Town, Planning Board Attorney 
and Planning Board Traffic Engineer each paid for their own expenses for the site visit.  The 
expenses for the Town Planning Board Chairman and the Town Building Inspector were paid from 
the application fee previously paid to the Town by the Applicant. 
 
Comment B.38.9:  I implore you do the right thing.  Protect our reservoirs by keeping development 
away from them.  Protect what little water we have by not tapping into the same aquifer again and 
again and again with more straws just going into the same glass. 
 
Response: The available water supply yield for the existing wells on site to supply water to the 
Project was a concern of the Project Sponsor, the Town and the surrounding property owners.  To 
address this concern the Project Sponsor has contracted with the Village of Goshen to supply water 
to the Project Site.  The Village of Goshen’s water supply is derived from two surface water 
reservoirs and two water supply wells which are located off Crystal Run Road in the Town of 
Wallkill. Stormwater on the site drains away from the Village’s reservoirs and the Crystal Run 
Village wells are underlain by a separate aquifer from that which supplies the Project Site and its 
neighboring properties.  It is incorrect to characterize the hydrogeology of the area as each 
development is effectively placing an additional straw into the same glass as shared by existing 
and other development. 
 
Comment B.38.10:  Protect my quality of life by protecting this last open space.   
 
Response:  The Project Site, while vacant, is not protected open space, nor is it land targeted or 
identified for protection.  It is privately owned land.  The Town of Goshen is within 10 miles drive 
of Goose Pond Mountain State Park and Highland Lakes State Park and 20 miles drive of Stewart 
State Forest, Sterling Forest State Park, Schunnemunk Mountain State Park and Harriman State 
Park where hiking trails and other outdoor recreational opportunities exist. See response to 
Comment A.12.4. 
 
Comment B.38.11: Protect the environment from this theme park that clearly belongs someplace 
else already ruined by development.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.38.12:  Please uphold the master plan that exists and do not seek to change the laws 
to accommodate this theme park simply because someone waves dollar signs and promises in your 
face.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.1.1.  Based on meeting minutes dated 7/25/14, the Town’s 
Environmental Review Board recommended this area of the town for commercial use as early as 
2014 to make the Town, “open for commercial development beyond the limited areas and scope 
of the projects that are currently allowed” (see memorandum from Town Environmental Review 
Board in Appendix F) prior to the application from LEGOLAND.  While no action was taken at 
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that time, the discussion shows that the idea was conceptually discussed and Town representatives 
believed that this site was appropriate for commercial development.   
 
Comment B.38.13:  If you want to improve the economy, propose a small tax on all religious 
properties across the board.  Change those laws, not laws designed to protect us as a community.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, the Comment is not a substantive comment 
warranting a response, i.e., a comment relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigation 
regarding the project. In any event, the Town of Goshen does not have the authority to deny 
religious entities their tax-exempt status for real property tax, provided that the religious entities 
properly are entitled to and apply for such exemptions.  
 
B.38.14: You have already destroyed long term relationships with people I have known over this 
highly controversial travesty and I will never again feel comfortable about living in Goshen, but 
as long as I have to be here because my livelihood is here and I am not ready to retire, I implore 
you think rationally, with an environmental conscience and with integrity, unmotivated by dollar 
signs, Follow the example set by other historic towns in the U.S. (i.e. Warwick, NY or Brewster, 
Massachusetts in Cape Cod).  Keep a jewel such as Goshen special without cheapening it by 
allowing this circus to come to town here.  I am proud to tell people I live in a town where Noah 
Webster taught and the Hall of Fame of Trotter exists, and Hambletonian sired racehorses and 
many other notable historical facts. I don’t want to have to tell people that my historical town sold 
out to LEGOLAND, a foreign commercial theme park that bargained for 30 years of tax free status, 
ruined the quality of life for local residents and will stand empty one day, an overgrown hangout 
for teenagers with nothing to do but congregate to get into trouble where nobody will bother to 
patrol.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. However, it should be noted that it is incorrect to characterize 
the proposed PILOT as “tax free status.”  The now proposed 20-year PILOT is a graduated increase 
of real property tax payments over that presently assessed on the property during the 20-year term, 
at which the real property tax payments reach its fully assessed value.  Also, the Fire District 
receives 100% of its real property tax revenue from the beginning, as it is not legally subject to a 
PILOT. As to the other statements made in this Comment, please see the response to Comment 
A.12.4. 
 
 B.39. Debra Corr, letter dated December 21, 2016 

Comment B.39.1:  There is no cumulative impact study of the Project which includes all the new 
sub-divisions, Montreign casinos, Amy’s Kitchen, Dan Depew’s Waterpark, the government 
center, the library, the proposed CVS Supermarket, additional hotels and low income affordable 
housing that will be needed and all the suggested development along the Route 17 and 17M 
corridor.  This is missing from the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.115.1 above.  
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Comment B.39.2:  There is no independent cost benefit analysis.  Using LEGOLAND’s 
guestimates (sic) is allowing the fox to watch the hen house.  We need to know what LEGOLAND 
is truly going to cost the taxpayers. 
 
Response:  This Comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.115.2 above. 
 
Comment B.39.3: The Town turned down the Lone Oak sub-division on April 25, 2016 which 
proposed more money for the Town of Goshen and proposed a conservation easement and 
protected the wetlands.  Why are we not demanding a conservation easement to protect this land 
that is so unsuitable for this type of Project. 
 
Response:  This Comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.115.3 above.   
 
Comment B.39.4:  LEGOLAND could not have chosen a worse site located within the Moodna 
Watershed, Wetlands, AQ 3, AQ 6, Scenic, Stream and Reservoir overlay district, the Otterkill 
Creek a class c tributary of the Moodna Creek runs through the site has significant Biodiversity 
along its banks that must be protected, yet the Otterkill Creek is ignored on LEGOLAND maps.  
The proposed buffer of 100 from the Otterkill creek does not meet the NYSDEC requirements.  I 
live on the Otterkill Creek I could not build within 100 feet of the Otterkill as it floods sometimes 
up to 300 feet from the creeks edge. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, no response is warranted to the Comment 
regarding the “worse site” reference.  See response to Comment A.115.4. 
 
Comment B.39.5:  The DEIS claims 140 acres will be disturbed. I was corrected by Phil Royle 
who said, “they will clear cut 180 acres and additional development of the site is a distinct 
possibility for the future.  So why is there no study of different phases. 
 
Response:  The Planning Board has no verification of the quote attributed to Phil Royle, but it is 
incorrect that the site plan being reviewed by the Planning Board involves clear-cutting 180 acres, 
and no disturbance may occur except in accordance with an approved site plan. See response to 
Comment A.115.5 above.  
 
Comment B.39.6: There is not an accurate study of endangered species.  Endangered species don’t 
just jump out and say, “here I am”, it takes hours and days to locate them.  The DEIS refers to 
disturbing the wetlands.  On one page it’s less than acre, then 62 acres then 52.75, then another 15 
acres, all before the NYSDEC has even been involved to evaluate the wetlands.  It should be clear 
what the total amount of acres is that is going to be destroyed.  The data refers to information 
collected from a 1999 and a 2006 denied applications.  The data that is used in LEGOLAND’s 
current DEIS is 10 and 17 years old and should be thrown out, LEGOLAND should do current 
studies and pay people to do them instead of cheating with someone else’s studies. 
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect. See response to Comment A.115.6 above.  
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Comment B.39.7:  This DEIS was done fast and cheap by the current applicant.  The truth is 
LEGOLAND is here to make money and lots of it. They do not care what it will do to our town, 
our taxes, our property values, our wetlands or quality of life.  Without a proper DEIS you are an 
accomplice.  Demand that they do this properly or go home. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project or to such non-substantive comments, i.e., not relevant to 
identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations.  The review process has been consistent with all 
SEQRA required procedures and timeframes and all applicable review procedures otherwise under 
State law and the laws of the Town of Goshen. 
 
 B.40.  Elizabeth Nemeth, letter dated January 2, 2017 

Comment B.40.1:  I am writing in support of LEGOLAND NY. Projects such as this are known 
to have great economic development for the hosting community. I believe that Goshen will benefit 
from LEGOLAND because it will bring in families with children under 12, loving parents, 
grandparents, schoolteachers, and students who want to provide educational opportunities to their 
family and students in a fun and interesting environment and this type of business will boost clean 
economic development.  
 
Goshen will become a destination place for short-term guests and young families. Our town will 
become robust with restaurants and shops, pre-existing businesses will thrive. The demographic 
that this park will bring will be family friendly, who will seek food establishments, farmers’ 
markets, boutiques, personal care and car services. LEGOLAND NY will help our town to change 
in a wholesome, family friendly way. 
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. The tourism aspect of the Project is supported and encouraged 
by the Orange County Economic Development Strategy and the Mid-Hudson Economic 
Development Strategy.   
 
Comment B.40.2:  Some of the positive impacts will be construction jobs, tax revenues in excess 
of a million dollars each year to the school district without adding children to the district, the town 
and county will get increased tax revenues each year and employment opportunities will increase 
for high tech jobs, skilled and entry level jobs now and in the future. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of  
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.40.3:  Regarding water and traffic, I am confident that the town planning board, 
engineers, and consultants will, through the SEQR process, protect the environment and will seek 
ways to mitigate any negative impacts. The Environmental Impact statements address water, 
sewer, and traffic. The Environmental Impact statements point to the wells on the LEGOLAND 
property and these wells are likely high producing and could supplement the current municipal 
water supply. The development plans seem to address traffic to the greatest extent practicable. 
Additionally, although not part of the scope of this Project, with LEGOLAND’S payment of 
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revenues to the county and state perhaps improvements can be granted to Route 17/86 and ancillary 
roads. Perhaps the increase of state revenues from this business and others that will follow, will 
spur the economy and grants could be given to improve the Interstate with additional lanes. Perhaps 
the increase in population, even if transient, will spur a good super market to be built in Goshen. 
 
Response:  Water supply will be obtained from the Village of Goshen.  The Village’s consulting 
civil engineer has provided a report that confirms, even under a future build-out condition and 
drought conditions, the Village’s water supply system has the capacity to serve the Project Site 
with its present resources.   
 
In response to comments from the public, elected officials and the NYSDOT, the Project Sponsor 
has revised its traffic mitigation plan and now has committed to relocate and reconfigure Exit 125 
on Route 17, including building a bridge over Route 17 as part of its proposal for LEGOLAND 
New York.  The relocation of Exit 125 would address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local 
roads by removing LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. It would 
also help solve geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.  This reconfiguration 
of Exit 125 would be designed to meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist 
with Route 17’s future conversion to Interstate-86.  The relocated Exit 125 would be a full access 
interchange for both westbound and eastbound vehicles on Route 17.  The new bridge will provide 
a more direct point of access to and from the LEGOLAND New York theme park as well as other 
existing institutions located on Harriman Drive, including Glen Arden and Orange-Ulster BOCES.  
 
 B.41. Thea Smuckler, letter dated January 2, 2017 

Comment B.41.1: I am writing to tell of our family’s support for LEGOLAND. I firmly believe 
that those with good things to say keep it to themselves, and those with negative comments always 
are sure to write in. I do not want the loud voices of the few to overshadow the overwhelming 
agreement of the residents of Goshen as a whole: Goshen needs LEGOLAND.  Our stores and 
shops are closing, our children leave for better opportunities, our water again and again is above 
acceptable levels of contaminants, and for our high tax burden we have relatively underperforming 
schools. The revenue that would be brought in by LEGOLAND would be monumental to our 
community. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.41.2: The requested increase budget to our police force is ludicrous. If anything, I 
wish the residents had more control over decreasing the police budget so we would have less of 
these over-reaching DUI and car seat check points in the middle of the day.  
 
Response:  The Town of Goshen has no control over the Village Police Department. The Project 
Sponsor and its design team have met with local, County and State police representatives and no 
issues with respect to serving the Project Site have been reported.  The Project Sponsor will 
continue to coordinate with all emergency service providers as site planning continues and during 
park operations.  The 2017 Town budget, adopted in October of 2016, does not contain any 
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increases attributable to the Proposed Project, and no significant increases appear warranted based 
upon the statistical reports of police activity at both LEGOLAND sites in California and Florida.  
 
Comment B.41.3:  It is my firm belief that LEGOLAND will bring jobs, stability, and revitalize 
our area. Never has the opening of a family center hurt the area, it is only an improvement. Please 
do not let fear –mongering win out. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  
 
 B.42. Matthew Milnamow, letter dated December 14, 2016 

Comment B.42.1:  I am writing this letter to the Planning Board and Town Board to voice my 
support for the proposed LEGOLAND Project... I know the area pretty well…  We all want what’s 
best for Goshen, but some of us do not share the same vision. LEGOLAND does not appeal to 
everyone but don’t let opponents of this Project cloud your judgment. Neighbors of the property 
are pissed and they have every right to be upset in my opinion, they are the only true opposition to 
the Project. But first, let’s be honest, no one reviewed our master plan or read our zoning ordinance 
before purchasing a home in Goshen. Most opponents of LEGOLAND had never attended a 
planning or Town Board meeting before this Project. I believe that the remaining of the constituent 
opponents to LEGOLAND are career protesters, pontificating over their vision of our future. Give 
them a cause and they will be there to protest. They are only interested in “preserving” Goshen 
and “protecting” Goshen from change. The problem is that we need to change. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.1.1. 
 
Comment B.42.2:  A zoning ordinance and master plan should evolve to meet the interests of the 
community.  This opportunity is too significant to consider just in the context of Goshen alone, 
and you need to consider the utilitarianism of this Project.  Utilitarianism is an ethical doctrine of 
the greatest good based on the value of usefulness.  Utilitarianism is applied when a master plan 
and zoning ordinance are drafted.  The zoning ordinance and planning process are adaptable to 
allow for consideration of an unexpected opportunity which may offer the greatest good.   Orange 
County and the Hudson Valley are routinely named as one of the top 10 most expensive places to 
live in America. Although Goshen has a long and storied farming and equine history, Goshen is 
not a rural community. Goshen is the County seat. Goshen will not be able to thrive if we continue 
to focus on preserving and conserving land without the balance of economic development. 50% of 
Goshen’s tax base does not generate tax revenue. Think about that for a minute… Government-
owned properties, not-for-profits and religious institutions provide tax exemptions to 50% of the 
property in the Village of Goshen, leaving the taxed entities with a disproportionate burden. We 
need economic growth to generate tax revenue. We need ratables to sustain this community and 
offset the tax imbalance. I believe the construction of LEGOLAND NY will be a catalyst for 
investment into the Town of Goshen. I believe the construction of LEGOLAND NY will create 
new business opportunities and commercial development that will increase tax revenue and 
minimize future tax increases.  
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See responses to Comments A.22.1 and A.22.2.   
 
Comment B.42.3:  Regardless of the potential economic benefits of this development, I believe 
the Town Board should hire an expert to prepare a cost benefit analysis before making a decision. 
If the results of the cost benefit analysis do not add up, the Town should continue to negotiate hard 
with Merlin and the IDA for a better deal. 
 
Response:  The IDA did commission an independent fiscal analysis by KPMG in February 2017 
which compared various terms of the PILOT to assist in the IDA’s review. Based on this study, 
the terms of the proposed PILOT have been amended as discussed in more detail in Section I 
above.   
 
Comment B.42.4:  The proposed development Project (LEGOLAND, NY) is located along a future 
federal interstate with direct access to a major highway. Goshen and Orange County have an 
abundance of open space and farmland that is not located along a federal interstate. This property 
is not an environmentally sensitive area. This property is sandwiched between a residential sub-
division and a healthcare facility. This property is ripe for development and there is no doubt that 
other developers will show interest in this property if the LEGOLAND Project does not move 
forward. This is not spot zoning. The current master plan lends itself to a natural expansion of an 
existing commercially developed zone that includes a healthcare facility and former hospital, 
currently being used as an educational facility. For those “environmentalists” looking to preserve 
the rural property and character of Goshen, I believe the Town Board should consider requesting 
a donation from the applicant to preserve open space identified by the Orange County Land Trust 
as environmentally sensitive or endangered. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.3.  There are some environmentally sensitive areas on 
the site; however, these areas are to be avoided to the greatest extent practicable.   
 
In response to public comment expressing concern over maintaining and preserving wetlands, open 
space, and the provision of buffers to neighboring properties, the Project Sponsor proposed to place 
a permanent conservation easement on portions of the Property.  A map showing the areas to be 
preserved is included as Figure 10: Conservation Easement.  The Project Sponsor proposes the 
permanent preservation of 150.1 acres, which amounts to 28.76% of the overall Project Site.  The 
Project Sponsor proposes to gift the conservation easement to the Town of Goshen, which would 
be in the best position to monitor and enforce the terms of the easement in the future for the benefit 
of Town residents.  The property will be owned by the Project Sponsor, and the conservation 
easement will be consistent with the Town Code definition of a conservation easement (i.e., 
perpetual restriction created in accordance with Article 49, Title 3 of the ECL and GML § 247). 
 
Comment B.42.5:  To improve the viability of commercial development, the property should be 
rezoned regardless of LEGOLAND’S proposal. Developing the property as a single-family, 
residential subdivision, which is currently permitted by the zoning ordinance, will have a far more 
adverse impact on our community (and environment). A developer could build more than 250 
homes on that property without a variance or special permit. The water & sewer usage of a 250+ 
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home residential subdivision would be substantial. The development of a residential subdivision 
on this property will require significant infrastructure upgrades and increase municipal expenses 
for emergency services. The development of a residential subdivision on this property would be a 
significant burden on the school district.  The development of a residential subdivision on this 
property would add more children (students) to the school district and require the school district 
to increase their budget to offset the increased costs of transportation programs, teachers, and 
perhaps, even more instructional space. LEGOLAND has offered to provide substantial revenue 
to the school district without adding a single student. 
 
Response:  Based on the residential alternative evaluated in the DEIS and the SEQR analysis 
prepared for a previous residential development which was proposed on the site, the Proposed 
Project would generate higher revenue through PILOT payments, special district taxes, hotel bed 
taxes and sales taxes, would have less impact on the site’s groundwater and would have no impact 
on the school district while proposing a similar amount of overall site disturbance. 
 
Comment B.42.6: Goshen is located 55 miles from NYC and this proximity is ideal for those who 
want to live in the “country” and work in the “city”. Residents willingly commute four hours a day 
to and from work to sustain their lifestyle need. Four hours a day. Why do people endure the 
commuting lifestyle? It’s called a paradox NYC offers the best employment opportunities with the 
most lucrative pay, and as you move further away from NYC, the cost of living is more affordable. 
The NYC commuter sacrifices their quality of life and endures this lifestyle to achieve financial 
security & prosperity. Most people can’t afford to live and work in Goshen, so they commute to a 
location that will afford the lifestyle they want. This is a lifestyle decision. It’s also why Goshen 
has traditionally been known as a ‘suitcase’ community. I have heard many people indicate they 
oppose this Project because it will create traffic and they willingly chose a lifestyle that contributes 
to traffic congestion. Traffic is already a problem. Commuting to NYC creates traffic. I understand 
and acknowledge that traffic is a concern, but the applicant does not have the authority to alter the 
highway and improve the existing traffic problem. I think the Planning Board and Town Board 
should work collaboratively with the NYS DOT to ensure that traffic flow from the Project Site to 
the NYS thruway is improved as a condition to approving the Project. 
 
Response:  Traffic congestion on NYS Route 17 is a legacy issue.  However, the highest volume 
of traffic to the LEGOLAND site is anticipated to be traveling from the east, and returning east in 
the evening, opposite commuting traffic and therefore is not expected to exacerbate the traffic 
conditions described above.  Reference is made to the detailed traffic study revised for this FEIS 
and the related comments by the Planning Board’s Traffic Engineer. 
 
Comment B.42.7:  I believe that LEGOLAND will provide Orange County with access to a world 
class, educational theme park that our children will enjoy and, the Project will create opportunities 
for career advancement in the hospitality, tourism and recreation markets. The ripple effect of this 
Project will multiply economic development around the site that will also provide new job 
opportunities. The types of jobs and careers that people are willing to commute to NYC for…The 
types of opportunities that allow residents to work and live in the same community. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the statements 
of generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.42.8:  Merlin has offered to pay for the water and sewerage infrastructure required to 
support the Project. The proposed water infrastructure upgrades would benefit the entire Village 
of Goshen. Allowing Merlin to interconnect with our sewerage infrastructure should result in 
eliminating the sewerage surplus tax created to pay for the new sewer treatment plant (that was 
oversized to make large ratable projects like LEGOLAND feasible). 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has proposed that LEGOLAND New York would pay its full share 
of all water and sewer usage charges beginning year one.  LEGOLAND New York would pay the 
Village of Goshen the standard out-of-district user charges of $6.00 per 1,000 gallons for water 
(together with a $19,000 per year unit charge) and $9.20 per 1,000 gallons of sewer (together with 
a $272,000 per year unit charge).  Based on water and sewer usage at LEGOLAND Windsor, 
which is a similarly sized, seasonal park, anticipated annual revenue to be paid to the Village of 
Goshen would be approximately $406,000 for water use and $576,520 for sewer use.  These 
payments will provide the Village of Goshen with a significant source of revenue for necessary 
future infrastructure improvements and debt reduction as may be determined by the Village Board. 
 
Comment B.42.9:  Presuming the applicant’s hydrologist can demonstrate that drilling a 
supplemental water source will not endanger the abundance of water required for this municipality.  
I do not have any have any specific comments regarding the DEIS.  
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen hired an independent consultant to review the public water and 
sewer systems.  The report from the consultant, provided in the DEIS, concluded that the Village’s 
water system can adequately supply the Proposed Project and the total amount of water withdrawal 
is less than the Village’s NYSDEC permit allows.   However, as part of the agreement with the 
Village and in order to secure additional long-term water supply, an additional well is being tested 
at the Village’s well property.  Initial pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 
gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During the 
testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing production wells 
throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  
Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on 
existing wells is anticipated.  See responses to Comments A.16.3 and B.2.3. 
 
Comment B.42.10: I believe the Town Board and Planning Board have made a considerable effort 
to review the Project and facilitate public interaction. Although some residents may be hurt by this 
decision, I believe that review of this Project through this strict & transparent process will 
successfully mitigate most of the public’s concerns. I wish you the best of luck while you consider 
what’s best for Goshen. Approved or not, I will still live here and I will know that you have made 
a difficult and thoughtful decision based upon your belief that approval or denial of this Project 
provides the greatest good for Goshen and the region. 
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Response:  The Project has undergone a full environmental analysis as required under SEQRA.  
All procedures and timeframes have been adhered to and documents are publicly available both 
on the Town’s website and at Town Hall.   
 
 B.43. Lisa Herring, letter dated January 2, 2017 

Comment B.43.1:  I just wanted to let you know how wonderful I think it will be for Goshen if 
LEGOLAND is able to build here. It will do so much for our town. I am concerned if it does not 
happen, Goshen will suffer. I think it is a great idea and I look forward to the ground-breaking 
ceremony! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
 B.44. James Caggiano, letter dated January 2, 2017 

Comment B.44.1:  The DEIS did not contain direct comments addressing the FEMA Maps for 
these properties along Otter Creek & its tributaries that shows the 100 yr & 500 yr floodplains. As 
stated in the July 2003 Town’s Protection Plan the Otter Creek that exists throughout the entire 
parcels is a major feed supply to the Village’s Reservoir system. On page 8 on Water Resources, 
the report states: “The small headwater settings of both these reservoirs mean that their watersheds 
or drainage areas are also small and fragile.” The Plan further states that it has significant 
Biodiversity also along its banks that must be protected. If tampered with, it could destroy the 
Village’s 0.5 MGD Reservoir raw supply system. If this were another community like NYC, it 
would be looking at measures to purchase the properties along the Creek to protect its Watershed 
& limit the amount/type of water treatment required by the NYSDOH to supply its customers – 
that is Best Management Practice.  The LEGOLAND development will destroy the environment 
and wildlife at Otter Creek. As the former Village water engineer for several years, I am aware of 
the negative impacts of this Proposed Project on Goshen’s reservoir watershed. Based on being a 
Critical Environmental Area by the NYSDEC, NYSDEC should be Co-lead Agency as mentioned 
at Thursday’s public hearing. 
 
Response:  All surface water resources, including the Otter Kill, wetlands and associated 
floodplains are mapped on Figure III-7 of the DEIS.  No development or disturbance of any kind 
will occur within the Otter Kill or the floodplain area.  While hydraulically connected, the Otter 
Kill runs north in this location to a culvert under NYS Route 17 and eventually to the Moodna 
Creek.  It does not “feed” either Village of Goshen reservoir.   
 
No areas of the Project Site are included in a designated Critical Environmental Area.   
 
Lastly, the NYSDEC consented to the Town of Goshen Planning Board serving as SEQR lead 
agency for this Action. 
 
Comment B.44.2:  Based on what I read to date, it must be made clear that the Safe Dependable 
Yield of the Village’s water system is documented at 0.95 MGD (0.5mgd reservoir by CDM 
Report + 0.45mgd wells by NYSDOH Permit) not 1.3MGD as stated in their report. Also, it should 
be stated that the local wells that Mr. O’Rourke of Lanc & Tully stated at the public hearing that 
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would be donated to the Town are negligible in supplying this area. They are typical residential 
wells of very small magnitude when we are talking about the 250,000gpd range. 
 
Response:  Based on a letter provided by the Village’s water consultant (Appendix G) the 
Village’s water supply is permitted for 1.3M GPD by the NYSDEC which is how the DEIS defined 
the maximum capacity for the Village’s system.  The onsite wells to be dedicated to the Town of 
Goshen have a tested pumping capacity of 15-25 GPM (Well 1) and 50-65 GPM (Well 2) (DEIS 
Appendix D).  These well yields appear are from an LBG letter report (10/6/99). See FEIS page I-
6. These wells are not being utilized by the Project Sponsor.  Rather they are being dedicated to 
the Town of Goshen for municipal purposes.   
 
Comment B.44.3: As presented by the public at the hearing, the Town needs to state the impact on 
property values for homes in the vicinity of the proposed amusement park. As stated, a certified 
Appraiser with over 40 years’ experience has determined that property values would decrease 
significantly (25% +/-) and this impact must be addressed in the DEIS that possible lost home 
value/income & immediate reduction in taxes. This is a significant socio-economic impact to the 
residents of entire Town and its future fiscal budgets. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.2.2.   
 
Comment B.44.4: Section IV, page 160 of the DEIS is not correct. It needs to be properly addressed 
and corrected to state that noise levels during construction and while the amusement park is in 
operation can be mitigated like the Tappan Zee Bridge Project where the contractors were 
instructed by Governor Cuomo’s Task Force to install temporary & permanent sound barriers to 
protect the residents in the surrounding areas. LEGOLAND’s Merlin Entertainment CEO John 
Ussher stated at June public meeting that the sounds generated from LEGOLAND would not be 
greater that the present ambient sounds. Per noise level tables, a reading of 40 decibels (db) or less 
is considered quiet residential. These levels must be maintained for the quality of life for the 
residents in the surrounding areas. 
 
Response:  A noise analysis was completed for the Proposed Project.  The conclusions of this 
study show that, with the mitigations proposed, noise increases at the specified noise receptor 
locations are projected to be 3 dBA or less.  Based on NYSDEC noise guidelines, any increase of 
less than 3 dBA should have no appreciable effect on receptors. See response to Comment A.12.2. 
 
Comment B.44.5: For local residents, this area of Goshen is known as Echo Ridge which translates 
to a natural land features that carry sounds many miles that is similar to an amphitheater effect 
used by the Romans & Greeks, and modeled at Bethel Woods to convey sounds. 
 
Response:  Both the noise analysis in the DEIS and the additional noise analysis included with 
this FEIS found no evidence of an echo phenomena to support the characterization of the area.  
See responses to Comments A.12.2, A.14.1, B.18.2 and the additional noise analysis in Appendix 
N. 
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Additionally, the topography of the Project Site (see Figure III-4 of the DEIS) is not consistent 
with an amphitheater.   
 
Comment B.44.6: In regard to traffic, it is not necessary to be a traffic engineer as everyone knows 
that it will be a disaster, especially on weekends at the 124 & 125 exits. Coupled with the added 
traffic from the Monticello Casino scheduled to open in the Spring of 2018. There is no mitigation 
method in the DEIS to handle the 6,000 plus cars daily that will be produced by LEGOLAND. 
The traffic experts from the State and other consultants must address this issue taking into account 
the reported expansion plan of BOCES & emergency vehicles. Addition of additional traffic lanes 
on Rte. 17 (future Rte 86) along with a separate exit interchange for LEGOLAND will take major 
funding and many years if it even happens. Route 17 (future Rte 86) will be called the LIE #2. In 
addition emergency vehicles especially on weekends will not be able to respond in a timely fashion 
due to the tremendous traffic congestion. 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect, and is not based on existing traffic conditions and projected 
increase in traffic volumes, nor does it take into account proposed mitigation measures.  See 
response to Comment A.8.1. 
 
Comment B.44.7: We are not against LEGOLAND/Merlin as an amusement company and also 
support the construction workers in the region who will benefit from this huge mega-construction 
Project for several years (there is plenty of work to support the unions from nearby/several 
counties) but it should be built elsewhere like the former IBM site in Kingston/Ulster where it is 
already zoned for commercial/industry and has the necessary infrastructure to support it.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.1 above.  
 
Comment B.44.8: There are errors/incompleteness contained in the DEIS that must be corrected 
and addressed…If this mega-Project moves forward, this will dramatically change the quality of 
life and features that are attributed to our Town and have attracted many families to live and grow 
up their children in Goshen. Remember, once the damage is done during construction, it is 
irreversible and too late! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See also, response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
 B.45. Bob DeFelice, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.45.1:  We are in favor of the proposed LEGOLAND NY Project in Goshen. In 
reviewing the concerns voiced by the opponents of the Project as well as the benefits enumerated 
by LEGOLAND- the LEGOLAND Project to us…just makes sense. Clearly it makes sense from 
an economic standpoint – both in terms of “NEW Tourism Dollars” generated from inside the 
County (that would have left to be spent elsewhere) and “NEW Tourism Dollars” coming in from 
outside Orange County. These “Tourism Dollars” wouldn’t be coming to us at all without a Project 
such as LEGOLAND to attract them! 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the statements 
of generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.46.1 above.  
 
Comment B.45.2:  This Project also makes sense in terms of the new “diverse” jobs it will create. 
We all know that job creation is vital to create sustainable economic growth in a region - and as 
other communities have learned over the years (Poughkeepsie and IBM/Rochester and Kodak) – 
diversity in job creation is of paramount importance. 
 
Response:  As noted in the Town’s 2009 Comprehensive Plan, “Based on the 2000 Census, 
Goshen’s labor force is comprised of approximately 5,700 people, 4,772 of whom commute to 
work by car (averaging approximately 30 minutes travel time to work). Less than 2 percent of the 
labor force is employed in the agricultural, forestry, fishing and hunting and mining industries, 
while approximately 28.1 percent of the Town’s labor force is employed in the educational, health 
and social service industry. Less than 10 percent are employed in manufacturing.  
 
Comment B.45.3:  We are in favor of this Project for many other reasons – too many to enumerate 
here, so for the sake of time, I’ll leave you with just one more reason. I’m looking forward to 
someday being able to bring my grandkids to LEGOLAND.  It will be a more affordable trip then 
a trek to Disneyland… I’ll drive over, park quietly, - pay all the necessary admissions with glee- 
enjoy the day and gladly stop on the way home at one of my favorite Goshen restaurants to treat 
the whole family to dinner afterwards! 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.    
 
 B.46. Denise, Vasilis and Stephanos Tzouganatos, letter dated December 28, 2016 

Comment B.46.1:  My family and I are opposed to changing the Master Plan of Goshen to 
accommodate an amusement park.  The DEIS is insufficient and lacking substance/validity.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, general statements of objection warrant no 
response, nor do non-substantive comments which fail to note relevant and identified impacts, 
alternatives and mitigations.  See response to Comment A.1.1 above.  
 
Comment B.46.2:  The expediting of changing the zoning by Chairman Lee Bergus is seen as self-
serving and not in the best interest of the Town of Goshen. 
 
Response:  This statement is incorrect.  Planning Board Chairman Bergus has no role in whether 
or not the zoning for the subject properties is changed.  The Town Board, not the Planning Board, 
is the sole entity responsible for and legally able to change the zoning code as proposed. Further, 
Planning Board Chairman Bergus has not expedited any process. See response to Comment 
A.55.1.  All required SEQR time frames and procedures have been adhered to.  Additionally, in 
accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the remaining statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
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Comment B.46.3:  Why has this issue not been put to a vote via referendum to the registered voters 
of Goshen (the ones most affected).  A fair and valid vote would finally resolve the animosity that 
has arisen in our fair town.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.19.7 above.  
 

 

 

B.47. Elmer Budd, Chief and Richard Pearson, Chief-elect, Goshen Fire Department, 
letter dated December 13, 2016.  

 
Comment B.47.1: After review of pertinent parts of the DEIS regarding the captioned matter, we 
feel that we can make no adverse statements regarding the Project at this time.  Once the final 
location of various roadways are determined, we will review them with the Project engineer with 
specific attention to the radii, width, and grade of roads but, based on his coordination to date, we 
anticipate no insurmountable problems.   
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor will be required to continue its coordination with all emergency 
service providers as Project review continues.  Additionally, a turning analysis has been conducted 
utilizing a Pierce 95-foot, mid-mount ladder truck consistent with Goshen Fire Truck dimensions. 
 
Comment B.47.2: We are also awaiting answers to some questions we submitted to the Fire 
Department covering LEGOLAND Florida Resort.  We anticipate that these answers will prove to 
be in the nature of procedural reporting differences between their requirements and ours.  Should 
these answers prove to be of a substantial nature, we will immediately discuss them with the Town 
and the Project engineer.   
 
Response:  Coordination with the Winter Haven Fire Department will be helpful for the Goshen 
Fire District to be fully prepared for the Proposed Development.  The Project Sponsor will be 
required to continue its coordination with the Goshen Fire District and assist in coordination 
between Winter Haven officials and the Town of Goshen.   
 
 B.48. Nick Gallo, letter dated November 29, 2016 

Comment B.48.1:  The fact is that the Town Planning Board is not elected to represent the residents 
of Goshen.  They are residents of the Town who do not allow other residents to speak at Town 
meetings.  The December 15th meeting for LEGOLAND DEIS review is the next chance Goshen 
residents will be allowed to speak on this immense Project.  They must be given unlimited time to 
express their concerns to do otherwise would negate the will of the people.  All future board 
meetings should allow for all residents to comment.   
 
Response:  Planning Board members are not elected officials.  They are appointed by the Town 
Board, which is elected by Town residents.  The SEQR process conducted for this project was in 
accordance with all procedures and allowed for more public input than is required, both by way of 
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public hearings and opportunity for written public comment. Additionally, while public comment 
is not generally permitted at Planning Board meetings outside of any scheduled public hearing, the 
Town Board does provide time for public comment where residents may speak on any matter they 
chose.  The commenter has taken advantage of all of these opportunities. See response to Comment 
A.19.1. 
 
 B.49. Debbie Cuddy, undated letter (received by the Town January 6, 2017) 

Comment B.49.1:  I am a resident of the town of Goshen and I do not want LEGOLAND in 
Goshen!  The tourists that are currently coming to this area typically come for peace and quiet. 
They like to visit our farms, wineries, and distilleries. They leave the crowded city for less traffic 
and more tranquility. With the additional traffic of people coming to LL, these tourists will no 
longer come here. The tourists visiting our distilleries and wineries and the famous Glenmere 
Mansion are not the same clientele that LL will draw. How will the Town of Goshen answer to the 
farmers, the wineries, and other tourist attractions when they lose their business because of LL? 
LL will not be a good addition; it will be a big distraction. Not just for tourists seeking peace and 
quiet but for the residents as well. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.49.2:  There is no denying that the additional traffic will be excessive. Despite 
Merlin’s futile attempts to add a roundabout or a 300 foot entrance to the park the issue still remains 
that the traffic coming into the park will clog our major roadways. There is going to be additional 
traffic, we do not need to be traffic specialists or engineers to conclude that more cars equal more 
traffic, something this area cannot handle. Nor do we want the extra fumes that couple with the 
extra traffic. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  Also see the Revised Traffic Study in Appendix E and 
revised site plan which detail the mitigations to the traffic plan outlined in the DEIS. 
 
Comment B.49.3:  I don’t think anyone needs to hear how they believe LL is a great Project or a 
nice place for children. They need to understand that the location in question is not the right 
location for the park. This town simply put does not allow amusement parks and the residents 
purchased property here just for that reason. To change the zoning at the request of non-residents 
is wrong. If we the residents wanted to live near an amusement park, we would do just that. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.24.1 above.  In addition, in accordance with NYSDEC 
guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.49.4: The construction jobs Merlin touts as local, local has been defined by up to 7 
counties including Rockland, Putnam, Dutchess, Westchester, Green, Sullivan and Orange 
Counties. Just because you are a union worker in Orange does not mean you will get the job at this 
site. The company you work for is competing with other companies within the 7 counties. Also, 
LL has stated that 85% of the 800 jobs will be local labor which equates to 675 “local jobs” not 
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800, as they continue to mention. Anyone claiming we need the jobs is not educated in the far 
below average unemployment rate of Orange County. Let’s not forget this park charges roughly 
$95 per person, plus parking. We are either an area desperate for jobs or an area that can afford to 
take our children out for $400 day, but we cannot be both. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.5.1, A.7.3, and A.23.2. The remaining comments 
warrant no response in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines as they are either statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project or non-substantive comments which fail to note relevant and 
identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations. 
 
Comment B.49.5:  The board should not be pressured by those seeking this park for financial gain 
or publicity. The board needs to do what is correct for the residents of the Town of Goshen, which 
is to stick with the Master plan that is in place, to not allow a zoning change for private entity at 
the resident’s expense.  Peoples quality of life should not be compromised for others entertainment. 
This is not a joke or a game. These are people’s lives this park will ruin as it devalues their property. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to comments of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See also, response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
 B.50. Christine Miele, Letter dated January 2, 2017 

Comment B.50.1:  What time [does LEGOLAND] really open? In the DEIS there are several 
versions of the Hours of Operation for the park.   The Theme Park (p3) is 10AM-8PM June-August 
10AM-6PM April-May and September-October (described as shoulder season). P 24 adds:7 days 
a week, but also states: 10AM-8PM on weekends during the “non-peak season”. April-May and 
September-October. 
 
Response:  The referenced language is correct.  The Project Sponsor represents that the Park will 
be open 7 days a week, from 10AM-8PM June through August.  During the non-peak (‘shoulder’) 
season the park will be open 7 days a week from 10AM to 6PM during the week and 10AM to 
8PM on weekends. The park will be closed from November through March except for the aquarium 
and hotel.  Annual pass holders and hotel guests are able to access the park up to one hour earlier 
than general park opening, and Park guests are permitted to complete the attraction for which they 
are waiting when the park closes.  Except to the extent that it may affect significant adverse 
environmental impacts, the Planning Board is not legally permitted in New York to govern the 
operational aspects of any project. 
 
 
Comment B.50.2:  Food Service (p24) would not be open outside of park hours. However they 
state for both Florida and Windsor that food establishments are left open (according to their own 
reports, up to 1.5 additional hours) after closing time to accommodate visitors dining needs. 
 
Response:  To clarify, food service establishments remain open for a short period of time after 
rides are shut down.  These establishments are not open after the park is fully closed. Except to the 
extent that it may affect significant adverse environmental impacts, the Planning Board is not 
legally permitted in New York to govern the operational aspects of any project. 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-344 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

 
Comment B.50.3:  Deliveries (p24) “Deliveries would be during normal park business hours and 
would be from local vendors and commercial currier service as United Parcel Service or Federal 
Express. Deliveries are typically by appointment so as to stagger truck arrivals.” But not always –
also on page 24 “At LEGOLAND Florida, food and beverage deliveries are scheduled between 
6:00AM and noon while retail deliveries are scheduled from noon to 4:00PM. A similar system 
would be created for the Proposed Site.” So it could be 6AM start time for deliveries. 
 
Response: Deliveries are generally during normal business hours but could be earlier to 
accommodate a delivery service.  The Project Sponsor represents that the example provided is true 
of LEGOLAND Florida Resort. Except to the extent that it may affect significant adverse 
environmental impacts, the Planning Board is not legally permitted in New York to govern the 
operational aspects of any project. 
 
Comment B.50.4:  Employees would be expected to be onsite approximately 2 hours prior to park 
opening and maintenance and cleaning staff would be expected to remain on site approximately 
1.5 to 2 hours after park closing. The park will be closed from November through March. The 
hotel, offices and aquarium will be opened year around but with reduced staff and significantly 
reduced numbers of visitors. P 88 states “Generally all staff arrive to the site about 1.5 hours prior 
to park opening and leave about 2 hours after the closing time. There are some mid shifts and 
people who come and go all day but most staff start coming in after 8:00AM. That departure 
schedule is reiterated on p114.  So that gives us: 8:00AM – 10:00PM for employees. Or is it 
6:00AM to 10:00PM? 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has represented that while some mid-shift or other personnel 
could come and go during the day, the majority of staff will arrive at approximately 1.5 to 2 hours 
before the park’s opening (6-6:30AM) and leave around 10PM with maintenance and cleaning 
staff expected to be on the site until approximately 1.5 to 2 hours after the park’s closing. Security 
staff and some hotel staff would be onsite overnight. Except to the extent that it may affect 
significant adverse environmental impacts, the Planning Board is not legally permitted in New 
York to govern the operational aspects of any project. 
 
Comment B.50.5:  And then there is the Fireworks on p101.  Fireworks could be used at the site 
for special holiday celebrations such as the Fourth of July or Halloween. Typical fireworks 
displays at the park last approximately 20 minutes and would only occur on weekends.  “Fireworks 
would only be used by certified professionals and would take place on weekends at approximately 
8pm” 8PM fireworks would work for Halloween but not for the 4th of July. Darkness for the 4th of 
July begins after 9PM and most fireworks take place in our area starting at 9:30PM. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has confirmed this.  Fireworks would take place at approximately 
8PM and would only last approximately 20 minutes, generally occurring as guests are exiting the 
park.  Rides would shut down at standard times.  Except to the extent that it may affect significant 
adverse environmental impacts, the Planning Board is not legally permitted in New York to govern 
the operational aspects of any project. 
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Comment B.50.6:  To summarize, the park is operational from 6AM to 10PM and later when there 
are fireworks.  We assume that since the hotel is open year round, there will be staff on hand for 
24 hours.  Their arrivals and departures are not covered in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  As stated above, the Project Sponsor has represented that the park would not be open 
later hours to accommodate fireworks displays.  Limited security and hotel staff will be at the park 
24 hours. The traffic study evaluates peak traffic times when the highest volumes of park guests 
are expected to be entering the park to assess a highest volume (worst-case) scenario. Thus, the 
staff on hand has been accounted for in the DEIS.  
 

B.51. Samuel Broder-Fingert, undated letter (received by the Town on January 5, 
2017) 
 

Comment B.51.1: I am strongly opposed to the site of the LEGOLAND Project in Goshen.  I am 
a new resident of Lower Reservoir Road.  Goshen is a town with great history, wonderful people, 
up and coming restaurants and local entertainment, beautiful farms, and fresh air.  It is this unique 
combination of factors that make Goshen a place where I want to live.  As a recent married young 
adult, I hope to be lucky enough to raise children in Goshen and be able to enjoy these unique 
features for decades to come.  Sadly, I am certain that LEGOLAND would harm these aspects of 
Goshen and create new problems.  One of my major concerns is traffic.  Merlin has suggested 
some traffic updates, but ultimately various governments would be responsible for implementing 
the vast local and regional changes to the roads.  These upgrades will not happen overnight, if at 
all.  Let’s not forget the way such road changes would impact the character and aesthetics of 
Goshen. 
 
Response: In regards to concerns regarding traffic impacts and proposed traffic improvements, 
see the response to Comment A.2.3.  All design and construction of traffic improvements will be 
performed, completed and operational prior to the Park being opened to the public.  As to the 
remaining comments, in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to 
statements of generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.51.2:  Meanwhile, Merlin has also commented that they think traffic will be 
manageable.  I used to work as a financial analyst…working on real estate development deals 
worth hundreds of millions of dollars.  I know first-hand that traffic studies and models often turn 
out to be wrong; and they can say whatever the sponsor wants them to say. 
 
Response:  All traffic studies provided by the Project Sponsor have been reviewed by Town 
consultants, including the Planning Board’s independent Traffic Engineer, and the traffic engineers 
and others at NYSDOT.  Numerous comments were received, and the study has been revised 
consistent with these comments.   
 
Comment B.51.3:  Much of the traffic will be people coming from New York City, who barely 
know how to drive, and will have never been in Goshen before. There is no doubt that the proposed 
LEGOLAND site would increase the risk of traumatic events/accidents happening in what is 
currently a safe and quiet town. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of  
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data, such as New York City drivers “barely know how 
to drive” or that the increased traffic will increase the risk of traumatic accidents in relation to a 
quiet Town.  In any event, accident data was collected from the New York State Department of 
Transportation and the Village and Town of Goshen police departments as indicated on page 22 
of the FEIS traffic impact study. Tables A and A2 summarize the various accidents and table AR-
1 on page 9742 in appendix F of the traffic study identifies corrective measures for many 
intersections. For example at the exit 123 east bound off ramp from Route 17 at Route 207/17A, 
it was identified in the table that a stop sign could be used to replace the yield sign to address the 
cluster of accidents that occur as a result of the current traffic control at this location. Also, the 
applicants improvements to exit 125 westbound will help eliminate many of the accidents that 
occur at that exit as a result of the short and tight off ramp geometry and other design factors. 
 
Lastly, at the intersection of Route 17 M and South Street and the N. Connector Rd. there were 
several a rear end and left turn accidents as a result of the lack of left turn lanes at this intersection. 
As identified on page 44 the FEIS traffic study under section V.A.3, the widening of this 
intersection by the Applicant to provide left turn lanes on the east and westbound approaches as 
depicted on exhibit 9.4 will help to alleviate the types of accidents that had occurred at this 
location. 
 
Comment B.51.4: Air pollution will also result from the traffic increase. This was not adequately 
addressed in the DEIS. I love to use Goshen’s walking and biking trails, ride my bike through its 
historic sites and visit local restaurants. The thing that makes Goshen such a desirable place to 
spend my time is its fresh air. With LEGOLAND in Goshen, I can guarantee you that air quality 
will make Goshen less desirable compared to other residential towns in the region. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  Air quality is addressed in the DEIS in Section III-
R.  Additionally, see response to Comment B.21.5 and the additional air information in Appendix 
Q. 
 
Comment B.51.5:  Goshen Town Planning Board, I urge you to not be short-sighted. I understand 
the construction of the site will lead to construction jobs for the next few years, while the negative 
impacts will have not yet hit Goshen.  For a short period of time, you may look good.  However, 
after the park opens, we will face so many problems, which will only accumulate over time.  We 
will see air quality decline, traffic explode, environmental and ecological deterioration, history and 
local culture decline, and so many other potential issues. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. 
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 B.52. Bernard Marson, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.52.1:  I am writing you this letter because I am strongly opposed to the site of the 
LEGOLAND Project in our town of Goshen, New York. It truly scares me that the current chosen 
location proposal, located off of Harriman Drive, is even considered a viable option. The plan to 
build a mega park in a middle-class residential neighborhood that is surrounded by many family 
homes, a well-used bike path, and a major highway (that is already often congested) would be 
completely detrimental to our town. We also have secondary roads where children play and people 
jog along regularly. The safety of the people using these roads will be compromised if 
LEGOLAND’s setting is on the proposed site.  My family and I ride our bikes and run along these 
roads frequently, and this amusement park location would be putting our safety at risk.  The safety 
of my family and other families who are residents of Goshen should come first.  Our highways 
and roads are not designed nor built to withstand the millions of visitors that will be visiting the 
park each year.  Have you ever heard of Waze, the popular navigation app? Traffic-beating apps 
like this will redirect thousands upon thousands of drivers onto our currently quiet roads. The 
thought of the volume of cars that will be barreling down our streets while my family and I are 
cycling or on a jog makes me sick to my stomach. I need you all to understand that we will never 
be able to enjoy the country and the lifestyle we have now as we know it to be if you are going to 
sell out our town.  You will be stripping Goshen of its quiet country charm and altering the lifestyle 
of all who live here. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  In any event, see responses to Comments A.58.1 
and A.116.3.   
 
Comment B.52.2: The pollution that this park would generate is another major issue. Currently, 
there is nothing like taking in a deep breath of air in Goshen, NY. I work in Manhattan during the 
week and when I pull up to my driveway and get out of my car after a long day, it feels wonderful 
to draw in a deep breath of fresh air in Goshen. I am incredibly concerned how LEGOLAND 
would affect air pollution.  Increased levels of fossil fuels have been proven to increase the 
likelihood of cardiovascular and lung diseases. This silent killer has not been properly addressed 
by the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Air quality is addressed in the DEIS in Section III-R, and the Air Quality Data is 
provided in Appendix Q.   
 
Comment B.52.3: Infrastructure improvements of massive proportions would need to be made to 
our town to accommodate the park. 
 
Response: The traffic, water and sewer infrastructure improvements are detailed in the revised 
site plans, and the impacts have been addressed in the environmental impact statement.  In addition, 
the site plans will be reviewed in accordance with the Planning Board’s oversight of the project 
approval process. There is no basis to assert that any other infrastructure improvements would be 
necessary in the Town and, in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, any such speculative 
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comments or assertions to the contrary that are not supported by reasonable observations or data 
need no response.  
 
Comment B.52.4: The sound pollution from the rides and crowds would be heard throughout our 
neighborhood. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.66.8. 
 
Comment B.52.5:  This amusement park would specially [sic] hurt those whose homes are located 
down the street or near the main entrance of the proposed site. 
 
Response:  Currently two residential structures are located on Harriman Drive, both of which are 
located on the Project Site. These homes are on properties that have been offered for sale to the 
Project Sponsor and if the project is approved and the real estate closing is accomplished, the 
homes will be owned by the Project Sponsor and will be demolished as part of the proposed 
development.  The other closest homes located off Arcadia Road are more than 3,000 feet from 
the main entrance to the park.   
 
Comment B.52.6: The DEIS also does not properly address the limited water supply, the 
environmental destruction on the proposed land as well as the surrounding environment, and many 
other issues. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will obtain water via the Village of Goshen public water supply 
system.  An analysis of water supply for the Project has been prepared in Section III-E of the DEIS.  
See also, response to Comment A.76.3.  The comment of unsubstantiated “environmental 
destruction is devoid of any factual basis and thus warrants no response in accordance with 
NYSDEC guidance for EIS responses. 
 
Comment B.52.7:  This plan has been moved ahead way too quickly without major issues in the 
DEIS being addressed by the board and that is extremely upsetting. To put it simply: it is too much 
too big happening too quickly. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.55.1 and A.66.3. 
 
Comment B.52.8:  In addition, this proposed amusement park would strongly devalue the home 
properties within its vicinity. There have been claims that it will lower our property taxes but 
considering Merlin Entertainment wants a 30-year tax exemption, they may not have to pay 
property taxes on the park. 
 
Response:   Regarding the potential impact to local property values see response to Comment 
A.2.2.  See also, response to Comment A.18.1. 
 
Comment B.52.9:  Potential sales tax revenues may generate money for the county but the county 
has released very few details on their plan to put back money into our pockets or communities. 
Unfortunately, I have very little faith that the money generated from this Project will go towards 
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the town of Goshen. In the grand scheme of things, $1.3 million per year is nothing and quite 
frankly, it is an insult.  
 
Response:  In addition to the revenue that the Town of Goshen will receive under the Host 
Community Benefit Agreement, significant sales tax revenue is estimated to be generated by the 
project.  In accordance with a very long-standing agreement with the County, a portion of the 
County’s sales tax revenue is shared among the cities and towns in the County in according to a 
fixed formula.  Consequently, the Town of Goshen will also directly share in a portion of the sales 
tax revenue generated by the project.  See responses to Comments A.16.2, A.22.1 and A.22.2. 
 
Comment B.52.10:  If LEGOLAND does not generate revenue for Merlin Entertainment, and is 
forced to close, we will be stuck with an abandoned amusement park in our backyards. This is why 
we have been protected by our zoning laws for all of these years. They were designed to make sure 
that something like this never occurred in our town because it is just the completely wrong place 
for something like LEGOLAND to be built. 
 
Response:  The noted risk is a risk of any commercial or residential development, and is a 
consequence of the real property rights that any real property has to develop its property. The 
Project Sponsor represents that Merlin Entertainments operates 117 attractions across 24 countries, 
and there is nothing to suggest this park would not also be successful.  
 
Comment B.52.11:  Almost everything about this Commercial Development violates a zoning law 
or contradicts the Comprehensive Master Plan. 
  
Response: The Proposed Project is consistent with the zoning requirements related to all 
environmental overlay districts and development of the site will require a special permit consistent 
with existing zoning code procedures.  Further the Proposed Project is consistent with the 2009 
Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan goal #4 to develop a strong and balanced economic base 
and to attract tax positive commercial developments to offset existing tax exempt lands and to pay 
for services required by the growing population.  The Town Board is also currently considering an 
amendment to the plan (see Town of Goshen Introductory Local Law #5 of 2016 in Appendix B).  
The Town Board is considering amendments to Sections 3.3 and 3.5 of the Comprehensive Plan 
of the Town of Goshen to specifically encourage additional commercial uses in the Town along 
State Route 17 to increase tax and other revenues to offset the costs of providing residential 
services to Town residents.  These amendments would be consistent with the Orange County 
Comprehensive Plan and the Orange County Economic Development Strategy, as further 
discussed in the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.52.12: LEGOLAND is not suited for the spot Merlin is proposing for so many obvious 
reasons.  All 523 acres of the proposed site fall within an environmentally important and unique 
area labeled as a priority area in Goshen’s own “Open Space and Farmland Preservation Plan.”  
The trees in that location serve so many purposes from acting as a sound barrier, to shading our 
critical watershed, to erosion protection, to fostering a healthy bat habitat.  If the zoning is changed, 
new laws will be passed and the town has the potential to look like its ugly neighbor, Middletown.  
We will see a rise in problems created by damaging the environment.  It is impossible to deny that 
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this Project will negatively affect my family and every other family that resides close by the 
Proposed Project site. 
 
Response:  The Comment regarding an environmentally unique area within the Town is not 
correct, and presently the site can be developed with single-family dwellings, two-family 
dwellings, multi-family dwellings, restaurants, commercial service establishments, and retail and 
recreational businesses. See response to Comment A.24.3. The comment regarding a threat of 
potential additional zoning changes resulting in the Town of Goshen resembling Middletown is 
unsubstantiated and devoid of any factual basis; it warrants no response in accordance with 
NYSDEC guidance for EIS responses 
 
The DEIS acknowledged, the site provides potential foraging and roosting habitats for both of 
these species.  The site includes large numbers of trees with exfoliating bark (shagbark hickory, 
white oak), deep fissures (black locust, chestnut oak), as well as numerous live and dead snag trees 
providing cavities, fissures, loose bark, dead limbs, and woodpecker damage holes, all potential 
roosting habitats for Indiana and northern long-eared bats.  Large trees identified along the 
centrally located utility easement are especially attractive to roosting bats due to their large size, 
exfoliating bark, and solar exposure. The current development plan proposes impacts to 
approximately 149.9 acres, approximately 96.9 acres of which qualify as forested areas.  As was 
previously presented, development of the site has been focused on a compact central development 
area that minimizes impacts to large portions of the site.  This ensures that connectivity of habitat 
is preserved including hedgerows, stream corridors, tree lines, and allows for connectivity to 
densely wooded areas on both east and west sides of the site.  The on-site utility alignment may 
also provide a valuable upland travel corridor for bats through the site.  Maintaining habitat 
connectivity, especially along the sites riparian corridors, allows bats to move through the property 
and provides access to the emergent aquatic habitats that may support concentrated insect diversity 
and density.   In addition, the Project Sponsor will plant additional trees which are appropriate for 
providing bat habitat such as Shagbark Hickories adjacent to wetland areas (see landscaping plan 
in the plan set).  
 
As stated in the threatened and endangered species habitat assessment prepared for the Project, of 
the total 521-acre site, approximately 149.9 acres will be disturbed/developed for the theme park 
and resort.  Ultimately of the 347 wooded acres of the Project Site, following construction 
approximately wooded 250 acres will remain. The Project Sponsor is not disputing the potential 
presence of Indiana and/or Northern Long-eared bats on the site. Rather, the Project Sponsor has 
planned the site acknowledging the likelihood of the species’ existence on the site.  As such, the 
DEIS presents several mitigation measures to avoid potential impacts.   
 
Development of the site has been designed to focus development in the central area of the site and 
will minimize impacts to areas outside of the disturbance area.  This ensures that connectivity of 
habitat is preserved including hedgerows, stream corridors, tree lines, and forest habitat.  The on-
site utility alignment may also provide a valuable upland travel corridor for bats through the site.  
Maintaining habitat connectivity, especially along the sites riparian corridors, allows bats to move 
through the property and provides access to the large emergent aquatic habitats that may support 
concentrated insect diversity and density.  
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As previously indicated in the DEIS, all tree clearing will only occur during the winter months 
when bats will not be on-site. Staggering construction, minimizing tree clearing, conducting tree 
clearing only during the winter to avoid impacts to roosting bats, and providing conservation 
easements on most on-site wetlands and New York State 100-foot wetland adjacent areas, are all 
anticipated to avoid/minimize potential impacts to on-site potential bat habitats.  The applicant has 
also reviewed the tree inventory of significant trees (greater than 35 inches diameter at breast 
height (DBH)) located within the development area. Several of these trees have been incorporated 
into the landscaping plan and others have been avoided by reducing the site layout, minimizing 
grading, and providing retaining walls around the trees root zone.  By incorporating all of these 
avoidance and minimization techniques, as well as additional mitigating measures, discussed 
below, the Project sponsor does not propose conducting bat presence/absence surveys.   
 
Though not required, the Applicant has voluntarily chosen to conduct an Acoustic Bat Survey, as 
requested by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and will proceed with the conservation and 
mitigation measures described above.  The survey will be performed as part of the agency’s 
informational data collection efforts. 
 
Comment B.52.13: While we should all continue our efforts to bring new projects to our town in 
order to provide quality of life and help ease rising costs associated with living in Orange County, 
it should never come at the cost of creating hardship or stress for our residents and divide our 
community. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
 B.53. Jack F. Berkowitz, letter dated January 5, 2017 

Comment B.53.1: I am writing to you in support of the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project 
(“LEGOLAND”). LEGOLAND is a critical addition to our community due to the tremendous 
tourism and economic benefits that will positively impact Goshen and its surrounding environs for 
many years to come. Moreover, LEGOLAND is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring 
significant tax ratables to Goshen, create jobs, infuse revenues into the Goshen School District and 
solidify Goshen as the beneficiary of untold economic multipliers.  As you are aware, it is 
anticipated that LEGOLAND will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 part-time 
employees and 500 seasonal employees. Many of LEGOLAND employees will be spending 
money in and around the Goshen-area. Most significantly, during the course of the build-out alone, 
LEGOLAND will create 800 construction jobs and has pledged to hire local production labor. In 
short, LEGOLAND is an economic boon to Goshen. LEGOLAND’s initial investment prior to 
opening day will be $350 million, with the total package aggregating $500 million in its fifth year 
of operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
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Comment B.53.2: I am confident that LEGOLAND’s parent company, Merlin Entertainment will 
address all issues you might have in its environmental impact review and I believe both Merlin 
and LEGOLAND are committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND 
will be an outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support 
and maintain the superb quality of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
 B.54. Robert Wolfson, letter dated January 1, 2017 

Comment B.54.1: My primary concern is not the Project itself, but the current chosen location off 
of Harriman Drive.  As a physician living very close to the site, I have particular health concerns 
that will be provoked by this venture.  Air pollution is a silent killer that has not been adequately 
addressed by the DEIS.  Particulate matter from all types of motor vehicles is not just confined to 
outdoors but also infiltrate houses and gets easy access to our unsuspecting lungs.  That they 
directly cause and exacerbate lung problems like asthma, COPD, and cancers have long been 
documented, but even worse they contribute to a more common malady in our society—
Cardiovascular disease, in the form of heart attacks, heart failure, and strokes. Therefore, I would 
like to know what the particulate matter count is estimated to be in the radius around the site, where 
many of our surrounding homes sit.  Because for those of us living nearby, LEGOLAND is more 
than just a potential annoyance—it is a danger to our health that is unfair and irresponsible to 
ignore. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.54. The site selected is appropriate due to its location 
directly adjacent to NYS Route 17 with access to public utilities.  Vehicle emissions would not 
necessarily vary based on project location but a site adjacent to a State highway limits vehicle use 
on local roads to the greatest extent practicable and the traffic mitigations proposed are intended 
to move vehicles into the site without congestion or idling which will also mitigate air quality 
impacts.   
 
Comment B.54.2: The DEIS does not adequately address our limited water supply, destruction of 
the surrounding environment, and many other things that I will leave for many others to criticize.   
 
Response: The Proposed Project will obtain water via the Village of Goshen public water supply 
system.  An analysis of water supply for the Project has been prepared in Section III-E of the DEIS.  
The comment of unsubstantiated environmental destruction is devoid of any factual basis and thus 
warrants no response in accordance with NYSDEC guidance for EIS responses.  
 
Comment B.54.3: I take exception to the fact that you have fast tracked the process and gave us 
minimal time to examine a long but vague and incomplete DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.66.3. 
 
Comment B.54.4: What cannot be disputed is a fear for family’s safety.  As a resident of Lower 
Reservoir Road, I regularly bicycle and jog this area that includes Conklington, Arcadia, and South 
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Street.  Given the ridiculous increase in car flow coming through all of these roads (not just the 
highway, as GPS will dictate), I ask you how I can safely continue to do this with my family (we 
can number up to 10 on some days)?  These secondary roads lack any kind of adequate shoulders.  
What about a trip to the grocery store on a Saturday or to Church on Sunday?  The park will be 
open every day and every weekend and every holiday from April through October, the “outdoor” 
season is here.  How can you tell us in this town especially those of us near the Site, that life will 
not change for the worse? 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.12.4.  Additionally, see Appendix E for the 
Revised Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.54.5:  For all of my years here, I have felt protected by our zoning laws, knowing that 
I would not have to look out from my property on to high density housing, shopping malls, or 
amusement parks. How can the Board betray us in this manner? 
 
Response: Presently the site can be developed with single-family dwellings, two-family dwellings, 
multi-family dwellings, restaurants, commercial service establishments, and retail and recreational 
businesses. See responses to Comments A.24.3 and A.1.1. In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, 
the statement regarding “betrayal” does not warrant a response. 
 
 B.55. Sandra Rothenberger, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.55.1:  There are two critical issues that must be addressed before a developer can turn 
over one shovel of dirt.  They are zoning and water.  When Merlin was shown the 523-acre property 
by the OC Partnership, you knew Goshen prohibited Amusement Parks.  Spot-zoning is not 
allowed and it appears that is what Law 5 & 6 are proposing. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.24.6 and A.88 above.  
 
Comment B.55.2: Water is not available and we have a history of drought. In 2002 Goshen hired 
Schoor-DePalma to conduct a water study.  The title of their report was:  Town-Wide Potable 
Water Planning Study. The summary of their report was: “Most wells serving the Town are 
drawing water from bedrock aquifers.  Other wells located in the town draw water from 
overburdened aquifers along the Wallkill River. Also, “The Arcadia Hills water system should be 
investigated.  Testing the aquifer should be performed to identify hydrogeological capacity for 
existing wells.  This analysis should include an evaluation and estimate the safe yield.” 
 
Response: The referenced study was completed in 2003 and studies only Town wells including 
an investigation of the Arcadia Hills water district. The study does not analyze the Village of 
Goshen public water supply system.  With respect to the Village system the study states only that 
water recharge within the watersheds of the two Village of Goshen reservoirs feed that particular 
system and therefore that water does not contribute to the Town’s available water.  This continues 
to be the case and the Town has not supplemented its water supply since this report was prepared.  
In response to initial concerns about available groundwater at the Project Site, the Project Sponsor 
made the decision, early on in the process, to not use groundwater wells existing on the site, but 
rather to connect to the Village’s public water supply system.  Given that the Proposed Project will 
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not utilize existing on-site wells, no testing of these wells was completed for the Proposed Project.  
Information from most recent testing, in 2009, was provided as informational in the DEIS, not part 
of the SEQRA review for this project.   
 
Comment B.55.3:  LEGOLAND proposes giving Arcadia Hills two wells for their water supply.  
Yet the wells have not had recent hydrogeological studies on them, instead relying on 1999 data.  
Current testing must be done to guarantee that Arcadia Hills will have sufficient water. 
 
Response:  Well testing data from 2009 was provided in the DEIS.  Arcadia Hills does not 
currently use these wells that are proposed to be offered to the Town of Goshen; rather, the Arcadia 
Hills water system has its own groundwater supply wells that currently provide water to Arcadia 
Hills’ residents.   The Project Sponsor has offered to dedicate two on-site wells to the Town to 
supplement its water supply as it determines appropriate. The Project will not be using any on-site 
water resources, so there is no need to study the adequacy of the Arcadia Hills water supply 
sources, which is why the study of the Arcadia Hills Water District was not required by the EIS 
Scope. 
 
Comment B.55.4: The new CRV well being drilled has not been tested for gpd, is only 200’ feet 
from the other 2 wells and all three are drawing from the same aquifer.  In addition, the 2 original 
wells are pumping alternately. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.4. 
 
Comment B.55.5:  The Village has prematurely signed an agreement for $900,000 without 
knowing if those wells will produce enough water.  There will be grave consequences from 
LEGOLAND and the residents if there is no water.  Farr Engineering studied the water needs of 
LEGOLAND and stated:  “Currently there is adequate water supply HOWEVER, when factoring 
in future full village buildout additional water sources will be needed.” 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.5 above.  
 
Comment B.55.6: The Lone Oak development was denied a zoning change and told there was no 
water in April 2016.  These are the statements you made at that time. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.6 above.  
 
Comment B.55.7:  Councilman Lyons was told by Attorney Golden: “…it is the role of each Board 
member, as a Legislative body, to act in the Town’s best interest.”  Attorney Golden: He noted the 
roads within and leading to the [previously proposed] subdivision are not suitable for the 
anticipated amount of traffic.  Supervisor Bloomfield: “One of the things about Goshen is the 
historic charm and beauty of our community.  Bringing in more traffic is a deterrent to the quality 
of life.  Water has always been an issue.  We don’t have an overabundance of water.” 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.7 above.  
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Comment B.55.8:  Councilwoman Gallo “… is concerned with the availability of water to 300+ 
units. She has experienced water issues in her development and is aware of water issues in another 
development.” Supervisor Bloomfield noted that the general consent of the Board members is not 
to change the zoning. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.8 above.    
 
Comment B.55.9:  Passing revised Law 5 and 6 specifically written for LEGOLAND is spot 
zoning. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.9 above.  
 
Comment B.55.10:  Every builder you have denied a zoning change to build will be in your office 
applying for a zoning change and permits to build. Kiryas Joel has already stated in a newspaper 
article they intend to sue Goshen if they change the zoning.  They are suing Orange County and 
the Village and Town of Chester, because they changed the zoning for the Camp LaGuardia 
property. 
 
Response:  Each development application and zoning petition will be subject to SEQR and will 
be evaluated on its own merits by the Planning Board.  See responses to Comments A.88.10 and 
A.88.11 above.  
 

 B.56. Debra Corr, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.56.1: Why is Merlin applying for a permit for a sub-division of 522 acres when they 
state the Amusement Park is supposedly to be built on 140 acres? 
 
Response:  As shown on Figure 5: Lot Consolidation and Re-subdivision Plan, all lots which 
comprise the Project Site will all be consolidated while some portions are subdivided for various 
purposes.  Also, the existing telecommunications tower would be located on a separate lot for its 
use, and other areas currently owned by the town and used for water supply for the Arcadia Hills 
Water District would be reconfigured to provide additional land to the Town to allow it to be in 
compliance with current NYSDOH requirements for wellhead protection areas. Other areas will 
be restricted by a conservation easement, and yet still others are being requested to be withdrawn 
from the CR Overlay District. 
 
Comment B.56.2: Page 9 of the DEIS:  LEGOLAND states 140 acres of the site will be disturbed, 
this is incorrect as I was corrected by Phil Royle that 180 acres will be disturbed. 
 
Response: Based on the revised plans, the total area of disturbance is 149.9 acres.  
 
Comment B.56.3: There will be high sediment loads from the 140-acre construction site that will 
contaminate the Otterkill and its tributaries. “During the development and grading stage 
LEGOLAND is asking for a waiver of MS4 law to disturb more than 5 acres at a time.” So what 
is going to happen to the land and neighboring properties. 
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Response:  The statement is incorrect. The applicant has prepared a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan consistent with all NYSDEC standards and requirements.  Prior to any soil 
disturbance, a full erosion and sediment control plan will be implemented, which is designed in 
part to prevent any contamination of the Otterkill and its tributaries, and protect the neighboring 
properties. 
 
Comment B.56.4: Page 53:  80 acres will be made impervious with parking lots, roads, driveways, 
walkways, and buildings with runoff consisting of gasoline, motor oil, and heavy metals, such as 
iron, zinc, copper, and lead. Rubber particles from tires, debris and metals from brake systems, 
and bacterial contamination will be in the runoff. This large impervious surface endangers our 
environment, eliminates natural rainwater filtration and groundwater recharge. 
 
Response: A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) has been prepared for the site to 
mitigate stormwater drainage impacts.  The site has been designed to limit post-development flow 
rates to less than or equal to pre-development flow rates at all study points.  Twenty three 
stormwater areas are proposed at the Project Site for water quality treatment and stormwater 
quantity control.  Stormwater water quality treatment will be provided through filtration using six 
underground stormwater sand filters, nine bio-retention areas, two rain gardens, and one dry swale.  
The use of over 125,000 square feet of porous pavers will also encourage infiltration.  The bio-
retention areas and dry swale also provide runoff reduction volume credit (RRV).  A stormwater 
pond will provide quantity control for the Project.  In addition to the stormwater management 
features, 357 acres of the site will remain in its natural state including 100 feet around wetland 
areas.  This 100-foot area is also known as a ‘riparian buffer’ which provides benefits such as 
stream stabilization, erosion control, filtration of pollutants which may be carried by stormwater, 
reduces the potential for flooding and also provides shade, temperature control and critical habitat. 
 
Comment B.56.5: The paving will deprive tree roots of aeration eventually killing them and 
eliminate the shade canopy that moderates hot temperatures for the environment, humans and for 
the stream. 
 
Response:  The comment is incorrect. In selecting vegetation for the park, species will be selected 
which are appropriate for the location selected.  Trees with deeper roots, and which easily 
acclimate to a developed environment have been selected for the area of disturbance.  In addition, 
approximately 250 acres of forested area of the Project Site will remain undisturbed by the 
Proposed Project.   
 
Comment B.56.6:  “Solar heat” on the paved surfaces will raise ambient air temperatures, the warm 
water runoff reduces dissolved oxygen in stream water suffocating aquatic plants, fish and micro 
species. 
 
Response:  The unsubstantiated comment that solar heat on the paved surfaces of the Project to 
the extent that it will suffocate aquatic plants, fish, and micro species is devoid of any factual basis 
and thus warrants no response in accordance with NYSDEC guidance for EIS responses. Proposed 
stormwater management practices such as sand filters are underground structures so stormwater is 
not exposed to sunlight for extended periods.  Bio swales and the use of pervious pavement and 
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bio-retention areas allow stormwater to naturally filter into the ground or across natural grass 
surfaces which reduces pavement contact time to mitigate this potential impact.  
 
Comment B.56.7:  The Proposed Project will result in clearing and regarding of 180 acres of land. 
Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts will occur as well as unavoidable changes to the site’s 
natural topography and removal of vegetation including 300 year old 70 inch in diameter trees. 
Why are your approving 522 acres instead of 180 acres of land? 
 
Response:  The application for site plan approval applies to the entire site, and the proposed zoning 
overlay district will cover most or all of the property, depending on the final version of 
Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016.  Development of the site will be consistent with approved 
site plan, special permit, subdivision, and SEQR Findings.   
 
Comment B.56.8: The clear cutting of 180 acres will create an environmental disaster, killing trees, 
animals, vegetation and all living things to just to pave a huge parking lot and create an amusement 
park which is prohibited in the town of Goshen comprehensive plan.  So if amusement parks are 
prohibited in the town of Goshen why are we going thru this process? 
 
Response:  The unsubstantiated comment that the Project will result in an “environmental 
disaster” killing “all living things” is devoid of any factual basis and thus warrants no response in 
accordance with NYSDEC guidance for EIS responses. The Town Planning Board, as SEQR lead 
agency, is currently considering the Proposed Action, which includes both a comprehensive plan 
amendment and zoning law amendment that would allow for the development of the Project.  As 
stated previously, the total area of site disturbance is 149.9 acres.  This area is not proposed to be 
clear-cut. Outside of the area of disturbance 357 acres of land will remain on the site undisturbed.     
 
Comment B.56.9:  I am asking you to deny the permit for excavating and deny LEGOLAND’s 
initial application.  I am asking the Town of Goshen Board and the Town of Goshen Planning 
Board to stop this Project and tell LEGOLAND to find a more suitable place that will not destroy 
our wetlands and watershed. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.56.10: This Project must do a GEIS on the entire 523 acres. 
 
Response: This statement is incorrect. See responses to Comments A.48.2 and A.118.1. 
 

 B.57. L.S., undated letter (received by the Town on December 27, 2016) 

Comment B.57.1:  When I bought my home in May of 1987 my combined school and property 
taxes were less than $1200.00 per year. They are now, after nearly 30 years almost 10 times that. 
If nothing else, we have to face the fact that costs increase during a 30-year period. We are doing 
an injustice to the future of Goshen to allow Merlin to NOT have to participate in the rising costs 
that will ultimately occur in running a township like Goshen over a 30 year time period. How can 
they call themselves a good neighbor and then not pay anywhere near their fair share of taxes? 
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Response: See responses to Comments A.59.2 and A.22.2. In order to account for increases in 
costs over the term of the PILOT, the annual payments increase incrementally each year until the 
full amount of taxes under the Project’s assessed value is reached.  
 
Comment B.57.2: I also want to address the hundreds of jobs MERLIN claims to be bringing, let’s 
not forget…SEASONAL jobs!! Who can afford to live in Goshen working a seasonal job?? These 
jobs will run from the beginning of May through the end of October. This schedule won’t work 
for young people, HS or College as they will be in school. Where will these hundreds of workers 
come from again for a SEASONAL, low paying hospitality jobs, obviously these jobs wouldn’t 
provide benefits to these workers. How can we think these jobs will keep young people in 
Goshen?? Really I see vans coming in from Middletown and Newburgh for these jobs. Dare I 
imply beautiful historic, charming Goshen might just become the “New Newburgh”. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.5.1, A.48.6 and A.57.2. 
 
Comment B.57.3: As far as emergency services, I happen to have someone in my family who is a 
volunteer with the GFD. It makes me angry to think that MERLIN claims at its Florida location to 
only have 100 or so calls for emergency for FD services at their amusement park per year, my 
family member will be imposed on that many more times while MERLIN makes millions. I foresee 
that Goshen, in the not too distant future, will have to hire both a PAID FD and EMT. MERLIN 
won’t be involved in these costs if we give them their 30 year PILOT, it will fall on the taxpayers. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.57.3. The Goshen Fire District is not subject to the 
proposed PILOT, but in accordance with State law will receive 100% of the real property tax 
revenue that it taxes the project based upon full-assessed value. 
 
Comment B.57.4: I want to mention my embarrassment to be a taxpayer in a town that would even 
consider allowing an amusement park, roller coasters, and all, to be built directly next to the place 
so many local seniors had saved their money to retire to.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.57.4.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is 
no need to respond to the statements of generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.57.5: If we can change our zoning for MERLIN…who only knows what challenges 
to our zoning will come next. 
 
Response: Since zoning came into place in Goshen in the mid 20th century, it has not remained 
static.  The Zoning code has gone through innumerable changes, and every zoning change brings 
with it certain challenges. Further, there is little doubt that zoning changes will occur going into 
the future. 
 
 B.58. Orange County Citizen’s Foundation, letter dated December 19, 2016 

Comment B.58.1:  The Orange County Citizens Foundation is a 45-year old public policy and 
advocacy organization that advocates on behalf of Orange County residents to ensure the greater 
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public good. We take a long view of economic growth, infrastructure management, land use, 
education, cultural affairs, health care and planning. After visiting LEGOLAND-FL, listening to 
elected officials, residents, and local businesses, and conducting an in-depth discussion on the 
merits and challenges this Project poses, the Foundation Board of Trustees passed a resolution at 
its November 16, 2016 meeting endorsing the LEGOLAND-NY Project. Our endorsement is 
subject to a thorough SEQR process. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project. The Planning Board, as Lead Agency, is undertaking a 
thorough environmental review process consistent with all applicable policies and procedures.   
 
Comment B.58.2:  This type of development is good for our economy: wages are in a keeping with 
the rest of the county’s and employees receive good benefits. Workers will come from our region 
and LEGOLAND encourages its employees to participate in the community. There are youth 
educational programs and college-level training programs and internships available. As the service 
industry is one of Orange County’s fastest growing sectors, programs like this will be helpful to 
our younger population. LEGOLAND has already opened discussion with our community college, 
BOCES, and community centers in the region. This type of development is good for Orange 
County. We are not taking an existing company from another location. This is new business- the 
jobs created are actually created, rather than being taken from someone else’s community. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project. 
 
Comment B.58.3:  The sales tax increase will be a benefit to all Orange County’s municipalities, 
helping all of us deal with the NYS tax cap in a positive way – instead of cutting services, our 
municipal governments might actually be able to add some.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.58.4:  LEGOLAND’s target audience of 2 to 12 year olds and their parents – a 
demographic that we actually want in our communities. Like so many other visitors, they might 
visit Orange County and fall in love with it. In a county where our population of 25-45 year olds 
continues to drop, this would be a good outcome.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.46.1. 
 
Comment B.58.5:  As they do in Florida, LEGOLAND has committed to using local food sources 
as much as possible. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has confirmed this statement, and has noted its intention to utilize 
local food sources whenever possible, and will also seek to purchase other goods and services from 
the local area.   
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Comment B.58.6:  Noise will be minimal; lighting can be controlled so it is minimally visible from 
the main road; bus shuttle service will be available to and from local hotels. There are no toxins or 
idling trucks, like many industrial projects can bring. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See also, Appendix N. 
 
Comment B.58.7:  The downtown community and commercial areas around the park have 
benefited significantly from LEGOLAND-FL. New local business has begun in Winter Haven 
including locally owned restaurants and a boutique hotel. An economic impact study conducted 
by the University of Central Florida on the impact LEGOLAND-FL has had on the Winter Haven 
community shows tremendous improvement in the local economy.     
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project. 
 
Comment B.58.8: Traffic will certainly increase in the corridor but the impact LEGOLAND will 
have on Route 17 is no reason to stop responsible tourism development. Rather, it is one more 
reason to improve our roadways to manage our growth better. This has been a prime goal of the 
Citizens Foundation over its 45 years. We’ve advocated for improvements along Route 17, on the 
Tappan Zee Bridge, along the Port Jervis train line and much more. We will continue to advocate 
for improvements along this corridor and believe that LEGOLAND will provide another impetus 
for NYS to improve Route 17. In contrast, if we allow this Project to go someplace else, funding 
for better transportation infrastructure will go there as well. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See also, Appendix E, Revised Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.58.9:  The Citizens Foundation does not have the expertise to determine what would 
be best for the community re: PILOT options. As you know, the Orange County IDA has hired 
KPMG to conduct an independent economic analysis. It’s important to note, however, that 
LEGOLAND will be paying taxes and fees to the County, school districts, and Town of Goshen. 
PILOTs are effective and commonly used economic development tools that are often 
misunderstood. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.18.1. The KPMG study can be found in Appendix K.  
 
Comment B.58.10:  LEGOLAND is clearly a commercial theme park. However, there is an 
educational component to the Lego product that the company has capitalized upon and that could 
benefit Orange County (and Hudson Valley) students. Each LEGOLAND park has a state-of- the-
art education center where children are encouraged to learn about robotics and engineering.  School 
groups visit the park regularly for a fee similar to other local attractions/educational facilities. The 
offering and instruction are professional, high-tech and very engaging for students. Additionally, 
a number of schools and community centers are already using Lego products for their own classes. 
LEGOLAND park instructors will work with local teachers to train them on these products to 
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better serve area students. The Newburgh Enlarged School District has a high school program that 
is a prime example of this type of Lego robotic coding program. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has represented that it will offer year-round educational 
opportunities to schoolchildren throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, 
Technology, Engineering and Math) education. 
 

B.59. Neal Gabriel, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.59.1:  I am writing this to formally object to the proposed amending and re-zoning of 
the current Town of Goshen Comprehensive Master Plan. I believe that approving Local Law 5 
and 6 are in direct violation of the wording and intent of the Town of Goshen Comprehensive 
Master Plan. The board should not change this plan to allow for the creation of a “Commercial 
Recreation Overlay Zoning District” that would allow a recreation facility, (amusement park, 
theme park, etc.), within the Town of Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  However, to clarify, the Comprehensive Plan is not being 
amended to allow for a Commercial Recreation Overlay District.  The Comprehensive Plan 
amendment proposed in Local Law No. 5 will encourage the diversification of the Town-wide 
economic base, including attracting tourism/ recreation related businesses at locations that can 
accommodate local and non-local tourists… including opportunities along Route 17.   

The Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan clearly allows for regular amendments as circumstances 
arise which may have not been anticipated at the time of the plans adoption.  To this end, the Plan 
states the following in regards to the Town’s intent, “A Comprehensive Plan is a statement of a 
community’s land use goals that takes into consideration the growth, scale, location, intensity, and 
diversity of development desired, and strategies for the location of commercial and industrial uses 
to improve the local economy… It is not in every respect a detailed instruction manual that 
identifies exactly what to do or what will happen. It does not predict the future, although it does 
look ahead and expresses the Town’s goals for the future. It does not always prescribe exact 
courses of action, because certain actions must be developed with care in response to a wide 
variety of situations that may arise after the Comprehensive Plan is adopted and before its next 
revision. It would be short-sighted to mandate only one way to accomplish a community’s goals 
in a Comprehensive Plan, when creativity and responsiveness to public input and evolving 
community needs over time may result in better solutions. A Comprehensive Plan is also a living 
document, intended to be reviewed and revised as needed.”  

Local Law No. 6 proposes to amend the Town Zoning Code to create a Commercial Recreation 
Overlay Zoning District.   
 
Comment B.59.2:  I am not against development. It just must be the proper growth in the correct 
area. Amy’s Kitchen is a good example of both. The proposed LEGOLAND theme park is just the 
opposite on both counts. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. The proposed site, located adjacent to NYS Route 17 is 
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appropriate based on direct highway access, access to public utilities and a total site acreage large 
enough to allow for buffer areas between the developed areas of the Project and neighboring 
properties.   
 
Comment B.59.3:  Although I do understand the need for financial incentives to attract businesses 
in Orange County, what is being proposed by and for Merlin Entertainments is excessive and an 
insult to those of us who pay our full assessed taxes. This goes against Merlin’s comments that 
they want to be a good neighbor. Keep in mind that Merlin Entertainments is a billion dollar 
corporation whose goal is to maximize profits. Under the proposed incentives these profits will be 
made on the back of the town taxpayers. The proposed small school tax payment from Merlin 
Entertainments will not significantly (if at all) alter my taxes. Additionally, the “contribution” in 
the emergency services area (Police, Fire and Ambulance) is grossly inadequate.  Just choose a 
more appropriate location within the county and all sales and income tax gains will still be in the 
county’s pocket.  Not to mention the “Union” and other full time or seasonal jobs. 
 
Response: Based on the fiscal analysis prepared, the PILOT payments to be paid by the Project 
Sponsor will cover all costs which are anticipated to be generated by the Project.  PILOTS are 
common incentive packages offered to commercial and industrial uses, such as Amy’s Kitchen, 
Crystal Run Health Care, Mediacom, Carlisle Construction Materials, The Galleria at Crystal Run, 
etc. which employ large numbers of people, contribute to local tourism or generate other revenue 
such as sales tax and hotel bed taxes.  
 
In addition to the 20-year PILOT, and for the duration of the twenty year PILOT term and for 10 
years thereafter, the applicant has agreed to pay $0.65 for each ticket sold, each year up to 
2,000,000 visits and $0.20 for each ticket sold thereafter - with no cap on payments - directly to 
the Town of Goshen.  Based on the projected number of annual tickets sold at the Project Site, this 
would provide the Town of Goshen with an additional $1,300,000 annually, or more depending 
on the success of the park.   
 
The PILOT incentives do not ameliorate the requirement to pay special district taxes and therefore 
the Project Sponsor will pay full taxes to the Goshen Fire District to offset any costs associated 
with providing services at the Project Site.  Based on the projected assessed value of $83,017,947 
and 2016 district tax rates this will result in a projected annual tax revenue of $190,883.17 to the 
Fire District. 
 
Comment B.59.4:  The current large lot residential zoning for the proposed area should stand as 
the current master plan indicates. This was done to protect this environmentally sensitive area. 
This important watershed area has not changed so why should a corporate suitor with promises of 
great riches change that? Are our town and its enjoinment for sale? It would be a shame if that 
were the case. 
 
Response:  Only a portion of the site is zoned Rural (RU).  Over 271 acres on the northern end of 
the site, along Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single-
family dwellings as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings as-of-right. The HR District 
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also permits commercial uses such as restaurant, service, retail and recreational businesses by 
Special Permit.  
 
Comment B.59.5:  Why is this Project being “fast tracked”? Amy’s Kitchen has taken over 2 years 
to get to its current phase. The rush with LEGOLAND just looks suspicious. What else is at play 
that drives this aggressive push for zoning changes and Project approvals? Has Goshen been sold 
out already?  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.66.3. 
 
Comment B.59.6: We already have issues with current vehicle volume on Route 17 and Route 
17M. If this Project is moved ahead in addition to a Route 17 “flyover” we will likely also need a 
traffic light at the intersection of Reservoir Road and Route 17A. Is Merlin Entertainments going 
to pay the $90 million estimate for the “flyover “on Route 17 and any additional lights that may 
be needed to deal with the New Jersey traffic coming in via Warwick through the Village of 
Florida? I believe we already have heard from Merlin Entertainments on this topic. Their reply 
was a firm “no”. So that leaves the county and state tax-paying residents to cover these additional 
costs for items that are directly and solely for the benefit of Merlin Entertainments. Shame on 
Merlin Entertainments for pushing these onto the taxpayers. 
 
Response: Historical traffic volumes from the Goshen Town Wide Traffic Study at Reservoir 
Road and Route 17A intersection were reviewed and the amount of LEGOLAND traffic through 
the location is expected to be minimal. Based on this previous study and qualitative review relative 
to LEGOLAND, signalization would not be necessary.  Based on the population centers in the 
region and trade information provided by Merlin, estimates of the expected traffic which will arrive 
to and from the area via Route 17A is expected to be less than two percent of Project-generated 
traffic. During the peak time periods this equates to less than 30 vehicles per hour in the highest 
one hour period. These volumes are not expected to significantly impact conditions in the Town 
of Warwick or the Village of Florida. The Project Sponsor has sought available funding for road 
infrastructure improvements but many of the proposed improvements were proposed as part the 
NYSDOT Route 17/I-86 conversion including the relocation of Exit 125 to bring this exit up to 
Federal Highway standards and increase the distance between Exit 125 and 124 and add a third 
lane from Exit 125 to the existing three-lane section of NYS Route 17 which will improve the 
overall safety of this section of NYS Route 17. 
 
Comment B.59.7:  Why is Merlin Entertainments purchasing 520 plus acres when they only want 
to develop approximately 140 of those acres? I have also read that Merlin is interested in another 
land parcel of about 140 acres that go up to Reservoir Road. Once again, this looks suspicious to 
me. I have not ever heard of a corporation buying 4 to 5 times the needed land for a Project. 
Additionally, I believe that SEQR requires that an EIS for a rezoning decision consider the full 
impact of that rezoning not pieces at a time. 
 
Response:  Larger land areas were necessary to allow for preservation of wetland areas and to 
allow for undisturbed buffers between the Project and neighboring properties.  No other land 
outside the Project Site, as depicted on the site plans, is part of the subject application for 
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development, and the Project Sponsor has represented that it has no present intention to acquire 
any additional properties.   The DEIS studies all development proposed for the site under the 
proposed zoning change.  The underlying zoning for the property remains unchanged.   
 
Comment B.59.8:  From what I can understand of the Merlin Entertainments town approved DEIS 
there are glaring issues with its completeness and inclusion of “all” information. Not only is some 
of the information old, but it excludes several “Federally protected wetlands” areas in some of the 
maps.  Again this looks suspicious to me.  The DEIS actually states that more of the 520 plus acres 
could be subject to further expansion of LEGOLAND, and that they’d go through SEQR review 
again.  Unfortunately, I do not believe that this is how the process is to work.  This suggested split 
review is an illegal violation of the “segmentation” principal in SEQR. 
 
Response: Deeming of a DEIS as ‘complete’ is only an acknowledgment that the document is 
consistent with the approved Adopted Scope and ready for public and agency review.  It is not a 
judgment on the merits of a Project or its impacts.   
 
Previous well testing studies were utilized as a Projection of what onsite wells may be able to 
provide to the Town of Goshen.  These wells are not to be used for the Proposed Project and 
therefore updated pump testing was not required.  All other studies in the DEIS were completed in 
2016 and 2017 including traffic studies and counts, a habitat assessment, site surveys, wetland 
delineations, land use evaluations, the archeological investigation, the Environmental Site 
Assessment, Village of Goshen utility usage data and existing noise readings in both Goshen and 
at the existing LEGOLAND facility in Carlsbad. A NYSDEC signed wetlands map has been 
provided in Appendix H. 
 
The acknowledgement that any additional development on the site would require compliance with 
SEQR and amended Planning Board approvals is not to say that future expansions are 
contemplated.  No development outside of the proposed area of disturbance is proposed.  
 
Comment B.59.9: If approved this Project will have a negative impact to our current small rural 
town quality of life. Many of us moved here for that way of life. Again, I am not opposed to 
development that brings revenue to our town. I just want it to be the correct type in the correct 
location…. Might a better more appropriate location be the Stewart airport or another Orange 
County area where zoning and access are not major issues? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.1 above.  
 
Comment B.59.10: Amy’s Kitchen is in the right location and will bring in the “manufacturing” 
jobs we need versus low paying seasonal jobs. 
 
Response:  Amy’s Kitchen is similarly located adjacent to a State Highway.  In addition to 
seasonal and part-time employment opportunities, LEGOLAND will offer 500 full-time, year-
round jobs.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, finance personnel, information 
technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, maintenance and hotel and 
aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and offer benefits. 
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Comment B.59.11: What has changed since the Lone Oak Project was rejected in April 2016 for 
high water demands? Approving the LEGOLAND Project will utilize too much of our at times 
scarce water. What is driving the town to consider favoring this corporation over its resident? If 
approved and in the future we have another sever water drought will LEGOLAND contractually 
be served first while residents only get trickles of water? Have the well capacity calculation been 
conducted carefully enough with standard variances in well delivery and resident population 
growth? 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.88.6. 
 
Comment B.59.12: Noise and pollution concerns – With the additional traffic and Merlin indicated 
daily fireworks how can we not be concerned about excessive pollution? Will our levels be so high 
that we suffer not only resident health issues, but also government restrictions on future 
Federal/State grants or their funding?  
 
Response: See response to Comment B.24.4. 
 

 B.60. JWS, letter dated December 15, 2016 

Comment B.60.1:  First, and foremost, this document totally lacks any discussion of the impact 
this massive Project will have on the quality and health of human life. This oversight alone should 
give all parties pause as to whether The Merlin Corporation really cares about the lives that may 
be adversely affected…They have not done one iota of research on people living in the area who 
might be suffering from asthmatic and / other lung related conditions that would very likely be 
exacerbated by an overwhelming increase of vehicular (cars and buses) exhaustion and toxic 
fumes, due to an overwhelming increase in traffic and congestion. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.38.5. 
 
Comment B.60.2: They talk about a traffic study done on Thursday August 18.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.38.2.   
 
Comment B.60.3:  They talk about unavoidable disturbances to the surrounding environs due to 
blasting, use of pesticides and herbicides, they admit that wildlife and vegetation will be impacted, 
or in their words, “disturbed”; therefore, an admission of guilt. 
 
Response:  There is no “admission of guilt,” only an admission of truth and transparency. Every 
project affects wildlife and vegetation, including residential developments. See response to 
Comment A.38.3 above.  
 
Comment B.60.4: They only mention a few species of wildlife that will be negatively impacted 
such as the long-nosed and brown-nosed bat, the Northern bog turtle and the Northern tree frog, 
what about the other 40 or so species of wildlife that will be negatively affected in this area, and it 
will be, we have to think about that kind of life too.   
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Response:  See response to Comment A.38.4 above.  
 
Comment B.60.5: The unsettling affects from “blasting”, bulldozing acres and acres of dust and 
soil, the constant drive-by of trucks will not only increase the amount of poisons released into the 
air, but will cause an increase in noise pollution. Has Merlin done any humane research of the 
people living at Glen Arden and how their lives would be adversely affected by the constant traffic, 
noise, release of pollutants, etc.? What about other residents living in close proximity to the 
Project?  Shouldn’t human life be a leading issue in any environmental impact statement?  Nothing 
form the first, and/or the accepted, second DEIS, from Merlin speaks to this… Merlin cannot give 
any assurances that human lives will not be negatively affected, or that their health can, and most 
certainly, will be affected.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.38.6.  
 
Comment B.60.6:  Traffic remediation is a joke. What is different in this document than that first, 
and failed, DEIS? Nothing! You, the planning board, gave the public less than a month to read, 
contemplate and respond over 6000 pages of potential assertions, comparisons and denials. I 
reiterate did any of the planning/ town board members actually do due diligence and actually read 
this whole document word for word? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed. This comment warrants no response.  The DEIS went through multiple rounds of 
revisions based on Planning Board, agency and Town consultant feedback over the course of its 
review.  See also, Appendix E, Revised Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.60.7:  Back to traffic…their whole discussion of mediation is limited to the area of Rt 
17 and 17M around exits 124 and 125.  And they seem to base their study on some research based 
on traffic counters performed Thursday August 18, 2016.  A Thursday is way different than a 
Friday, or Sunday, when traffic is unbearable.  And also, their research was done pre-
LEGOLAND.  No one, not even the best experts in the world can predict just what the extent of 
traffic will be once LEGOLAND is built.  They also give the uncaring excuse that “there is 
already” traffic, so what difference will their park make? They also use comparative studies of the 
parks in Florida and California… This is tranquil Goshen.  Again, no discussion of Rt 17 and 17M 
from Monroe to Middletown, and beyond. Traffic will be affected on all roadways surrounding 
the Project, not just roads that lead to specifically into LEGOLAND. Of course, their only concerns 
are the roads that lead specifically into their park. How neighborly! 
 
Response:  The Traffic Impact Analysis in the DEIS studied the NYS Route 17 mainline from 
Exit 122 to 130, and specifically exits 125, 124 and 121 (Interstate 84), as well as the intersections 
of Route 17M and Old Chester Road, Route 17M and Duck Farm Road, Route 17M and Arcadia 
Road, NYS Route 17M/N. Connector Road and South Street, NYS Route 17M and West 
Avenue/Chester Shopping Center Driveway (Village of Chester), NYS Route 17M and NYS Route 
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94 (Village of Chester), NYS Route 17M and Kings Highway (C.R. 13)/Lehigh Avenue (Village 
of Chester).  
 
Comment B.60.8: The only solutions they seem to have come up with are signage, new traffic 
signals, and widening of a few roads in and around South Street and Harriman Drive.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.60.9: How many roads and lanes will have to be shut down during the two year 
construction phase? 
 
Response:  The majority of construction of the proposed improvements for associated with the 
Exit 125 relocation preferred mitigation alternative will take place along Harriman Drive beyond 
Glen Arden Road or on the LEGOLAND site property which will have no resulting roadway of 
lane closures. The construction of the proposed bridge over Route 17 as well as the westbound 
ramps and eastbound acceleration and deceleration lanes may require short term lane closures. 
These lane closures will be coordinated with NYSDOT to occur outside peak travel times along 
Route 17 and to comply with the States Travelers First Policy which requires that all construction 
activity in the state limit any possible delays to the traveling public to the greatest extent 
practicable. Some night work may also be required to accomplish the proposed improvement 
without significant delays along Route 17. It should be noted that no full closures of Route 17 are 
anticipated as part of the construction of the proposed improvements. 
 
Comment B.60.10: With the prediction of 1-2 million people/year visiting the park, there has to 
be some thought as to the “potential” for a rise in crime that could impact the town and village of 
Goshen. As well as surrounding areas. Can anyone be 100 percent sure that it won’t? I do believe 
that the police Captain James Watt, of the Village of Goshen, had something to say about this. 
Seems he agrees. Therefore, just the possibility alone will require an increase of the police force 
in the town and village of Goshen. Who will pay for the increase? 
 
Response: The Project Site would be primarily served by the Town of Goshen Police Department.  
The DEIS provided the number of calls for police service from the LEGOLAND parks in Carlsbad, 
California and Winter Haven, Florida and Town representatives met with the Police Chief and 
Captain in Winter Haven to understand the anticipated needs of the Proposed Project. As reported 
by the Winter Haven Police, crime related to the park was minor in nature, with no need to 
supplement his police force as a result.  Project representatives have met with Chiefs of both Town 
and Village Police Departments as well as County and State Police Departments to ensure 
coordination of providing services at the Project Site.  For additional information regarding police 
services, see Section III- L of the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.60.11:  Let’s not destroy the beauty and serenity of Goshen. There are several other 
places in Orange County that would be much better suited for the likes of LEGOLAND…that is, 
if LEGOLAND even has to be in Orange County. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See response to Comment A.24.1.  
 
Comment B.60.12:  Remember, there are no guarantees that LEGOLAND will even be here for 
the full length of their 30 year PILOT (tax abatement) request. And if they leave, which they 
probably will, then what? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. See response to Comment 
B.52.10 above. 
 
Comment B.60.13: They make claims as to how many jobs will be created, both temporary 
(construction), permanent and part-time, but they cannot, or will not, divulge the salary they will 
be paying to employees…they are very secretive to this fact and admit to being so…that they don’t 
have to divulge any salaries. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.2.101. 
 
Comment B.60.14: This 500 billion dollar company will only agree to 1.3 million dollars to 
Goshen and 1 million/ year to Goshen schools. The annual school budget is 68,000,000 plus or 
minus…what’s wrong with this picture? They will make closer to one or two billion dollars a year 
with all the charges the public will be paying from food, to parking to admission and more. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See also, response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.60.15:  The DEIS mentions that they may have to have their own substation to handle 
the amount of electricity required to run this mega park. Thus, that is a most likely scenario. Once 
again, Merlin seems to be making a comparison to electrical usage in California and Florida. 
Baffling! Not once have they done any research on the number of power outages that Goshen and 
surrounding areas deals with on an annual basis. This area cannot sustain the amount of energy 
LEGOLAND will have to consume. There is no denying this area suffers from more than enough 
power outages. How much can we, or will we, the consumers, have to take? Oh, just to remind the 
Planning /Town Boards, when the substation off Cheechunk Road in Goshen, was first proposed, 
residents were vocally concerned about the aesthetic and other damaging effects the substation 
would have. But, the builders of the Project promised, and assured, residents that the substation 
would be fully buffered and unseen from the roads. How did that turn out? 
 
Response:  A location for a potential Orange and Rockland Utility substation was identified on 
the site plan within the existing O&R easement area as requested by the company solely to show 
necessary clearance areas.  This substation is not required to provide electricity at the site and a 
substation is not planned at this time.  
 
 B.61. Laura Triano, letter dated January 3, 2017 
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Comment B.61.1:  I am writing this letter because I am very much against building LEGOLAND 
in Goshen, NY for several reasons. First, we have had severe water problems since we moved here 
in 1970. If there is often not enough water for those living here, how can LEGOLAND officials 
be sure there will be enough for thousands of visitors? (We are currently in the middle of a 
drought).  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.6. The Project is not being supplied with water from 
the Project site or from the Arcadia Hills Water District. The Project’s use of water will have no 
adverse impact to Arcadia Hills. The Project will be receiving its water from the Village of Goshen. 
The Village’s water consultant has provided information regarding the capacity and usage of the 
Village of Goshen’s public water supply system.  The engineer then prepared a build out analysis 
of the Village’s existing district to confirm that water supply would be adequate for not only 
existing users, but future development which could occur in the district, and under drought 
conditions.  The results of the analysis show that the Village’s water supply is adequate to supply 
both existing and future users of Village water with the development of the Proposed Project under 
drought conditions (see Section III-E and Appendix E of the DEIS). 
 
Comment B.61.2: We chose to live here because of the quiet, rural character of the town. This 
atmosphere will be forever changed with the addition of LEGOLAND. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.19.6.  
 
Comment B.61.3:  The value of my house in Arcadia Hills will likely depreciate, because rather 
than being on the fringe of quiet village it will be on the fringe of LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.11.4.  
 
Comment B.61.4: I am sure the traffic on 17M and Arcadia Road will increase to the point that it 
will take me much longer to access ShopRite, a drug store, or Route 17. 
 
Response:  The proposed traffic mitigation plan, with a relocation and reconfiguration of Exit 125 
providing a direct connection to Harriman Drive, will reduce overall traffic impacts to the local 
road network (see response to Comment A.2.3).  The intersections of Route 17M and Arcadia 
Road and Route 17M and the Shoprite Plaza in the Village of Chester were studied as part of the 
Project’s Traffic Impact Analysis to determine potential impacts.  There will be no vehicular access 
from the Proposed Project onto Arcadia Road and it is unlikely non-local traffic to and from the 
park would travel on Arcadia Road, as it would be significantly circuitous and inefficient to do so.  
 
 B.62. Samantha Swingle, letter dated January 8, 2017 

Comment B.62.1:  I’m writing today to let you know I am NOT in support of the addition of law 
#5 changing the Comprehensive Plan of Goshen NY presently in effect. There are NO 
AMUSEMENT PARKS allowed in Goshen.  There need to be further studies done to see the 
additional impacts of the Comprehensive Plan change on such things as the need for additional 
police officers, not too far down the road PAID Fire departments as well as Paid EMT Service. 
How could you have so many additional people in your town and not think there will be an 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-370 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

increased need for such services. How can we just assume the volunteers that support such services 
are willing to accept that many more volunteer calls while LEGOLAND makes millions? Many of 
these volunteers have jobs of their own and are not available during the day. Seems like a big risk 
for Goshen to have an amusement park in the town and rely so much heavily on volunteer safety 
services. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.1.1.  Impacts to Police, Fire and Ambulance services were 
studied in Section III-L of the DEIS.  Calls from existing LEGOLAND facilities in Carlsbad and 
Winter Haven were provided to determine how many calls could be anticipated from the Proposed 
Park. In addition, the Project Sponsor has met with local emergency service providers to 
understand their needs and to discuss their ability to provide service at the proposed site.  To 
mitigate impacts LEGOLAND New York will have a team of certified Emergency Medical 
Technicians (EMTs) on the site and will have a First Aid facility at the park.  These EMTs will 
have motorized carts for speed of access and would serve as first responders in the event of any 
medical issue or in the event a park patron stops at the First Aid building with a medical concern.  

While GOVAC is not a taxing entity, the Project Sponsor will pay full taxes to the Goshen Fire 
District to offset any costs associated with providing services at the Project Site by the Goshen 
Fire District. Based on the Project assessed value of $83,017,947 and 2016 district tax rates this 
will result in a projected annual tax revenue of $190,883.17.  

Comment B.62.2:  Please don’t change the comprehensive plan and say NO to LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.1.1. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no 
need to respond to statements of generalized opposition to the Project.  
 
 B.63. Robert Torsello, letter dated January 3, 2017 
 
Comment B.63.1: I am opposed to the LEGOLAND Project and the amendments to Local Law #5 
and #6.  I do not understand how a decision to approve or reject this Project can be made without 
a Cost/Benefit Analysis. By LEGOLAND’s figures, the revenue to the town would be $210,000 
plus a host fee of up to $1.3M. While this may sound like a large number, what are the associated 
costs (i.e. additional police and highway department personnel and equipment)?  At the 1/5/17 
Planning Board Meeting, it was said that if traffic backed up beyond the entrance to the park, that 
the ‘police’ would be called for traffic control. This is an example of a potential additional cost. A 
responsible decision-making process would necessitate a ‘full’ understanding of the costs. It would 
also be transparent to make such a Cost/benefit analysis available to the public. 
 
Response:  A fiscal impact analysis was prepared in the DEIS.  The analysis includes a calculation 
of anticipated costs based on excepted planning methods. The study concludes that projected 
revenue to the Project’s various taxing jurisdictions which will include PILOT payments to the 
Town, County, and Goshen Central School District which would increase annually as well as full 
taxes to the Goshen Fire District would exceed projected costs from the Project.  See Section III-
M of the document for additional information, and Appendix K for the independent KPMG 
cost/benefit analysis report performed for the Orange County Industrial Development Agency.   
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Comment B.63.2:  Regarding the proposed PILOT, based on 10,000 residents, the income is only 
approximately $150/person. My question is: What ‘would’ LEGOLAND pay in taxes without a 
PILOT? That figure should be considered in your analysis. A 30 year multi-generational PILOT 
is unrealistic. This should be negotiated ‘before’ any voting is done.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.121.1. The IDA commissioned an independent Economic 
Impact Review Report prepared by KPMG in February 2017 which compared various terms of the 
PILOT to payments under a projected assessed value to assist in the IDA’s decision (see Appendix 
K). 
 
Comment B.63.3: Regarding Traffic, LEGOLAND’s own literature states that it “proposes 
comprehensive traffic upgrades and improvements throughout the area, including lane widening” 
etc. However, it also states that they expect Orange County and NYS to pay for the improvements. 
Isn’t it reasonable that these improvements should be designed and approved ‘before’ the board 
votes to approve?  The funding for these improvements ‘should’ be guaranteed before you even 
consider voting on the Project. What happens if the County and NYS decide not to pay until ‘after’ 
construction starts or not at all?  
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to the 
relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project. The Project Sponsor has 
requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 
improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that will assist New York State 
with this future conversion. The conversion to Interstate 86 will result in federal funding 
contributions for the future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86. It should also be noted that 
an approval of the Project would be conditioned upon the Applicant fulfilling the obligations of 
the Findings Statement, which will identify that all off-site roadway improvements must be 
completed and operational prior to commencement of operations at the proposed LEGOLAND 
facility. 
 
Comment B.63.4: Another important issue is that the changing of Law #5 and #6 is clearly being 
done solely to benefit LEGOLAND. This is ‘spot’ zoning and is illegal according to NYS law. By 
approving the Project, the board is subjecting the town and taxpayers to possible litigation. It is 
the board’s duty to protect the taxpayers. If the board had decided, prior to interest by 
LEGOLAND, that they wanted to attract commercial recreational business and modified the law 
to support that, that would make sense. However, the opposite has been done. A corporation 
expressed interest in locating in Goshen, and now you propose changing the laws to accommodate 
the Project. This is not right. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.6 above.  
 
Comment B.63.5: Also, Quality of Life is an issue that has not been measured in economic or 
environmental review, but it is the most important issue to consider. Please remember that you 
represent the taxpayers, not the unions, OC Partnership, OC Chamber of Commerce, and other 
county agencies. 
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Response:  See response to Comment A.12.4.  The Planning Board serves as SEQR lead agency 
for the Proposed Project.  SEQR requires the lead agency to weigh and balance relevant 
environmental impacts with social, economic and other considerations. It is not the intention of 
SEQR that environmental factors be the sole consideration in decision-making. 
 
Comment B.63.6: Please read the Minutes from the 12/14/16 Environmental Review Board 
meeting. There are serious concerns about traffic, water, pollution and the “completeness” of the 
DEIS. This Project is not ready to move forward. 
 
Response:  These minutes, as well as comments from individual members of the ERB have been 
responded to in this FEIS.  See Comment B.9 above.  
 
Comment B.63.7: Finally, Haverstraw Supervisor Howard Phillips Jr., who personally favored the 
LEGOLAND Project, said the town board rejected the Project because of the division in the 
community. Please demonstrate the same integrity. 
 
Response:  As the SEQR Lead Agency the Planning Board is the agency charged with the 
responsibility to ensure a proper environmental review of the Project for all concerned.  
Additionally, the Town Board of Goshen represents all of the residents and property owners in the 
Town. 
 
 B.64. Debra Corr, letter dated January 9, 2017 
 
Comment B.64.1: I am asking that the Town Board honor its commitment to our Master Plan as 
stated in Sec 97-3 A: “To conserve the natural resources and rural character of the Town”. 
 
Response:  The above referenced quote is only one of several goals of the Town’s Comprehensive 
Plan.  The Goshen Comprehensive Plan also recommends development of a strong and balanced 
economic base and to attract tax positive commercial developments to offset existing tax exempt 
lands and to pay for services required by the growing population (goal #4) with which this Project 
is consistent.  The total development area of the site is 149.9 (exclusive of off-site traffic 
mitigations), and the total impervious surface area is 73.58 acres.  Based on the post-construction 
lot area of the park of 507.43, the on site development coverage would be 14.5% which is 
consistent with rural design.   
 
Comment B.64.2:  The current Town of Goshen zoning section 97-10 states: “Amusement Parks… 
and Related Activities” are a prohibited use in All Districts. The proposed Mega Theme Park IS 
an amusement park even if you call it a “Commercial Recreation Overlay Zoning District.” Your 
commercial over[lay] is nothing but a cleaver attempt to spot zone. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.6 above.  
 
Comment B.64.3:  In addition, the Master Plan of the Town of Goshen zoned the area where 
LEGOLAND is proposing to build as RU for the following reason: “The most constrained 
watershed basin (and therefore having the lowest potential carrying capacity) was estimated to 
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allow for not more than one dwelling unit per every 2 acres.”… Per our Masterplan of the Town 
of Goshen enacted in 2007.  In fact, here is an excerpt from the Town Board work session of April 
25, 2016 – “One of the things about Goshen is the historic charm and beauty of our community.”  
Bringing in more traffic is a deterrent to the quality of life.  “Water has always been an issue.  We 
don’t have an overabundance of water” Supervisor Doug Bloomfield.  The water table has not 
changed.  What has?  If the town board just follows our zoning and master plan so recently enacted, 
you can say no to high-density housing AND say no to irresponsible zoning. I am not implying 
that this land remain vacant forever. It can still be developed successfully under the current zoning. 
 
Response:  Only a portion of the site is zoned Rural (RU).  Over 271 acres on the northern end of 
the site, along Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single 
family dwellings as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings and apartments as-of-right. The 
HR District also permits commercial uses such as restaurant, service, retail and recreational 
businesses by Special Permit.  See also, response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
Comment B.64.4:  Water has always been an issue. We don’t have an overabundance of water” 
Supervisor Doug Bloomfield. The water table has not changed. What has? 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.4.  All previous proposals for development of the site, 
proposed to utilize groundwater from existing wells on the Project Site.  In response to initial 
concerns about available groundwater at the Project Site, the Project Sponsor made the decision, 
early on in the process, to not use groundwater wells existing on the site, but rather to connect to 
the Village’s public water supply system.   
 
Comment B.64.5: The Project site consists of acreage situated within the Otter Kill tributary area 
of the Moodna Creek within the Hudson River Basin. Adhering to our zoning and therefore, not 
violating our Master Plan will protect this sensitive land. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project does not propose any disturbance to the Otter Kill or the Stream 
Corridor Overlay District which overlays this sensitive resources.   
 
Comment B.64.6: For all the above reasons, I am asking the Town of Goshen to run an Independent 
SEQR review.  
 
Response:  The Planning Board, as SEQRA Lead Agency, is overseeing an exhaustive 
environmental review under SEQRA, complying with all State law, promulgated regulations and 
guidance documents.  This SEQRA process is being conducted, and the Planning Board is making 
its determinations, independent of the Applicant and generalized community opposition and 
support for the project.   
 
Comment B.64.7:  For all of the above reasons I am demanding a Balloon Test to be done before 
you do anything else so the Town of Goshen and Village of Goshen residents can see the height 
of Rollers coasters buildings, retaining walls, parking lot. 
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Response: A balloon test would not demonstrate heights of structures such as retaining walls and 
parking lots.  In response to concerns about concerns about retaining walls and excessive grading, 
the grading plan has been revised and the need for walls and the height of walls has been reduced. 
See response to Comment A.76.4.  Further, in order to assess visual impacts the DEIS contains 
visual simulations of several vantage points.  This analysis has been updated based on the revised 
plans and a new cross-sectional analysis has been prepared to further demonstrate potential 
impacts. (See Appendix M).  
 
 B.65. Sandra Rothenberger, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.65.1:  Town of Goshen Board and Town of Goshen Planning Board SEQRA 
Handbook, Lead Agency “7. May an agency assign its SEQR review responsibilities to another 
agency?” For example, can a town board delegate its responsibilities to a local planning board or 
conservation advisory council? No. An agency’s responsibilities under SEQR to make 
determinations of signification, conduct environmental impact reviews, if required, and to make 
findings following the completion of the FEIS cannot be delegated to other agencies. However, 
other agencies may provide assistance in these reviews and determinations. So long as it is clear 
that the decision-making agency is responsible for its own SEQR decisions.  The SEQRA 
Handbook clearly states the rules as to who should be Lead Agency. According to the above 
information, we want to lead agency to be given to the NYSDEC. Visit the website and/or obtain 
a copy of the SEQRA Handbook. The NYSDEC will provide unbiased opinions that are not being 
controlled by Merlin Entertainments.  
 
Response:  The Planning Board, as SEQRA Lead Agency, and NYSDEC are in full compliance 
with the quoted section of the SEQRA Handbook. NYSDEC has not delegated any of its review 
responsibilities to the Town Planning Board. To assert otherwise misunderstands the meaning of 
the quoted language. The Planning Board followed the SEQRA regulations in circulating a Notice 
of Intent to be Lead Agency, dated June 16, 2016, to all SEQRA “involved” agencies, including 
NYSDEC. As per its response letter dated June 14, 2016 NYSDEC had no objection to the Town 
of Goshen Planning Board acting as the coordinating Lead Agency for the review of the Proposed 
Action.  No other “involved” governmental permitting agency objected to the Planning Board 
acting as SEQRA Lead Agency.  Thus, in accordance with standard procedure and the SEQRA 
regulations (and SEQRA Handbook guidance document), the Planning Board assumed SEQRA 
Lead Agency.  As much of the permitting authority is by the Planning Board (site plan, special 
permit, lot merger/subdivision, clearing and grading permit), the Town of Goshen Planning Board 
is an “involved” agency, legally able to serve as Lead Agency.  This is not an improper delegation 
of any review responsibilities by NYSDEC or any other involved governmental agency.  Many of 
these SEQRA involved agencies have submitted comments on the Project and the DEIS to the 
Planning Board.  Further, and most importantly in the context of the comment posed, each SEQRA 
involved agency must still fulfill their own permitting obligations after completion of the SEQRA 
process, and must file their own SEQRA Findings Statement. The Planning Board has not been 
delegated to assume those roles by any involved agency, including NYSDEC. 
 
 B.66. Lillian Swingle, letter dated January 8, 2016 

Comment B.66.1: Have you thoroughly studied the DEIS? Where does it consider the cumulative 
impact this Project will have on all our lives, community members, longtime taxpayers, our 
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children and the future of Goshen. The DEIS shows use of approximately ¼ of the land they are 
purchasing …this entire Project needs to be reviewed, now. Why would so much land be purchased 
to only use such a small amount?  
 
Response:  Larger land areas were necessary to allow for preservation of wetland areas and to 
allow for undisturbed buffers between the Project and neighboring properties.  See also, response 
to Comment A.64.5. 
 
Comment B.66.2:  We will be robbed of our land, our water, our infrastructure, our emergency 
services and most of all our quality of life.  In my opinion as a 30 year resident and taxpayer to 
allow this MEGA AMUSEMENT PARK to build here in Goshen and NOT even remotely pay 
their fair share of taxes would be a terrible decision for you all to make. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.12.4.  Based on the fiscal analysis prepared, the PILOT 
payments to be paid by the Project Sponsor will cover all costs which are anticipated to be 
generated by the Project.  PILOTS are common incentive packages offered to commercial and 
industrial uses, such as Amy’s Kitchen, Crystal Run Health Care, Mediacom, Carlisle Construction 
Materials, The Galleria at Crystal Run, etc. which will employ large numbers of people, contribute 
to local tourism or generate other revenue such as sales tax and hotel bed taxes.  These incentives 
are essential in making Orange County competitive in attracting business development and growth.  
 
Comment B.66.3: Please don’t amend the comprehensive plan Goshen voted into effect just a mere 
couple of years ago. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, statements of general opposition need not be 
responded to in the EIS. The Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan was last adopted in 2009. It is 
common and generally recommended for such planning documents to be updated every five to ten 
years in order to remain consistent with development trends and local goals and objectives.  
 
 B.67. Holly O’Hern, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.67.1: As a resident of the Town of Goshen, I am opposed to the overturning of the 
2009 Master Plan and zoning law that prohibits amusement parks. In 2009, residents sought and 
fought hard to preserve the quaint historical rural nature of Goshen, green space and farm land. If 
your board changes our Master Plan and zoning code solely to allow LEGOLAND to build, you 
will forever change the rural character of Goshen. LEGOLAND does not and will not fit into the 
rural character of Goshen…. Please do not sell out your residents who live here for the sake of 
progress. If we wanted to live near a city or Disney/LEGOLAND we would have. We choose to 
live in Goshen where life is slower, with cohesive neighborhoods, farmlands, we are rich in history, 
quaintness, minimum traffic, low crime rates, etc. We do not need or want LEGOLAND, it is not 
the right fit for the rural character of Goshen. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.45.1 above.  
 
Comment B.67.2: I also would caution your board, once you change the Master Plan and zoning 
law just for LEGOLAND, be prepared for lawsuits from those smaller entities which you turned 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-376 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

away prior to this. Also for those who come behind LEGOLAND if approved, looking for high 
density housing and land; once you change the Master Plan you have opened the door to whatever 
and whomever comes knocking. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.10.1. The proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments 
recommend tourism/recreation related businesses at locations that can accommodate local and 
non-local tourists, specifically along NYS Route 17 and would therefore could not be construed to 
recommend development outside of this corridor. No Comprehensive Plan amendments or zoning 
amendments are related to housing of any kind, either to increase or decrease the availability or 
density of allowable housing anywhere in the Town.  Zoning amendments would not impact any 
land outside of the Project Site itself and would become null and void should LEGOLAND not be 
approved by the Planning Board within 6 months of the proposed zoning change..   
 
Comment B.67.3: As a resident who lives off Reservoir Road and Route 17A, I wonder how with 
the existing traffic pattern for LEGOLAND (1200 cars per hour between the hours of 9 am and 1 
pm) how will I get to and from work via Rte 17? How will an ambulance get through to Glen 
Arden, Elant or BOCES? How long will it take for residents to go visit their loved ones at Glen 
Arden or Elant? It sounds like a traffic nightmare and there is no back route in. 
 
Response:  To clarify, the peak daily traffic generation is in the order of 4,500 to 5,000 entering 
vehicles over the course of the day, with a peak hour generation of approximately 1,500 entering 
trips, based on the proposed operation. In comparison to other significant regional traffic 
generators in the area, such as Woodbury Common, the Galleria at Crystal Run and the Palisades 
Center, data indicates that these facilities generate daily volumes of between 15,000 and 25,000 
entering vehicles.  The proposed commercial recreation facility proposes to open at 10AM after 
peak commuter traffic times on local roadways.  Furthermore, the majority of commuters travel 
east in the morning and return from east to west in the evening while the majority of guests to the 
park would be expected to be traveling west along NYS Route 17 from larger population centers 
in the morning and returning home eastbound via NYS Route 17.  
 
To accommodate the volume, the Project has been designed with an approximately 4,100 linear 
foot access road with parking towards the rear of the site to allow for stacking of approximately 
500 vehicles on the site.  Parking attendants will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot 
to ensure efficient and expedited parking of guest vehicles to get vehicles on to the site and avoid 
stacking as much as possible.  Vehicle stacking beyond the sites entrance onto Harriman Drive 
and blocking Glen Arden is not anticipated, particularly as a result of the revised traffic 
improvement plan devised as further mitigation to the comments on the DEIS. However, to ensure 
regular traffic can easily enter and exit the Glen Arden complex, a new traffic signal at the entrance 
is proposed.  
 
Comment B.67.4:  It is my belief that with the deal NYS is giving LEGOLAND; that being $4.1 
million in grant monies and eliminating property tax for them for 30 years that they should put up 
the money to create their own exit off Rte. 17- just for LEGOLAND. When you go to Disneyland 
or Universal it’s a four lane highway, efficiency is the name of the game. In Goshen we do not 
have the infrastructure to support such build out which would be needed to handle 20,000 visitors 
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a day or 2 million a year. It makes me shudder to imagine the negative impacts which will be seen 
as 20,000 visitors all drive their cars onto one tiny exit ramp and through 6 lights to get to 
LEGOLAND. 
 
Response: Disney World in Orlando, Florida has a typical annual attendance of 8-15 million 
visitors a year.  The scale of the Proposed Park is greatly reduced, and anticipates 1.5 to 2.5 million 
visitors a year.  Regarding traffic improvements, see response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
The PILOT incentive agreement which is being requested from the Orange County IDA does not 
eliminate taxes for the property.  As part of the PILOT incentive agreement, the applicant makes 
annual payments to its various taxing jurisdictions based on an agreed upon sum instead of paying 
taxes based on property assessment.  
 
Comment B.67.5:  Realtors have stated that property values will decrease by at least 20-25%. I 
would imagine those homes near BOCES such as Martha Bogart historical home which is located 
on the historical registrar will suffer a major decrease in property value. Who would choose to live 
near this traffic nightmare that we will be creating? Certainly not I, and I would expect not you. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.2.  
 
 B.68. Holly O’Hern, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.68.1:  I am a resident of The Town of Goshen and I am opposed to allowing 
LEGOLAND to build an amusement park in Goshen. The 2009 Master Plan and existing zoning 
law prohibit amusement parks in Goshen. The Master Plan in 2009 sought and fought to preserve 
the character, rural quality of Goshen. I am urging the Town Board of Goshen to vote no to 
changing our Master Plan and zoning law. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.45.1 above.  
 
Comment B.68.2:  The DEIS fails to address the water impact LEGOLAND would have on the 
already existing aquifers. It speaks to re-drilling a well into a new and improved aquifer, can that 
be found or would they be re-drilling into an already over utilized existing aquifer? 
 
Response:  The available water supply yield for the existing wells on site to supply water to the 
Project was a concern of the Project Sponsor, the Town and the surrounding property owners.  To 
address this concern, the Project Sponsor has contracted with the Village of Goshen to supply 
water to the Project Site.  The Village of Goshen’s water supply is derived from two surface water 
reservoirs and two water supply wells which are located off Crystal Run Road in the Town of 
Wallkill.  In order to further supplement the Village’s water system, based on projected future use, 
the Village is developing an additional production well on its Crystal Run well property.  Initial 
pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which 
equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were in 
operation and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were monitored 
in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the 
elvel of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated.  An 
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updated letter from the Village’s water and sewer consulting engineer is provided in Appendix G.  
See responses to Comments A.44.2 and A.64.8.   
 
Comment B.68.3:  The DEIS failed to address the negative impact to surrounding homeowners by 
a certified appraiser. One such example is Martha Bogart home located on Reservoir Road, her 
home is near BOCES. Her home is currently on the historical registrar…. •The DEIS fails to have 
a certified appraiser look at the negative impact to all residents who live off of Reservoir road and 
state how much their property values would be lowered if LEGOLAND is approved. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.2.  
 
Comment B.68.4: DEIS fails to address the impact on the quality of life on local residents prior to, 
during and post construction of LEGOLAND: particulate matter, air pollution, traffic congestion, 
blasting noise pollution.  
 
Response:  The DEIS addresses dust and particulate matter in Section III-A, air quality impacts 
in Section III-R, traffic impacts in Section III-H and blasting impacts in Section III-A.  See 
responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.68.5:  DEIS fails to address the negative impact on Goshen’s water supply during a 
drought. Water tests were performed during non-drought season. 
 
Response: The report from the Village’s water engineer, located in Appendix E of the DEIS stated, 
the NYSDEC issued water taking permit, “assumes that reservoir level is at below minus 75 inches 
(drought conditions) meaning that the stated maximum capacity of the Village’s water supply 
system (1.3 MGD) assumes drought conditions.   
 
Comment B.68.6: The DEIS fails to address traffic patterns and the negative impact on local 
residents during 9 AM to 1 PM while the amusement park is running. What other traffic 
alternatives have been sought to provide relief to local residents? Has LEGOLAND offered to 
create a cut into Rte. 17 to create their own private entrance to their park versus impacting 
negatively the infrastructure of our local roadways? 
 
Response: A private entrance from NYS Route 17 is not consistent with Federal Highway 
Administration standards.  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.68.7: The DEIS fails to estimate the time it would take an ambulance to get into Glen 
Arden or Elant during peak park times? How long it would take the BOCES buses to enter and 
exit BOCES during peak park hours and how it would impact traffic congestion. Does the DEIS 
address additional roadways being created by LEGOLAND to provide a back separate entrance 
road for Glen Arden, Elant or BOCES residents/employees or ambulances allowing them to enter 
or exit in a timely fashion? 

Response:  To accommodate the projected traffic volume, the Project has been re-designed from 
that proposed in the DEIS in order to mitigate various issues and comments raised in response to 
the DEIS by the public, the Town of Goshen, and public agencies. It is also designed with an 
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approximately 4,100 linear foot access road and parking towards the rear of the site to allow for 
stacking of approximately 500 vehicles on the site.  Parking attendants will direct vehicles within 
the day-guest parking lot to ensure efficient and expedited parking of guest vehicles to get vehicles 
on to the site and avoid stacking as much as possible.  Vehicle stacking beyond the sites entrance 
onto Harriman Drive and blocking Glen Arden is not anticipated, particularly as a result of the 
revised traffic improvement plan. However, to ensure traffic can easily enter and exit the Glen 
Arden complex, a new traffic signal at the entrance is proposed. No additional entrances to Glen 
Arden or BOCES are proposed.  The intersection of Harriman Drive and Glen Arden Access will 
be included as a location for post construction monitoring for potential future traffic signal 
installation. Appropriate mechanisms will be included as part of the Post Construction Monitoring 
Study and Site Plan approval to address this condition. 
 
Comment B.68.8: The DEIS fails to address the impact on Otter Creek which feeds the Goshen 
Reservoir, i.e.: construction debris, chemicals on site, automobile exhaust-oil, heavy machinery, 
etc. 
 
Response:  The Otterkill Creek drains away from the Goshen Reservoirs to the Moodna Creek 
and eventually to the Hudson River.  However, no disturbance is proposed to the Otterkill Creek, 
it’s surrounding Stream Overlay or within the larger wetland area surrounding this resource.  
 
Comment B.68.9: The DEIS fails to address in full traffic congestion, increased overcrowding 
which would negatively impact crime rates and vandalism, increase roadway depreciation due to 
the increase demand and the increase demand on local parks. 
 
Response:  The DEIS provided the number of calls for police service from the LEGOLAND parks 
in Carlsbad, California and Winter Haven, Florida and Town representatives met with the Police 
Chief and Captain in Winter Haven to understand the anticipated needs of the Proposed Project. 
According to interviews with local Police Officials in Winter Haven crime levels related to 
LEGOLAND are extremely low.  Police calls to the site are mainly related to vehicular accidents 
rather than crime.  The Project is not anticipated to increase the demand on other local parks.  See 
response to Comment B.60.10. 
 
Comment B.68.10:  The DEIS fails to address how LEGOLAND can minimize its negative impact 
on the rural quality and character of Goshen. No longer will be known as the home of the trotter 
rich in history and quaintness but now known for an amusement park. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.45.1.  Historic resources, including impacts to the Village 
of Goshen’s Historic District were discussed in the DEIS.  The Proposed Park will not be visible 
from anywhere in the Village’s Historic District including the Museum of the Trotter. 
 
Comment B.68.11: The DEIS fails to address the traffic impact of the new Casino in Monticello 
being built and the additional roadway use and traffic patterns in conjunction with the additional 
traffic generated with LEGOLAND. 
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Response:  The Traffic study build volumes included traffic volumes which were reported to result 
from the Montreign Casino development in the Town of Thompson. The traffic analysis also traffic 
volumes from several other Project’s into account including Amy’s Kitchen and SOS, Kiryas Joel 
proposed Annexation, Young’s Grove Subdivision, Maplewood Subdivision, Clovewood, 
Heritage Estates, Orange County Gospel Fellowship Church,  Kikkerfrosch Brewery 
(Application has been withdrawn), Bethel Woods, Veria Lifestyles Wellness Resort, Chestnut 
Ridge Residential Development and Fiddler’s Green multi-family residential development as 
required by the Project’s Adopted Scope.  
 
Comment B.68.12: The DEIS fails to address the negative impact from the debris, waste generated 
on site and transported off site to local residents and roadways. Additionally the added sewage and 
impact to our sewage treatment plant. 
 
Response:  The DEIS did address truck traffic to the Project during construction. Solid waste 
disposal was discussed in Section III-J of the DEIS. This section includes Projections of solid 
waste anticipated to be generated from the site based on actual generation rates at other 
LEGOLAND facilities.  The DEIS also addressed the impact to the Village of Goshen treatment 
of wastewater, which is overbuilt in relation to existing demand and buildout of the Village. 
 

 B.69. Lawrence Gordon, undated letter (received by the Town Clerk’s office on  
January 10, 2017) 

 
Comment B.69.1: Comment B.69.1: I am writing this letter to encourage necessary and reasonable 
safeguards to the aquifers of the Town of Goshen. Put simply, I ask that Merlin Entertainment 
Group fully and legally commit to the statements and assumptions they have put forward in the 
DEIS.  I have read the DEIS and I am well-aware that the proposed source of potable water for the 
LEGOLAND Project is the Village of Goshen public water system.  Should the existent supply be 
insufficient, then LEGOLAND will fund the development of an additional well on the Village of 
Goshen owned well site in the Town of Wallkill.  I also understand that existent wells on the 
property will be dedicated to the Town of Goshen and Arcadia Hills Water District.  My concern 
is that should the expanded Village of Goshen supply prove insufficient due to expansion of 
LEGOLAND, future environmental conditions, engineering miscalculations or increasing needs 
of the Village; then LEGOLAND would in fact tap the ground water aquifers of the Town of 
Goshen. Those homes currently most exposed to a significantly diminished aquifer would be 
rendered waterless and worthless. 
 
I base this concern on the following observations: 
 

a) I live contiguous to the Village of Goshen Reservoir and I experienced the drought in 
the 1998-1999 where it was necessary to emergently tap the Glenmere Lake Reservoir 
to meet the needs of the Village by running an above-ground pipe between the bodies 
of water.  The Town aquifer at the time experienced a similar diminishment with 
difficulty pumping sufficient water for many homes.  These drought conditions are very 
likely to recur (in both frequency and intensity) with climate trends strongly suggesting 
diminished rainfall and increasing freshwater stress (Global Environmental Outlook 
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and US Geological Survey).  If the Village is unable to meet the needs of its residents 
and an expanded LEGOLAND will Merlin drill an alternative well on the site or access 
groundwater on an adjacent or near property? 

b) Although parts of the Town of Goshen have plentiful groundwater, those living in the 
Goshen Hills with homes at a higher altitude commonly need to dig wells over 400 feet 
deep to access the groundwater and maintain the minimum water needs of a single-
family dwelling.  My home is in the Goshen Hills and our well (500 feet deep) requires 
ongoing maintenance to ensure consistent supply.  Others who live in the Goshen Hills 
surrounding the LEGOLAND site have experienced similar shortfalls of water and the 
need to dig deeper wells.   

 
Response: See response to Comment A.10.5.   No physical connection will be constructed between 
the proposed development and the on-site wells. Once the on-site well are dedicated to the Town 
of Goshen, no use of these wells would be permitted without formal approval of the Town Board 
and, in any event, no site water will be used for the Project.   
 
Comment B.69.2: The LEGOLAND DEIS on page 56 under Groundwater and Water Supply, 
Section 2 Potential Impacts, states “No use of ground water is proposed for the Proposed Action” 
On the bottom of page 58, Section 3 Proposed Mitigation Measures, states “The use of municipal 
water eliminates potential impacts to groundwater at the site and to all adjacent users of ground 
water. There will be no use of well water by the Project Sponsor”. Neither of these statements 
address future conditions or plans.  I ask that the Goshen Town Board and the Goshen Planning 
Board require Merlin/LEGOLAND to fully commit to these statements and forgo any current or 
future right to access the Goshen Town groundwater supply by drilling additional wells on the 
LEGOLAND site or accessing ground water from any other site in the Town of Goshen. The 
vehicle for obtaining that legal, irrevocable and binding commitment is in the purview of the 
Goshen Town Attorney.   
 
Referencing the capacity of the Village supply, on the top of page 58 it states, “No study was done 
to determine if the Village’s water supply system has the capacity to serve this development.”  
Should the DEIS Water Supply engineering and assumptions prove inaccurate then the 
surrounding Goshen Town residents should not bear the brunt of those inaccuracies. It will be 
difficult to prevent LEGOLAND from exercising a right to access groundwater aquifers under 
their land or purchase adjacent land or water after final approvals and LEGOLAND is a fait 
accompli. I understand there are other reasonable alternatives available to Merlin including 
accessing the broader NY State Reservoir system. The impact of finding alternatives, if the 
situation were to arise, should be the borne by the plan sponsor and not the existent surrounding 
water- vulnerable residents. 
 
Response:  No additional construction on the Project Site can occur without amendment of the 
site plan and special permit from the Town of Goshen Planning Board.  At that time, additional 
SEQR would be required and analysis of additional water needs.  The SEQR Findings and 
Resolution of Approval is the appropriate vehicle that will prohibit the use of the site’s 
groundwater either via existing or any additional wells.  
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The commenter has taken the quoted language in the DEIS out of context.  The statement in the 
DEIS that “No study was done to determine if the Village’s water supply system has the capacity 
to serve this development” is not referring to the capacity of the Village system to serve the Project, 
for which there has been extensive study confirming that the Village system has sufficient to satisfy 
the water needs of the Project.  The quote is referencing the hypothetical ability of the Village to 
extend its system to the existing adjacent residential development adjacent to the Project. 
 

 B.70. Ann Marie Devlin, letter dated January 8, 2017 

Comment B.70.1: Electricity: Orange and Rockland wants to build a substation to support the 
park-What will the effects be of having a utility substation so close to home? More added noise, 
constant hum of electrical currents and possible cancer causing elements added to our air quality. 
(Add that to the increased bad air due to additional exhaust from traffic.) 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.60.15 above.  
 
Comment B.70.2: Storm Water Run Off: Where will this be going? Most likely heading right down 
into Arcadia Hills since we are lower than the proposed site. Do you remember Hurricane Irene? 
The lower portion of Arcadia was flooded. Storm drains fill quickly. 
 
Response:  As discussed in Section III-G of the DEIS, stormwater from the site currently flows to 
two culverts which run under NYS Route 17.  This stormwater pattern will be maintained with the 
Proposed Park.  Areas of the site and Arcadia Hills are within a 100-year flood zone and, therefore, 
are subject to flooding during major storm events.  No development is proposed on the site within 
this area and no adverse impacts are anticipated.  
 
Comment B.70.3: Propane Tanks: With 10 to 12 proposed restaurants for the site, where and how 
will the propane be delivered? I cannot imagine that each restaurant will have a propane bottle 
delivered daily, there will need to be either a 30,000 gallon tank installed on site with lines running 
to each restaurant (which means a bulk transport of propane will be required) or a propane bobtail 
will enter the facility and fill each tank that is installed at each restaurant, probably weekly. Both 
options can be hazardous as we have seen recently with homes in our area blowing up from 
propane! Where would these delivery trucks enter the park – from Arcadia Road? What is the 
weight limit on Arcadia Road? 
 
Response:  Each restaurant will not require propane. Many locations described as “restaurants” 
on the plans serve foods such as ice cream or food that will be prepared using electric heating 
elements. Approximately four to five restaurants will require a propane-heating element due to 
their use of grills.  All deliveries to the site would enter through the back-of-house entrance.  No 
deliveries of any kind would use Arcadia Road. The Arcadia Road access would be gated.  
 
Comment B.70.4:  Lighting: Don’t you think this will be an obvious annoyance for everyone 
around the park? It will seems like daytime all the time. If you remember a few years back, Monroe 
Ford expanded their dealership on 17M in Monroe; their parking lot was and still is currently lit 
up like a space station. Neighbors all around the facility complained about the amount of lights 
that were used. Even after the facility closed the lights were still on. I myself have driven past the 
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facility at night and cannot believe how bright it is. Well that facility is only a fraction of the size 
of the proposed Merlin Entertainment Project. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.9.2.   
 
Comment B.70.5: Really, this area cannot support a Project such as LEGOLAND. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
 B.71. T.A. Swingle, letter dated January 8, 2017 

Comment B.71.1:  I am writing today to let you know that I am OPPOSED to creating the new 
law #5 and 6. Please adhere to the Comprehensive Plan that is currently in effect in the town, NO 
AMUSEMENT PARKS. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. See response to Comment A.48.1.  
 
Comment B.71.2:  You don’t have to scratch the surface too deeply to see that the costs to Goshen 
far exceed any additional revenue it will be receiving. How can we not see that there will be an 
immediate need for additional services such as Police? Bring an additional 5,000 people into the 
town, we will need more police.  Each officer has to cost at least $100,000.00 per year between 
salary and benefits, who will pay for this? Not Merlin, they have a 30 year PILOT! All the expenses 
will be on us, the taxpayer while LEGOLAND makes millions.  We NEED to have a cost/benefit 
analysis done on this Project, by someone other than the applicant, before proceeding any deeper 
into this TOWN RUINING Project. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.115.2 and A.22.2 
 

 B.72. Anthony Swingle, letter dated January 8, 2017 

Comment B.72.1: In light of the recent article in The Times Herald Record indicating receipt of a 
letter from the Merlin Entertainment’s lawyer, Dominic Cordisco, to the Town of Goshen Planning 
and Zoning board asking for the [recusal] of a long time member, Renny Andrews, and 
immediately after he is removed from the board? Has LEGOLAND taken control of Goshen’s 
planning and zoning boards? This seems to be clear indication of corruption going on in Goshen.  
There are several board members who have shown their side to be for LEGOLAND, NOT for the 
very people you were elected to work for! You should all recuse yourselves.  LEGOLAND needs 
to be sent away, this is not good for Goshen. 
 
Response: The Town Board appoints the members of the Planning Board.  Mr. Reynell Andrews’s 
term as a Planning Board member, together with another Planning Board member, expired on 
December 31, 2016 and neither was reappointed to the Planning Board.  As previously stated, the 
decision not to reappoint Mr. Andrews and the other Planning Board member had nothing to do 
with LEGOLAND, and indeed the discussion not to reappoint them pre-dated the referenced letter 
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from Mr. Cordisco.  There is no corruption, nor is there any indication that any Planning Board 
members have shown any bias toward or against the Project; to allege otherwise is a reckless 
statement. 
 

B.73. Chris Miele, undated letter (received by the Town Clerk’s office on January 5, 
2017) 

Comment B.73.1:  You were given an excellent analysis of the impact of various types of jobs by 
our members from WillsWay Equestrian Center. While I am unable to provide a detailed cost-
benefit analysis and the one firm I know that can provide an unbiased report is tremendously 
backlogged, there are considerations that I am very familiar with as having been a small business 
owner for 25 years.  While your local Chamber of Commerce is promoting LEGOLAND as the 
key to financial stability for decades, the exact opposite is what will likely happen.  Goshen is far 
more suitable for a tech company, corporate headquarters, or modern industry than a part-time 
amusement park. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.115.2.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is 
no need to respond to statements of generalized opposition the Project. 
 
Comment B.73.2: What follows is an excerpt from a study of the real economic impacts of bringing 
a company like Merlin into a small town … [It is titled, “Issues with Traditional Economic 
Development.”]  The study was prepared by Kelly Edmiston, a senior economist at the Federal 
Reserve Bank of Kansas City.  
 
Response:  The referenced information discusses economic development in general. The study is 
undated and unrelated to the present proposed project; it does not discuss theme parks, and does 
not reference examples in New York State where taxes are much higher and where existing 
infrastructure is available. Only southern state examples are provided. Based on the lack of 
pertinent information, the information is irrelevant to the Proposed Project. There was an 
independent study performed by KPMG related to this project that was commissioned by the 
Orange County IDA. 
 

B.74. Lauren Ginsberg- DeVilbiss, letter dated January 7, 2017 

Comment B.74.1: There are no sidewalks in almost all of our side streets near the proposed 
construction site. We already know the traffic is going to back up into many places as it already 
does horrifically on weekends. We have no idea how awful the traffic will be, but one can only 
imagine how debilitating it will be to many of us. Just take a moment to imagine what will happen 
on a busy day when the traffic is horrific and all of these families are trying to get into the theme 
park… Many of these visitors will grow inpatient and want to try to find a short cut (they will 
definitely have major ROAD RAGE with the traffic they will surely be sitting in), they will be 
zooming down our quiet sidewalk free country roads, using their phone GPS to try to find some 
short cut and then the driver does not see one of us –a Goshen or Orange County resident (living 
their normal life) running, riding a bike, or walking their child in a stroller. If you look at traffic 
related accidents the statistics are most definitely there. There will most certainly be a vehicular 
accident if LEGOLAND comes to Goshen, and it could be fatal and most certainly life changing 
for any victims. 
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Response: While traffic congestion on Sunday evenings in summer months is a legacy issue along 
Route 17, the applicant has designed its traffic mitigation to keep traffic off local roads. See 
response to Comment A.2.3.  
 
Comment B.74.2: I also am sure that new drivers will want to take “day trips” with their friends 
so there will be an increase of inexperienced drivers with even shorter attention spans that will not 
want to sit in traffic and they will also be driving carelessly down our roads.  
 
Response:  LEGOLAND Parks have a specific target market for young families with children 
from 2 to 12 years old.  There are no rides in the park intended for teenaged children. It would be 
very unlikely for teenaged children to travel to the park without their families. 
 
Comment B.74.3: As anyone who needs to go somewhere on Route 17 East or West on a weekend 
knows, the traffic is already horrific. To accommodate LEGOLAND, - just like Six Flags in New 
Jersey, you need to have major highways which work with the traffic flow- which we do not have. 
 
Response: As discussed in the response to Comment A.2.3, significant off-site roadway 
improvements, including the relocation/reconstruction of NYS Route 17 Exit 125, are proposed as 
part of the Proposed Project that will provide improved access to the site from NYS Route 17. 
 
Comment B.74.4: Imagine when there is an accident traffic related or just a normal Goshen/Orange 
county citizen- first responders are not going to be able to respond in a timely manner due to this 
massive influx of cars and traffic. First responders will not be able to get to victims in time and 
lives could most definitely be lost due to the extra time it will take to get to our citizens. I have 
actually driven through Carlsbad when I went to a wedding this spring.  Every road I was on was 
a three to five lane highway.  It makes sense to put a high traffic park where the roads can withstand 
the traffic, it does not make sense to put it in a small town without adequate roads to deal with the 
influx of cars.  Goshen is not equipped for that.  Just look at getting on 17 on any nice summer 
day.  Sometimes when I am going somewhere on a Sunday already, I have to put it off because I 
cannot get on that road it is so backed up. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.8.1. 
 
Comment B.74.5: No one is going to be able to just go out for five minutes to get milk, run to 
Lowes or the Shop Rite in Chester, just run a quick errand without dealing with the fallout traffic 
from this mega park. There are so many places better suited with larger highways and access road. 
I am begging you, please listen to the people and work with LEGOLAND to find a better location. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.1. 
 
Comment B.74.6: Explain why this was allowed to snake through improper channels using 
backdoor politics, and bypass all current zoning laws when current zoning laws do not currently 
allow this type Project? 
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Response:   The comment is incorrect. The review of the Proposed Project has been consistent 
with all applicable required State and local procedures and SEQR timeframes.  Although the 
proposed use is not currently permitted under existing zoning any applicant has the right to request 
zoning modifications from the Town Board, which is what the Applicant has done, above board 
and with complete transparency.  If the Town Board does not agree to change the zoning to allow 
this project, then it will not receive any approvals from the Planning Board.   
 
 B.75. Judith Andrews. Letter dated January 8, 2017 

Comment B.75.1: The wording of the Master Plan is clear. It is the policy of the Town of Goshen 
to allow a variety of uses of land, provided that such uses do not adversely affect neighboring 
properties, the natural environment, and the historic character of the community. The current Town 
Code (97-10,c) prohibits amusement parks in all districts. The proposed LEGOLAND amusement 
park does not comply. Please forgo changing the zoning code for this monstrous Project. 
 
Response:   The comment is incorrect. There is no policy of the Town, nor could there legally be 
such a policy, whereby a use is either allowable or not allowable based solely upon a standard as 
to whether it adversely affects neighboring properties, the natural environment and the historic 
character of the community. Many other factors are involved in determining acceptable and 
approvable uses, including the zoning code and property owners’ vested interests in developing 
their property.  See response to Comment A.16.4. 
 
Comment B.75.2:  The topography of the site on Harriman Drive is too sloped (requiring extensive 
site work to a fragile environmental and water shed area).  
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.76.3. 
 
Comment B.75.3:  The access roads are inadequate and will not be able to handle the traffic.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.75.4:  It does not compliment the cultural character of the community.  
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.45.1 above.   
 

 B.76. Anonymous letter, undated 
 
B.76.1: Truly Merlin/GIS/LEGOLAND could not have chosen a worse site within the Moodna 
Watershed, Wetlands, Scenic and Stream and Reservoir overlay, the Otterkill Creek runs right 
through it, which LEGOLAND ignored on their maps. 
 
Response:  The Otter Kill and all site wetlands and floodplains are shown on Figure III-7: Surface 
Water Resources within the DEIS.  No disturbance is proposed to the Otter Kill or to any land 
within 100 feet of this resource.  The Scenic Road Overlay runs along Conklingtown Road, no 
disturbance is proposed within more than 3,000 feet of this area.  The visual impact analysis in the 
DEIS also shows this area is densely vegetated and the Project will not be visible from this area.  
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The Stream and Reservoir Corridor Overlay applies to all land within 150 feet of the mean high 
water level of the Otterkill. As per 97-26 of the zoning code, no principal structures are permitted 
within 100 feet of the creek, no accessory structures 200 square feet or larger are permitted within 
50 feet of the creek and no hazardous materials may be stored within 100 feet of the creek. These 
requirements will be adhered to.  

Comment B.76.2:  Merlin plans on clear cutting 180 acres of trees which will displace and kill 
hundreds of species of animals.   

Response:  Based on the revised plans, park development requires an area of disturbance of 149.9 
acres.  Of this total, 76.32 acres will be landscaped or be maintained as manicured lawn post-
construction.  This will allow for over 357 acres of land to remain undisturbed on the site to provide 
areas for potential habitat areas.  
 
Comment B.76.3: This proposed site is known as ECHO Ridge, because noise echoes from this 
area and will be heard in the Town and Village of Goshen.  On the EAF Application it says that 
there will be no noise, that is a lie. 

Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. See response to Comment 
A.12.2. 

Comment B.76.4: LEGOLAND will pollute our air from the 2000 to 4000 cars daily.   

Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. Emissions from vehicles 
generated by the Proposed Project would be unavoidable, but are not considered impacts to air 
quality as none of the mobile source emissions exceed the volume threshold criteria for either 
carbon monoxide or particulate matter established by NYSDOT, and the proposed traffic 
improvement plan will reduce traffic congestion of visitors to the Proposed Project, which has 
been shown to reduce impacts to air quality.  For further air analysis information, see Appendix 
Q, and see responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.76.5: Light pollution from construction, the rides, parking lot and hotel will change 
our night sky and wildlife forever. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. See response to Comment 
B.9.2. A lighting plan has been provided on sheets L191-L195 of the plan set.   
 
Comment B.76.6: Will the residents in the neighboring community or Arcadia and in the Town of 
Goshen be compensated for the loss in value of their homes?   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.2. 
 
Comment B.76.7: Goshen’s town zoning prohibits amusement parks, yet the Town board of 
Goshen has moved ahead getting ready to put in place a commercial overlay that will enable this 
amusement park to have the zoning it will need to open up shop to make hundreds of millions 
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dollars annually; while the taxpayers of the town and village are expected to pay for increases for 
police, fire, roads and EMS.  NYS taxpayers are expected to pay for all road improvements to 
LEGOLAND to get its attendees to their park so they can make millions.  While offering pennies 
of what LEGOLAND should be paying. The offer 1+ million to the schools could be taken from 
the aid that we get then realizing zero for the schools.  LEGOLAND wants to be a good neighbor?  
Good neighbors pay their fair share of taxes and don’t ask for a PILOT of 30 years and then plan 
to renegotiate in year 31 never expecting to pay taxes on their assessed value that we have to. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3, A.18.1, and B.59.3.  
 
Comment B.76.8:  LEGOLAND belongs in a commercial zone. 
 
Response:  As part of the Proposed Action, a Commercial Overlay Zone is being proposed for the 
Project Site.  Further, the present zoning on the site allows for certain commercial uses. 
 
 B.77. Rick Bernstein, letter dated December 28, 2016 

Comment B.77.1:  In my opinion LEGOLAND is wrong for this area.  Our own master plan 
prohibited theme parks in the area. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  The Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan does not 
specifically prohibit amusement parks.  The location for the Proposed Action is appropriate due to 
its location adjacent to NYS Route 17 with the availability of public utilities and additional land 
to buffer the park from neighboring properties.  Further, according to the Orange County 
Comprehensive Plan: Strategies for Quality Communities (2010) the Project is located in a 
designated Priority Growth Area.   
 
Comment B.77.2:  Our biggest problem would be the traffic pattern and the noise and air pollution 
that would follow.  Increase the roads to meet the needs of cars, trucks, RV, vans, buses, trailers.  
Additional lighting, surveillance, manpower to meet the needs of the traffic over the south street 
overpass- coming and going. 
 
Response:  The revised traffic mitigation has been designed to significantly limit the amount of 
Project-generated vehicles on local roads, including South Street.  See response to Comment A.2.3.  
Additional lighting is proposed at the site and the Project Site will have 24-7 onsite private security.  
 
Comment B.77.3: A large venture would have the need for water which the town would provide, 
how many gallons vs. the Towns needs and at what cost during a drought? Who pays for the 
sewer system and waste management to meet the needs of the area? 
 
Response:  Water supply and sewer for the site is being provided by the Village of Goshen public 
water supply and sewer collection and conveyance systems.  The Town of Goshen will be 
supplying no water to the Project. The Village of Goshen has adopted a resolution agreeing to 
supply the site as an out-of-district user on a user-fee supported basis based on several conditions. 
(See resolution provided in Appendix E of the DEIS). The Project Sponsor will pay for all of its 
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water and sewer usage.  The Village has hired an independent water and sewer engineer who has 
provided a report on the capacity and peak usage of both systems and has determined both systems 
are adequate to provide service at the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.77.4:  An emergency plan do they have one? No, Lego doesn’t need one.   
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.84.5 and A.84.6. 
 
Comment B.77.5: We would need construction of back roads for vendors and exits.   
 
Response: Based on the latest plans, all deliveries would be made in the back-of-house area.  This 
area will have a separate entrance into the Project Site to separate trucks and employee vehicles 
from park guests.   
 
Comment B.77.6:  LEGOLAND would agree to anything/everything to get their foot in the door 
and get their $500m Project off the ground.  Detail contracts would have to provide what they will 
provide in writing then negotiate later. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  All development on the Project Site and off-site areas will 
be consistent with adopted SEQR Findings Statement, Special Permit, Resolution of Approval and 
Site Plan.  Each of these documents will be approved by the Planning Board and strictly enforced 
by the Town Building Inspector and other Town consultants.  
 
Comment B.77.7:  Basically, it’s business vs. community [a quality of life issue].   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.12.4.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only 
substantive comments warrant a response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, 
alternatives and mitigations of the proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental 
issues that were not previously addressed.  This comment warrants no response. 
 

B.78. Elisabeth Mansfield, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.78.1: As a business owner in the Village of Goshen, and as a resident of the Town of 
Goshen (on Conklingtown Road), the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is of great interest 
to me.  Initially I was adamantly against the Project, but over the last several months, I have come 
around to supporting it.  My initial concerns about the Project related to the potential impact on 
the value of my home; I was afraid it would adversely affect it.  My home is about one-half mile 
“as the crow flies” from the power lines which will border the planned development.  Where I live 
is now a very peaceful, rural, natural environment and I was against anything that might change 
that.  In November, I spent time with a high school friend who formerly lived in Carlsbad, CA.  
She confirmed that there is little to no noise outside of the park.  She said the biggest impact was 
the proliferation of hotels and traffic.  Regarding traffic, I would like to see a flyway over Route 
17, feeding the traffic directly into the park. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.2.3 regarding the revised traffic 
mitigation. 
 
Comment B.78.2: I have been active in commercial real estate for all of the 27 years that I have 
lived on Conklingtown Road.  And I firmly believe that home values are positively affected when 
jobs are being created in an area.  Will my pristine home environment change?  Perhaps, but few 
people are accustomed to what I have now.  Even with LEGOLAND New York nearby, I believe 
it will still be a wonderful place to live.  The 350+ acres of undeveloped land will help to ensure 
that.  And the tax ratable from the Project will help to keep my property taxes lower, which is a 
most welcome bonus. 
 
Response:  The Project Site was specifically chosen to allow for large buffers between the 
developed areas of the site and surrounding properties.  More than 3,000 feet will remain 
undeveloped between the power lines (northern park boundary) and Conklingtown Road which 
will provide noise attenuation, block views of the development to maintain the character of the 
scenic road and provide habitat for various species on the site.   
 
Comment B.78.3:  In addition, the tourism benefits are of tremendous value.  Orange County is 
the jewel of the Hudson Valley and sharing it is inevitable.  LEGOLAND New York is a family 
park, geared to younger children.  Attracting families to the area is good for the region. 
 
Response:  Tourism will benefit the entire region.  The Orange County Economic Development 
Strategy targets tourism as one of the main industries essential to economic development in Orange 
County.  The benefits of tourism-based business is also supported by the Mid-Hudson Regional 
Economic Development Strategy updated annually by New York State and the Mid-Hudson 
Regional Economic Development Council. 
 
Comment B.78.4:  The Planning Board must demand that LEGOLAND New York address all 
issues of concern during the Project’s environmental impact review.  Furthermore, if problems 
arise after opening the park, Merlin must resolve them immediately.  Their success depends on it.  
They are a first-class organization with the financial capacity to make sure it is everything that 
their visitors and Orange County residents expect. 
 
Response:  All comments received during the public comment period are considered and 
responded to herein.  Further, all improvements, actions and restrictions necessary to mitigate 
significant adverse environmental impacts will be included in a SEQRA Findings Statement and 
further included as conditions to any resolution of approval by the Planning Board. 
 

 B.79. Andrea & Dr. Paul Mark Baker, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.79.1:  We would like to be assured of the adequacy of the water supply for the Village, 
Town and LEGOLAND- now and in the future. 
 
Response:  Water supply for the Project Site is being provided by the Village of Goshen public 
water supply system. The Village of Goshen has adopted a resolution agreeing to supply the site 
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as an out-of-district user on a user-fee supported basis based on several conditions (See resolution 
provided in Appendix E of the DEIS).  In conjunction with their determination that the Village has 
adequate water to supply the Project Site, the Village hired an independent water and sewer 
engineer who provided a report on the capacity and peak usage of both systems. The report 
examined both current supply and evaluated build out of additional land in the Village of Goshen 
and has determined the system is adequate to provide service at the Project Site (report provided 
in Appendix E of the DEIS with additional data in Appendix G herein). The Town of Goshen 
operates four (4) water districts, Hambletonian Park, Scotchtown Park, Stonehedge and Arcadia 
Hills which are unable, at this time, to provide adequate water to the Project Site.  The majority of 
Town properties utilize on-site wells to obtain water. The use of the Village of Goshen public 
water supply system will not impact individual wells or the Town’s water districts.   
 
Comment B.79.2:  We also would like assurance that there will be no traffic problems at exits 124 
and 125.  It is our opinion that construction of a “flyover” would be the appropriate solution to 
avoid traffic problems at these exits. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
 B.80. Linda Martini, letter dated January 3, 2017 

Comment B.80.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County Community. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above.  
 
Comment B.80.2:  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratable to Goshen, 
create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District and have 
Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers. The Project is an 
economic boon to Goshen.  As you know LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior to 
opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
  
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.80.3:  LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees.  All these people will be spending money in 
the Goshen community.  LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire 
local construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the statements 
of generalized support of the Project. 
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Comment B.80.4:  I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in 
its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed 
to being transparent in this process.  I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding 
member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in 
Goshen.  We need to take advantage of this opportunity. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  The SEQR process, to date, has been undertaken consistent 
with all regulations, requirements and time frames. All comments, questions and concerns have 
been addressed in this FEIS and all potential impacts have been mitigated to the greatest extent 
practicable via several important plan revisions including an improved traffic migration to reduce 
traffic volumes on local roads, a revised grading plan to reduce the height of retaining walls and 
reduce overall earthwork and the implementation of a conservation easement to permanently 
protect areas of the site which are discussed in full in Section I above.   
 
 B.81. Holly Decker-Perry, letter dated January 2, 2017 

Comment B.81.1: I own a house and horse farm at 221 Conklingtown Road, and will be in relative 
proximity to the proposed LEGOLAND NY Project.  While I was initially concerned with the 
location, I am satisfied with the relatively small percentage of the land LEGOLAND is developing.  
The large border should insure that neighbors remained undisturbed.  I hope that as our 
representatives, you insure that plan is maintained. 
 
Response:  All development on the site will be consistent with the adopted SEQR Findings, 
approved Site Plan, Special Permit, Subdivision, and Resolution of Approval.  There is no proposal 
to develop anything in addition to the approximately 150 acres on the site.  If there were to be any 
proposal to develop the property further, the Applicant would be required to return to the Planning 
Board for additional review and potential reopening of the SEQRA process.   
 
Comment B.81.2: I am fully in support of this Project.  I realize with a Project of this size and 
scope, there will be challenges. So I hope you will work with the applicant to address them.  The 
economic boost is much needed in our Town and Village and I am hopeful this Project ushers in 
new prosperity for our community. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  The Project will provide economic benefits to the Village, 
Town and region.  All comments, questions and concerns have been addressed in this FEIS and 
all potential impacts have been mitigated to the greatest extent practicable via several important 
plan revisions including an improved traffic migration to reduce traffic volumes on local roads, a 
revised grading plan to reduce the height of retaining walls and reduce overall earthwork and the 
implementation of a conservation easement to permanently protect areas of the site which are 
discussed in full in Section I above.   
 
 B.82. Scott Perry, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.82.1:  I reside at 221 Conklingtown Road, and will be among the closest neighbors to 
the proposed LEGOLAND NY Project.  While I was very interested in how the Project would fit 
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into our community, I was happy to hear about the “Park within a Park” concept, and the generous 
borders that are incorporated into the plan.  I trust that you will do your due diligence and insure 
that concept prevails. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  The Project Site was specifically chosen to allow for large 
buffers between the developed areas of the site and surrounding properties.  More than 3,000 feet 
will remain undeveloped between the power lines (northern park boundary) and Conklingtown 
Road which will provide noise attenuation, block views of the development to maintain the 
character of the scenic road and provide habitat for various species on the site.   All development 
on the site will be consistent with the adopted SEQR Findings, approved Site Plan, Special Permit 
and Resolution of Approval.  Any variance from these documents would require returning to the 
Planning Board.   
 
Comment B.82.2: I am firmly in support of this Project. While I realize there will be challenges, 
the economic boost to our community far outweighs any concerns that I have.  I am hopeful that 
this Project will be the springboard to instill some much needed economic vitality in our Town 
and Village.  Please continue to work through the process, and make this Project a reality.  
LEGOLAND is an opportunity that will not come again, please approve the Project! 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.81.2 above.  
 
 B.83. Scott Perry, Security Services, letter dated January 2, 2017 

Comment B.83.1:  As a Village of Goshen business employing approximately 150 persons, with 
owners who are Town residents, we feel that approving the proposed LEGOLAND Project is vital 
to insuring our community’s economic viability.  We believe the benefits that the Project will offer 
Goshen, far outweigh any potential negative impacts.  Goshen is a terrific Town, but we have been 
sorely lacking in the area, of business attraction.  It is our hope that this Project will breathe some 
life, into the economy of the Town and Village.  Please continue to work with the applicant, to 
address any issues in the environmental review and bring this Project to fruition. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.81.2.  
 

B.84. Matthew Ventura, letter dated January 3, 2017 

Comment B.84.1:  Atlas, as a Goshen business strongly supports the proposed LEGOLAND NY 
Project.  The economic benefits that the Project will offer Goshen are unmatched.  This is the sort 
of opportunity that comes around very rarely, and we hope that you will work with the applicant 
to address any concerns and make it a reality.  The LEGOLAND Project will bring much needed 
stimulus to the area, and likely create new opportunities in the form of tourism and new visitors to 
our terrific Town and Village.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
 B.85. Mary Jane Sorrell née Bull, letter dated January 3, 2017 
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Comment B.85.1:  This past September I was fortunate to be a part of the initial Goshen tour of 
LEGOLAND in Winter Haven, Florida.  The experience was so extremely positive that I came 
away feeling very strongly in favor of LEGOLAND New York.  I believe having LEGOLAND as 
my neighbor will benefit Glen Arden, Goshen, and indeed, Orange County.  I look forward to this 
boon for our area.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  The Proposed Project is offering benefits to the Town and 
County.  A full discussion of these benefits can be found in Section II-C of the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.85.2:  Merlin Entertainment Inc has effectively answered the many questions made 
by “the Concerned Citizens of the Hudson Valley”.  The “Concerned Citizens” latest scare tactics, 
citing the amount of crime in Winter Haven versus Goshen did not present a balance comparison; 
showing no details of time periods compared.  During our visit to LEGOLAND, Florida I saw a 
multitude of uniformed security personnel and the non-uniformed security persons were pointed 
out to our group by the park representatives.  The emergency facilities were toured, seemed to be 
as fully equipped as any professional ER in a hospital. 
  
Response:  Based on the number of police calls and conversations with local police in Winter 
Haven, as well as, proposed onsite security it is not anticipated that an increase in crime or other 
significant adverse impacts to local police will occur.  
  
Comment B.85.3:  As a former teacher, I was very impressed by the educational benefits I 
witnessed in Florida and hearing of those which will be available at LEGOLAND, NY.  As you 
know, all local teachers in Orange County will be able to schedule times to use the LEGOLAND 
“classrooms” for field trips, to reinforce studies in design, robotics, architecture and coding, to 
mention just a few of the possibilities. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has represented that the Proposed Project will offer year-round 
educational opportunities for both families and educational field trips which are otherwise not 
available in Orange County.   
 
Comment B.85.4: LEGOLAND NY will afford job opportunities for our older area students.  
These summer jobs provide training in hospitality services, mechanical/technical talents, etc. and 
I additionally provide for the opportunity to stay within the company in the future.  With these 
continued career possibilities at LEGOLAND NY, the young people of our county are able to 
continue their contribution to the strength and development of our communities. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.87.2.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is 
no need to respond to statements of  generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.85.5:  I am a retired but extremely active person involved in many activities and 
organizations and I hope to continue with this level of livelihood with the possibility of a part-time 
position at LEGOLAND.   
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Response: LEGOLAND has represented that it offers employment opportunities for people of all 
ages and abilities.  
 

 B.86. Madeline Debure, letter dated January 7, 2017 

Comment B.86.1:  Please don’t allow the zoning laws to be changed or violated.  We all know that 
amusement parks are forbidden in Goshen.  They will create a lot of nuisance and most 
importantly, devastate precious acres of forest.  Please be aware that your decision will shape the 
future of this beautiful rural area.  Orange County is rural and beautiful and should not become a 
commercially developed area.  We only have one earth and we are each responsible to protect it.  
Many species will suffer from clearing that large a parcel of woods.   
 
Response:  No zoning laws will be violated.  Zoning is proposed to be changed to specifically 
allow a “commercial recreation facility” in a newly defined zoning overlay district, all as set forth 
in the proposed Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016, That law proposes to differentiate between 
a typical amusement park or circus, and the type of theme park that presents a different look and 
attracts a different visitor. Although “amusement parks” and “circuses” are generally prohibited 
permanent uses, they are not absolutely prohibited, as both are allowed to operate for temporary 
periods with a license from the Town Board.  Indeed, one can posit that a seasonal park that closes 
for many months is one that operates on a temporary basis. However, the Town of Goshen is 
approaching this issue in a very direct way, clearly modifying the largely general prohibition on 
amusement parks to allowing a certain type of recreational park that is different, and defining it 
accordingly. 
 
The zoning code does not define an “amusement park.” Generally, a typical amusement park is 
dominated by high-thrill rides, and a midway that includes a long line of relatively small 
independently run booths providing separate for-fee games of chance, sale of foodstuffs, trinkets, 
etc. It caters to families, and individual teens and young adults. It usually is constructed, either 
temporarily or permanently, on a large impervious area devoid of landscaping. Typically, the 
modern day “theme park” has different characteristics than a typical amusement park.  Theme 
parks such as Disneyland, LEGOLAND, an others create an atmosphere of a particular theme or 
themes in a highly organized and landscaped area.  As one writer has noted: “Leaving aside other 
conceptual and operational questions, the most immediately perceptible difference between an 
amusement park and a theme park lies in the fact that, whereas amusement parks present numerous 
attractions in a relatively small area, each of which has a specific price, theme parks present a 
small number of attractions in a large-scald, landscaped environment [at a generally singular 
price].” Anton Clavé, The Global Theme Park Industry, at p. 27 (2007).  The proposed 
modification to the Town of Goshen’s zoning code includes a definition of this newly permitted 
recreation activity of a “commercial recreation facility” and distinguishes it from the traditional 
“amusement park” by a provision that the definition of a commercial recreation facility “is neither 
an amusement park nor a circus.” 
 
The Project is proposed in an area that was recommended for commercial development, known as 
a ‘Priority Growth Area’, by the Orange County Comprehensive Plan due to its location adjacent 
to a major highway, with access to public utilities.  Further, certain commercial uses are permitted 
on the site under present zoning.  As per the most recent site plan, approximately 149 acres will 
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be disturbed on the site.  The park design will allow for 357 acres of undeveloped land to remain 
on the site to provide for buffers on the site which will provide noise attenuation, habitat area for 
various species on the site and block views of the site from surrounding areas.  Also, as part of the 
site redesign, some mature trees are being preserved within the development area which will also 
serve to create visual and noise buffers and create a park-like setting to blend the development into 
the site.   
 
Comment B.86.2: Not to mention neighboring humans who will have to sit in traffic on their way 
home from work (thus creating more pollution).  There are many other ways to bring more wealth 
to Goshen.  If you take the long view, you can see that organic/sustainable practices/businesses 
are what will bring the most secured profits for everyone.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed. This comment warrants no response.  It should be noted that even through zoning 
modifications, there is no way to guarantee that only “organic/sustainable practices/businesses” 
will desire to locate in the Town. 
 
 B.87. Marlin Maduras, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.87.1:  Please consider carefully the negative impact a LEGOLAND complex would 
have on our community and our way of life.  A complex of the magnitude of LEGOLAND can 
only change the region in a negative way.  Traffic congestion, environmental impact… no way 
this is positive except for the pocketbooks of LEGOLAND. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, and comments that are not substantive in nature (i.e., not 
relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations) need no response. It is beyond 
peradventure that a myriad of environmental impacts are analyzed in the DEIS including soils, 
topography, surface water resources, ground water resources, wastewater, traffic, zoning and land 
use, community services, visual impacts, noise, air quality and agricultural impacts. Also, an 
expanded discussion of proposed Project public benefits are contained in Section II-C of the DEIS. 
 
Comment B.87.2: Please do not be fooled by the deceptive narrative spun by the LEGOLAND 
lawyers and executives.  Once this atrocity is foisted upon Goshen, things we have cherished about 
our community will be irreversibly changed.  After the initial construction work offers some short 
term jobs, a sprinkling of low-paying, part time jobs will not be worth the risk and adverse effects. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
opposition to the Project.  In addition to the projected construction and part-time jobs, 
LEGOLAND has represented that it will provide 500 full time jobs which include management, 
marketing, finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as 
security, maintenance and hotel and aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and 
offer benefits.  
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Comment B.87.3: You have the opportunity to be forward thinking and provide guardianship for 
the things people of Goshen hold near and dear.  A theme park as the emblem of our enchantingly 
historic and pastoral town is not only incongruous, but downright discordant with the aura of our 
community… LEGOLAND is not in keeping with the charm that is Goshen. 
 
Response: An analysis of surrounding land uses shows residential and agricultural uses to the 
south and immediately east of the site, land west and north of the site contains educational uses, 
offices and various commercial uses along Harriman Drive and Route 17M.  Further west along 
Route 17A, just over 1 mile from the site are several manufacturing plants, medical offices, the 
Orange County DPW garage, a hotel and a car dealership.  Indeed the zoning on the proposed 
project site includes single family, two-family, multi-family and various commercial uses. The 
community character of the Town of Goshen is characterized by a dense, centralized village 
setting, surrounded by mainly small-lot single family residences with a diverse mix of larger 
commercial and industrial uses located along or immediately adjacent to commercial corridors 
such as Route 17M, Route 17A and NYS Route 17 with larger lot residential uses and agricultural 
uses filling in the remaining areas.  This characterization will remain intact with the construction 
of the proposed commercial recreation facility immediately adjacent to NYS Route 17. 
 
 B.88. Susan McCosker, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.88.1: While LEGOLAND might be fun, it is much more important that my children 
still have open space in the outdoors to play in.   
 
Response:  As it exists, the Project Site is privately owned land.  It is not open space and is not 
available for public use.   
 
Comment B.88.2:  We have actually considered moving to Goshen but once we heard about 
LEGOLAND, we decided we would never move to Goshen.  Projects that bring that sort of traffic 
and noise really do lower the housing values. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.11.4.  
 
Comment B.88.3:  I live next to the Smith Farm Project on Gilbert Street in Monroe.  Over 10 
acres of trees were clear cut before all of the final approvals were given.  This caused the land to 
denude, the road to flood, and then O&R lake to become contaminated.  It has caused major 
damage in the village.  I fear for what will happen to Goshen if you allow something like this.   
 
Response:  No land on the site can, or will, be cleared without the Project Sponsor having obtained 
the proper approvals, with the proper conditions of such approvals, including those designed to 
restrict the manner and type of clearing, and the related stormwater management.  
 
Comment B.88.4:  As you can imagine living in Monroe, we also know what happens when you 
play with zoning.  The village of Kiryas Joel is suing Chester and Blooming Grove over the interest 
they have in the Camp LaGuardia property.  While that seems absurd and ridiculous it is reality.  
The village of KJ has no shortage of time, money, or attorneys.  These are the things to consider. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations. A 
request to not changing zoning because of a fear of a lawsuit by the Village of Kiryas Joel relative 
to the Camp LaGuardia property is not a substantive comment.  
 
Comment B.88.5: This is not going to bring the jobs and revenue to Goshen that Merlin will have 
you believe. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response.  See response to Comment 
A.5.1. 
 

 B.89. Ryan Jordan, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.89.1: We couldn’t wait to raise our 2 kids here, but the fact that LEGOLAND has 
quickly entered the picture has put some doubt into that decision.  There is no way anyone can 
believe that Goshen will remain the same should this be approved. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.45.1 above.  
 
Comment B.89.2: It has been hard to watch a Project of this magnitude be fast tracked without the 
most diligent research possible.  As our Goshen representatives you have a moral and ethical 
obligation to represent your residents who chose Goshen because we align with the “master plan” 
of this fine village/town.  If you can honestly tell yourself that there is full transparency and 
understanding on the current and future impact of this Project, then you have not fully read through 
the DEIS as it is easy to see the numerous gaps stated throughout it.   
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.55.1 and A.66.3.  The initial application for the 
Proposed Project was submitted to the Town in June of 2016.  All required SEQR time frames and 
procedures have been adhered to. The project has been under review for more than one year. 
Relevant documents have been provided on the Town’s website and at Town Hall for review by 
the public.  There has been a public SEQRA Scoping session, and multiple nights of a public 
hearing.  Meetings, which are open to the public by law, have been moved to larger venues to 
accommodate as many members of the public as possible. 
 
Comment B.89.3: “Estimated” numbers provided by LEGOLAND seem to be just favorable 
enough, but they use sites that aren’t even comparable to the site in Goshen 
 
Response:  It is unclear which numbers in the DEIS are being referenced, rendering the comment 
speculative and not supported by reasonable data or observations, and thus not warranting a 
response in accordance with NYSDEC guidance.  However, projections such as water and sewer 
demand are based on the existing LEGOLAND facility in Windsor due to its similar size and 
seasonal nature while attendance, trash generation projections are based on each of the Florida, 
California and England parks. 
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Comment B.89.4:  They plainly omit areas of significant importance such as various traffic issues 
for various routes that could be taken.   
 
Response:  The Study area for the Traffic Impact Analysis was determined during a public scoping 
process, including a public scoping meeting to consider the public’s comments, and with input 
from the Town’s traffic consultant. All relevant surrounding area roadways are believed to have 
been included in the DEIS.  See Appendix E, Revised Traffic Study. 
 
Comment B.89.5:  If the board decides to change the Town of Goshen Laws 5 and 6, it has the 
potential to negatively impact not only the residents of Goshen, but the ecosystem and 
environments as well. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or the speculative comments or assertions that are no 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  Numerous environmental impacts related to 
proposed amendments to the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Law are evaluated 
in the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.89.6: If it is jobs they are looking for, our area already has a low unemployment rate, 
and has many job opportunities.  LEGOLAND will not bring the necessary jobs needed to help 
boost an economy. Take a look at Glassdoor (a site that allows previous employees to anonymously 
rate the company they worked for).  Merlin Entertainment averages 3 out of 5 stars from previous 
employees (that’s 60% failing grade in school).  Most people complain of the low wages, if you 
look for LEGOLAND you will find another 3.2 average (64%) with complaints about the fact that 
they use seasonal workers so there is little advancement, low wages, no insurance, etc.  For the 
people that say they want a place for their kids to be able to work when they get back from college, 
are these the aspirations we are now setting for our children?  I went away to college and still came 
back to the area because I love it here.  I have a well-paying job, and would never want my children 
to go away to college and come back to a low paying seasonal job.   
 
Response:  Although the Applicant has the right to represent the types of job opportunities it will 
provide, as a positive economic impact to potentially offset negative environmental impacts, the 
Planning Board’s analysis, as SEQRA Lead Agency for this FEIS, will remain on the potential 
adverse environmental impacts of the project and related mitigations. The Planning Board is not 
evaluating the relative merit of the jobs to be offered, and is certainly not going to rely on an 
anonymous website for guidance in this regard.  It is worth noting, however, that a community is 
made up of many different people with many different backgrounds, not all of which have the 
fortune to have a college education, and a diverse community remains vibrant by providing a 
diversity of jobs.  
 
Comment B.89.7:  LEGOLAND will impact this community and we are the people that will have 
to deal with it day in and day out.  The unprecedented traffic issues a Project like this can cause to 
an already strained 17 and off shooting roads are undeniable.  I commute home every day on 17, 
and already have to deal with the gridlock of summers Fridays.  If this Project is moved forward, 
that could be a reality every day.   
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Response: The proposed commercial recreation facility proposes to open at 10AM after peak 
commuter traffic times on local roadways.  Furthermore, the majority of commuters travel east in 
the morning and return from east to west in the evening while the majority of guests to the park 
would be expected to be traveling west along NYS Route 17 from larger population centers in the 
morning and returning home eastbound via NYS Route 17 in the afternoon. It should also be noted 
that as part of the proposed Exit 125 Relocation improvements, a continuous third lane is proposed 
to be constructed in the westbound direction from the new Exit 125 Westbound on-ramp to the 
existing three-lane section in the vicinity of Exit 124.  The eastbound NYS Route 17 traffic would 
experience the overwhelming majority of this beneficial improvement during the Peak PM 
commuter period, since the Proposed Project generated traffic would be nominal at this location, 
during this time period. 

Comment B.89.8: My kids love to be outside and hiking in this beautiful area, and this amusement 
park which is not permitted would wipe out a significant portion of amazing woodlands.  Should 
this Project be approved it would not be in line with the future we had envisioned for our kids and 
this community. 
 
Response:  As it exists, the Project Site is privately owned land.  It is not open space and is not 
available for public use or public recreation.  The Town of Goshen is within 10 miles drive of 
Goose Pond Mountain State Park and Highland Lakes State Park and 20 miles drive of Stewart 
State Forest, Sterling Forest State Park, Schunnemunk Mountain State Park and Harriman State 
Park where hiking trails and other outdoor recreational opportunities exist. See also response to 
Comment A.24.1. 
 
Comment B.89.9: I understand growth, and I welcome change.  But different areas are capable of 
handling different kinds of change and Goshen is wrong for this Project.  This is an extremely 
drastic one whose repercussions will fall upon the residents should any issues arise such as road 
work, our emergency responders and the necessary requirements they need to successfully help 
and protect the residents of Goshen. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.1.  
 
Comment B.89.10: The strain on the roads, environment, local community, water, sewer, and first 
responders will be too much to bear with no guarantee from a large corporation that they will foot 
the bill should it be needed. The town/village is not protected for any risk mitigation, and there is 
significant risk in a Project of this magnitude.  Merlin has made it clear that they want to pay as 
little as possible, and has not shown that they are willing to go above and beyond for our great 
town.   
 
Response: Fees for water and sewer collection services will be paid in full, consistent with the 
agreement with the Village of Goshen provided in Appendix E of the DEIS.  The Project Sponsor 
will have EMS and security onsite to act as first responders in the event of an emergency and to 
reduce overall impacts to local services.  In addition, the Project Sponsor will pay full taxes to the 
Goshen Fire District as required by law which will have the effect of offsetting certain costs 
associated with providing services at the Project Site. Based on the Project assessed value of 
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$83,017,947 and 2016 district tax rates this will result in a projected annual tax revenue of 
$190,883.17 to the Goshen Fire District.  In terms of other Town services and related costs such 
as road maintenance, the Project Sponsor will pay annual PILOT payments to its various taxing 
jurisdictions based on an agreed upon sum instead of paying taxes based on property assessment, 
and will pay to the Town of Goshen a separate Host Community Benefit fee, estimated to be in 
excess of $1,000,000 per year, plus other benefits.  
 
 B.90. Tracy Schuh, The Preservation Collective, Inc., letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.90.1:  The DEIS states more information is forthcoming from offsite well exploration 
to supplement Village supply.   
 
Response:  Additional data from the Village of Goshen’s water and sewer consulting engineer 
along with well testing data has been provided in Appendix G.  However, this additional well is 
not needed to supply water to the site by the Village of Goshen, and its impact, if any, is not part 
of the environmental review for this project. 
 
Comment B.90.2: [The DEIS states that] the cultural study is ongoing.  
 
Response:  The cultural study was completed and a summary report was provided in Appendix J 
of the DEIS.  A final report was submitted to NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation and a letter confirming the Findings has been received from that office.  See Appendix 
L.  
 
Comment B.90.3: [The DEIS states that more information is forthcoming concerning the 
undefined] blasting protocols. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.12.  
 
Comment B.90.4:  [There is a] lack of information on emergency services regarding mutual aid 
impacts, which are still under review.  [Additionally,] the visual impact analysis did not meet the 
scope outline requirements as per SEQR. 
 
Response:  The DEIS states coordination with emergency service providers will continue 
throughout the review process.  This is not to say that coordination was incomplete but that it will 
continue and be ongoing. Continuous coordination with service providers is essential both during 
review and operation of the park. To this end, Project representatives held an additional meeting 
with State, County and local service providers to discuss emergency planning on January 9, 2017.  
The visual impact analysis has been updated in this FEIS. 
 
Comment B.90.5: “It was the intention of the Legislature that the protection and enhancement of 
the environment, human and community resources should be given appropriate weight with social 
and economic considerations in determining public policy, and that those factors be considered 
together in reaching decisions on proposed activities”. (reference SEQR 617.1) Furthermore, “The 
EIS should contain enough detail on size, location and elements of the proposal to allow a reader 
to understand the proposed action, the associated impacts, and to determine the effectiveness of 
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any proposed alternatives or mitigation”. Keep in mind, “Growth-inducing effects of an action 
may not be perceived as environmental issues, and may even be seen by Project supporters as 
economic or social benefits. However, induced growth may be the prime source or cause of 
secondary environmental impacts.”, which need to be thoroughly evaluated.  (Reference SEQR 
handbook). 
 
Response:  The application and SEQR documents have all been prepared and processed consistent 
with SEQR laws, requirements and its intent.  See also, response to Comment A.12.1. 
 
Comment B.90.6:  Local Law No. 5 states that the commercial tourism/recreation uses are allowed 
if “such uses incorporate sufficient buffers and other mitigations” including it will be “designed to 
accommodate to a reasonable extent the natural contours of the land and the protection of the 
wetland area”. However, the corresponding Local Law No 6 does not provide the Planning Board 
with guidance on what would be “sufficient”.  As a result, the regulations in Local Law No 6. need 
to set the criteria for general site plan layout for such a use being allowed and not the other way 
around. In fact the DEIS (on page 28) states “the buffers to adjoining occupied land will be 
provided through the use of mandatory setbacks that would prevent those areas from being utilized 
for park development…” and “These setbacks would be incorporated into the proposed 
Commercial Recreation overlay district and would be enforceable by the Town of Goshen.” 
Therefore, it is imperative that the amount of land to be preserved around this type of use (note -
whether the adjoining property is currently “occupied” or not) should be protected with specified 
buffers and conservation measures to protect the land in perpetuity defined by Town law. 
 
Response:  Revised Introductory Local Law #6 provides specific setbacks (see page 3 of revised 
law in Appendix C) for proposed uses within the Commercial Recreation Zoning Overlay District. 
Further, as with any other project, the specifics are set out in detailed site plans which for this 
project provide, among other things, for various buffers, including a 100-foot zoning buffer, 
approximately 149 acres of land to be held in a conservation easement, and hundreds of acres of 
land on the property that will not be disturbed.  All of these details will become part of the 
conditions of any Resolution of Approval that might be given by the Planning Board, if the zoning 
law is changed to allow this project to proceed to point. 
 
Comment B.90.7: Please take note that the DEIS states (on page 27) “The land will not be subject 
to any deed restriction or conservation easement as no such restrictions are required.” However, 
the code has not yet been adopted relating to the new overlay district for this use and the Town of 
Goshen has measures in place for when the property is developed under existing zoning on the 
property, therefore we suggest similar regulations be incorporated into the new CR zone under 
consideration. For example: in the HR District: “at least 30% of the site area must be protected as 
undeveloped open space preserved with a conservation easement.” And in the RU District “at least 
50% of the total acreage will be preserved by conservation easement”. 
 
Note, with the Town of Goshen’s Conservation Density Development, “A perpetual conservation 
easement is placed on the land to be subdivided, to maintain its natural and scenic qualities, to 
restrict building to those locations deemed by the Planning Board not to be environmentally or 
visually sensitive and to ensure that the land will not be subdivided…”.  We also suggest adding 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-403 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

the specific definition of the Open Space from Chapter 71 into the Zoning and Subdivision chapters 
of Town Code clarifying that open space in this context is not manicured lawns. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.25.2.  
 
Comment B.90.8: Regarding Local Law No. 6: The setbacks and other area requirements of section 
G(4) seem to allow the Planning Board to approve anything it wants to, either higher or lower. It 
would be better if it said that “The following minimum dimensional requirements shall apply, 
unless the Planning Board approves stricter requirements:” Section G(7) seems to give the 
Planning Board the discretion to require better buffers, but it is very vague. The Town Zoning 
Code includes some specific buffer requirements. Why aren’t these being cross-referenced and 
incorporated? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.90.6 above.  
 
Comment B.90.9:  We have concerns about the new maximum height being proposed is at 100 
feet when the standard building height in Town code is 35 feet with a maximum 45 feet in specific 
districts. We hope you reconsider the height allowance in order to insure that any new structure 
would have to prove (by way of a variance) to exceed height restrictions and fit in with the 
community character and goals of the Town’s Comprehensive Plan and surrounding zoning 
districts. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Commercial Recreation Overlay District requires the Project Sponsor 
to submit as part of its site plan layouts and development standards for minimum lot size, frontage, 
yard requirements, height restrictions and any other bulk standard or land use control requirements 
which shall be subject to approval by the Planning Board. Unless otherwise approved by the 
Planning Board then the maximum dimensional development standards apply.  The 100-foot 
height limitation is a maximum standard.  The Project Sponsor has proposed no structure in excess 
of 65 feet in height. 
 
Comment B.90.10:  It is unclear whether Section G(12) allows the issuance of a clearing and 
grading permit before the special permit review and site plan reviews are complete. It should be 
made clear with language such as “this permit may only be issued after the Planning Board has 
adopted findings on the environmental impacts and completes site plan review and special use 
review.” 
 
Response:  No clearing and grading can occur prior to the completion of SEQR.  As with other 
applications under the Town Code, the approval of the Clearing and Grading Permit could permit 
clearing and grading prior to the approval of the final site plan.  No construction would occur until 
the final site plan and all building permits are obtained.   
 
Comment B.90.11:  We recommend rewording Section 4 because it puts pressure to vote for 
approval of a Project in relation to when the new overlay district goes into effect as presently stated 
“if the Town Planning Board does not approve a special permit and site plan for a Commercial 
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Recreation Facility within 6 months of the effective date of the local law, if so approved, the 
Commercial Recreation Facility is thereafter abandoned.” 
 
Response: This language is intended to nullify the approval of the zoning amendment creating the 
overlay district if the Site Plan and Special Permit approval is not granted in a timely manner.  The 
overlay district is limited to the properties noted and the Town Board has opted not to allow other 
commercial recreation opportunities without further study.  
 
Comment B.90.12:  Due to the magnitude of the new CR use which is not currently allowed in the 
Town, additional planning and updating of current regulations might be required. For example: 
the ratio of tree plantings to parking space allotments, ridge overlay protection, height of retaining 
walls, parking decks, blasting protocols, noise criteria and permit application for fireworks to name 
a few. 
 
Response:  Tree planting, parking space allotment, parking decks and retaining walls have been 
analyzed in the DEIS and will be approved as part of the Site Plan approval for the Proposed Use.  
The Town of Goshen does not have a Ridge Overlay District.  Blasting protocols will be approved 
by the Building Inspector and Town Engineer in the event blasting is found to be required on this 
site.  Chapter 70 of the Town of Goshen Code regulates noise in the Town.  The Chapter applies 
to the entire Town including the subject property.  The Town of Goshen does not have permit for 
the use of fireworks.  The use of fireworks would likely require a permit under Chapter 58A, 
Explosives. In addition to obtaining a permit for the use of any fireworks, an operator would 
require all applicable licenses and permits from NYS and the Project Sponsor would coordinate 
fireworks with all local and county emergency service personnel.   
 
Comment B.90.13:  We hope that all Planning Board members have had the opportunity to conduct 
site visits of the property and surrounding area to get a better perspective of the impacts of the 
Project proposed. 
 
Response:  Planning Board members and Environmental Review Board members were provided 
the opportunity to visit the site in two separate sessions on November 17, 2017. Other opportunities 
have been provided and any Planning Board member can request a site visit at any time. 
 
Comment B.90.14:  The majority of the site plan with the DEIS has vague descriptions of what’s 
proposed in the space of “ride” or “attraction”. Some plans have specific labels of “Playscape” and 
“Interactive Fountain”… how does the reader know what is proposed and what potential impact it 
could have visually or on water usage and/or noise generation? At what point will more 
information on the structures proposed in this theme park (color, height, etc) be provided for 
review and comment? 
 
Response:  Instead of obtaining noise for each individual ride or attraction, noise generation was 
determined by obtaining actual noise readings from around the existing park in Carlsbad, 
California. This provides a better understanding of the overall noise generation of the park with 
both rides, theaters, restaurants, shops and other activities occurring at the park as well as taking 
into consideration any added noise from guests and their vehicles.  Similarly, water demand was 
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determined for the park as whole by using water demand from the existing LEGOLAND facility 
in Windsor, England, which is a seasonal park with a similarly sized hotel and no waterpark.   
 
No rides or attractions will be taller than 45 feet, and, as discussed in the visual impact analysis, 
the proposed fence and the intervening distance and mature vegetation will limit views of any 
structures internal to the park from neighboring properties.  The tallest structure proposed at the 
site is the hotel. The Project Sponsor has proposed no structure in excess of 65 feet in height.  
Architectural renderings of the hotel were provided in the DEIS and additional visual simulations 
of the site and a cross section analysis, based on the revised layout, have been provided in 
Appendix M.   
 
Comment B.90.15: There are designated areas proposed off the service road to access several 
attractions/buildings – will there be more details on if any parking and service vehicles will be 
located in these areas that will not impede emergency access throughout the theme park? 
 
Response:  No parking will be permitted along the service road.  Trash collection, internal 
deliveries (LEGOLAND vehicles only) and maintenance will utilize this service road to access the 
various buildings in the park. Access along this road will not be impeded.  Park EMS staff will 
also have smaller carts to access all areas of the as quickly as possible.   
 
Comment B.90.16: Is there a color rendering of the administrative and accessory buildings? 
Shouldn’t there be more details on building architectural features e.g. blending in loading dock as 
per Town Code? Shouldn’t there be more landscaping for screening around the administrative 
building, trash facility and corresponding service road in that area of the site plan? Regarding 
Harriman Drive, how much of the existing vegetation will remain as a screening buffer, or removed 
and how much added? 
 
Response: Color renderings of the administrative and accessory buildings have not been provided 
at this time, but generally will be of earth tone colors.  The location of the buildings has been 
adjusted to locate them farther away from Harriman Drive to reduce visibility from offsite 
locations.  There is no loading dock proposed. A comprehensive landscaping plan has been 
provided on Sheets L141-L147 of the plan set. The areas along Harriman Drive will be cleared to 
widen this roadway.  These areas generally contained only grasses and brush.  No additional 
landscaping is proposed in this area as it will be state right-of-way.  
 
Comment B.90.17: Has a certified arborist, hired by the Lead Agency, reviewed the landscaping 
plan since the DEIS contends that supplemental plantings will soften the appearance of parking 
areas and proposed structures as well as help with stormwater impacts? It would be imperative that 
an expert review the tree plantings selected and planting protocols to insure effectiveness to 
mitigate impacts year round. Is there a planting guarantee to replace dead or dying trees located 
on the site plan? 
 
Response: A Landscape Architect has prepared the Landscaping Plan.  The landscaping plan 
proposes more than 5,000 trees, including a hearty mix of deciduous, evergreens and ornamentals 
which work in combination with the 357 acres of disturbed areas on the site to mitigate stormwater, 
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visual, noise and habitat impacts (see sheets L141-L147 in the plan set). The landscaping shown 
on the plan will be replaced as necessary to ensure long-term consistency with this plan.   The 
certified arborist has reviewed the proposed Landscaping Plan, with respect to the plantings 
proposed for size and placement, related to visual impact and potential buffering capability, as 
well as the ability of plantings to provide habitat value. 
 
Comment B.90.18: When reviewing the paving plan, are there sidewalks/porous pavers proposed 
for pedestrians to navigate from the staff parking lot to the inner park and guests staying in the 
hotel walking to access the park; there actually doesn’t appear to be a pedestrian connection 
depicted, which would be useful to review particularly if any alternate paths to plan for safety 
when the aquarium is under construction? 
 
Response:   No sidewalks are proposed between back-of-house and the park.  Internal roads will 
be of a width which will allow staff to walk along roadways.  Plans have been revised to relocate 
the hotel to improve connectivity to the park main entrance and provide a direct pedestrian 
connection from the hotel to the park. 
 
Comment B.90.19: We suspect changes in the site plan once Involved Agencies weigh in on the 
impacts and proposed mitigation. If significant changes occur to the site plan as a result of the EIS 
review, can we expect an additional hearing(s) prior to the granting of permits since the mitigation 
of one impact could cause other changes and associated impacts not considered in the EIS? 
 
Response:  In response to various comments, the site plans have been revised since submitted with 
the DEIS.  Changes are discussed in Chapter 1, Section D of this document.  All additional 
potential impacts from such plan changes are also discussed in this section. The Planning Board 
members and Planning Board consultants are reviewing those modifications; most if not all were 
modifications to further mitigate impacts that were identified by governmental agencies, Planning 
Board members, Planning Board consultants, and the public.  Although such impacts vary in 
degree, they are not different in kind from those previously raised by all of the stakeholders, as 
noted in this FEIS, and the Planning Board members, as advised by their consultants are fully 
capable of addressing such impacts and further necessary mitigations. There is no requirement 
under SEQRA to conduct additional public hearings in this circumstance, and there is no perceived 
need to do so. 
 
Comment B.90.20: The DEIS states (on page 29) “New rides and attractions would only be 
constructed within areas on the site plan which are identified as part of the theme park on the 
approved site plans.” This implies that changes are likely to occur over time. If rides are removed 
and/or new rides added in their footprint or reconstruction or additional floors to be added to 
existing buildings, will the applicant still need to return for site plan approval to assess any impacts 
such as height, noise, water usage, etc. of the new modifications? 
 
Response: It is correct that internal park changes to rides will occur over time in the area on the 
plans identified as park area.  It is the intent that such changes would not necessitate return to the 
Planning Board but all permits from the Town Building Inspector would be obtained.  No 
additional land disturbance would be permitted.  At the time of Building Permit Application, if the 
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Building Inspector believes the Project changes rise to a level which necessitates a site plan 
modification or amendment to the Project’s Approval, the Project Sponsor will return to the 
Planning Board as required. The Building Inspector is the appropriate person to make such 
determination, as he/she is charged with interpretation of the Zoning Code and ensuring 
compliance with any Planning Board resolution of approval, which approval in this instance will 
include, directly and/or by incorporation, the SEQRA Findings Statement and all mitigations 
therein.  Stormwater impacts from a full build out of the site have been evaluated and appropriate 
mitigations provided.  The switching out of rides would not contribute to noise levels or water 
usage over that which has been evaluated in the DEIS in the usual course, and the Building 
Inspector has the power to refer any such modification to the Planning Board for additional 
approvals if the impacts of such modifications are inconsistent with, or exceed, the prior conditions 
of approval or the SEQRA findings Statement.  
 
Comment B.90.21: We would recommend that the final site plan include language that gives the 
Planning Board authority to address certain impacts after Project completion that we have seen 
used in other municipalities for example: “Planning Board’s acceptance of the lighting design 
shown hereon is premised on the representation of the applicant that the lighting will not cause a 
glare or other deleterious effect on adjoining properties and/or roadway traffic. Should any such 
conditions result from the installation, in the sole opinion of the authorized representatives of the 
Town, the applicant agrees to modify and/or replace fixtures to cause the correction of the 
condition, to the satisfaction of the Town representatives”. A similar notation could be added to 
modify landscaping plans that prove inadequate to screen or reduce visual or noise impacts. 
 
Response:  Consistent with its plenary powers, including those related to its special permitting 
responsibilities, the Planning Board will, upon its final review of the site plan, determine whether 
and under what circumstances any such continuing review is necessary or advisable. The Lead 
Agency appreciates this thoughtful recommendation. 
 
Comment B.90.22: In regards to the Subdivision and Sale of Town Parcels, perhaps the Town 
should require the parcels for sale have deed restrictions from any future development as condition 
of sale as within their right to insure that the land is protected as intended. 
 
Response: When the Town was deeded these properties on July 25, 1984 by the County of Orange, 
following the County’s foreclosure on those lots due to nonpayment of taxes, there were no 
“protections” intended by the County’s grant or the Town’s acceptance of the grant.  These 
properties are not protected as open space areas or in any other way. The Planning Board is aware 
that the Town Board has made public representations that no part of such Town-owned parcels 
that contain any well infrastructure presently used by the Arcadia Hills Water District will be 
conveyed to the Project Sponsor.  Thus, if the sale were to occur, it would involve the subdivision 
of such affected portions of the properties. Indeed, the Project Sponsor has agreed to transfer land 
of its own to the Town surrounding the Arcadia Hills Water District wells so that they would have 
the requisite wellhead protection area. No other deed restrictions are needed or warranted. 
 
Comment B.90.23: We also have concerns for the entire Project area being merged into one lot to 
be included in the new CR zone when there is contradictory and vague wording in the DEIS 
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regarding the remaining land (on page 27); “The majority of the Project Site, or 444.54 acres will 
remain undeveloped open space and, or manicured lawn” but then it says “Any additional 
development on the site will require compliance with SEQRA and site plan approvals from the 
Planning Board.” Therefore, without a conservation easement insuring the protection of land in 
perpetuity, the applicant can obtain future development permits on the remaining land, thus 
segmenting the review and no guarantees that there will be natural undisturbed buffers or linkages 
between natural resources as studied in the EIS. 
 
Response: In response to public comment expressing concern over maintaining and preserving 
wetlands, open space, and the provision of buffers to neighboring properties, the Project Sponsor 
has proposed the imposition of a permanent conservation easement on portions of the Property.  A 
map showing the areas to be preserved is included as Figure 10: Conservation Easement.  The 
Project Sponsor proposes the permanent preservation of 150.1 acres, which amounts to 28.76% of 
the overall Project Site.  The Project Sponsor proposes to gift the conservation easement to the 
Town of Goshen, which would be in the best position to monitor and enforce the terms of the 
easement in the future for the benefit of Town residents.  The conservation easement would 
preclude future development within the protected areas, with the exception of necessary utility and 
access improvements. It is error to posit that without a conservation easement on the remaining 
lands, the possibility of future development is improper segmentation.  Improper SEQRA 
segmentation only occurs if a present plan for development is artificially divided to avoid a full 
SEQRA review.  SEQRA review cannot be based even on development that is speculative; it 
certainly does not apply to a lack of any planned development.  
 
Comment B.90.24: The DEIS says LEGOLAND will offer year round educational opportunities 
to schoolchildren throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM education. Is there a 
dedicated building or space labeled on the site plan for this program to be accessible at the site 
since this educational aspect is discussed as a benefit of the Project? 
 
Response:  The aquarium will be open year round and Bricktopia, which is located adjacent to 
main entrance, contains indoor attractions such as the Imagination Zone (see image on page 4 of 
the DEIS), which is an enclosed building featuring model building, earthquake tables, robot 
building and computer programing which could also be available for small class or similar 
organization use (by appointment) during winter months.   
 
Comment B.90.25: At informational meetings it was mentioned that LEGOLAND would offer 
space to Orange County Tourism at the theme park but we did not see this discussed in the DEIS. 
Is LEGOLAND planning to incorporate and promote the culture and history of Goshen and 
surrounding area into their theme park e.g. promotional material kiosks, Lego display models, or 
replicate architecture features of buildings or any off-site improvements such as contributions to 
historic restoration projects? 
 
Response: It was previously stated that space is provided for Polk County tourism at LEGOLAND 
in Winter Haven.  Polk County currently pays for the use of this space.  No request has been made 
by the Orange County Department of Tourism to have space in the park, although the Project 
Sponsor would consider such a request if made. LEGOLAND New York could provide 
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promotional kiosks or information such as the Goshen Welcome Guide at the entrance to the park 
and in the hotel as they currently provide at the LEGOLAND Welcome Center in the Village of 
Goshen.  This will be coordinated with the Goshen Chamber of Commerce.  LEGO models in 
Miniland and in other areas of the park will pay homage to Goshen and Orange County history.  
The Village of Goshen First Presbyterian Church is currently on display at the LEGOLAND 
Welcome Center as the first step in this effort.  
 
Comment B.90.26:  An added benefit of the Project could be to require the remaining undeveloped 
lands to be permanently protected as open space via a conservation easement. Even if there is no 
town law specifically requiring a conservation easement in this type of situation, that does not 
mean it cannot be done. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.90.23 above.  
 
Comment B.90.27: The DEIS states “All blasting performed at the site would be designed and 
conducted such that surrounding features would not be impacted by the associated shock waves.” 
Has it been identified where blasting might occur on site (color code on map) and measurement 
provided of how close to the nearest residence and infrastructure at Arcadia Hills and at Glen 
Arden community? Wouldn’t the blasting protocol be included in the DEIS? 
 
Response: Test pits were done and a map prepared in the DEIS (Figure III-3).  Based on the test 
pits that were done at the site, blasting is not necessarily required for construction of the Proposed 
Project.  Impacts were analyzed in the event blasting was found to be necessary.  Further, there are 
alternatives to blasting, such as chipping or hammering of rock, which could be employed if 
blasting is not the best alternative.   See response to Comment B.2.12 for blasting protocol.  
 
Comment B.90.28: The DEIS states that there is approximately 2 miles of retaining walls with 
portions as high as 56 feet - does the Town Code of Goshen have a maximum in height allowance 
for retaining walls as a safety concern due to the risk that it could collapse? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.76.3. Retaining walls are engineered for structural 
stability.  
 
Comment B.90.29: The DEIS states “Retaining walls are to be precast concrete with a decorative 
exterior” but no photo depiction is provided and can you indicate where to locate details in full set 
of site plans as referenced? 
 
Response:  Details of retaining walls are provided on sheet 34 in the plan set.  
 
Comment B.90.30:  Figure III-4 provided for topography is difficult to understand given only 
elevation map. A colored map depicting the existing slopes categories (10%, 15%, 25%) should 
be included to assist the readers in understanding the existing site conditions. 
 
Response:  A table summarizing slopes by category was provided in the DEIS (see Table III-1) 
for this purpose. 
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Comment B.90.31: Generally, it is best to avoid construction on slopes that exceed 15% in 
sensitive watersheds. How many acres, of the 74 acres, are between 15%-25% slopes? 
 
Response:  The Town of Goshen Zoning Code defines steep slopes as those over 25% and such 
slopes are subject to Section 97-46 of the Zoning Code.  Approximately 11 acres of land which 
contains slopes of greater than 25% will be disturbed and regraded during construction.  Section 
97-46 of the Town of Goshen Zoning code regulates development of land containing steep slopes.  
The code requires any development which proposes to disturb slopes over 25% shall (1) provide 
an adequate erosion control and drainage plan so that erosion and sedimentation do not occur 
during or after construction, (2) minimize the cutting of trees, shrubs and natural vegetation, (3) 
not create safety hazards due to excessive road or driveway grades and (4) allow for engineering 
review of plans and construction activities by the Town to ensure compliance with the Town Code.  
The Code further stipulates that no certificates of occupancy will be granted until erosion control 
and drainage measures are satisfactorily completed.  The proposed development will be consistent 
with all of these regulations.  A full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with erosion 
control measures consistent with NYSDEC standards has been provided (see Section III-G for a 
full discussion). The main access road, back-of-house access road and service road will have a 
maximum grade of 8%; the emergency access road will exceed 10%.  All plans and materials will 
be reviewed by the Town Engineer. 

Comment B.90.32:  Was a complete functional analysis prepared regarding subsurface water to 
insure the design is not diverting hydrology to or from the wetlands? 
 
Response: An analysis of both surface water and groundwater was completed in the DEIS. 
Stormwater from the Project is being directed towards the wetlands as is the current flow pattern 
today.   
 
Comment B.90.33: Is there an analysis of the flow patterns on site and wetland functions? 
 
Response:  Stormwater flows are mapped and discussed in Section III-G beginning on page 61 of 
the DEIS.  Wetlands are delineated and functions discussed in Section III-C beginning on page 40 
of the DEIS.  
 
Comment B.90.34: Are there “wetlands of unusual local importance” on site or in close proximity? 
 
Response: This term is not defined by the Town of Goshen and is not discussed in the Town Code.  
State and Federal wetlands exist on the site as defined in Section III-C and were delineated by a 
certified wetland biologist.  
 
Comment B.90.35: Is the Reservoir hydraulically connected to the water supply to Arcadia Hills? 
 
Response:  The Reservoir provides water to the Village of Goshen.  The Arcadia Hills Water 
District is operated by the Town of Goshen and provides water for the residential subdivision 
through a series of groundwater wells.  There is no hydraulic connection between the Village and 
Arcadia Hills water systems.  The Project Sponsor has offered to install, at no cost to the Town, 
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an emergency connection through the Porject Site to provide Arcadia Hills Village water during 
an emergency. 
 
Comment B.90.36: Is there a discussion of any downstream systems and facilities to be impacted 
by any changes in drainage patterns? 
 
Response:  The overall drainage pattern is not proposed to be changed for this Project.  Stormwater 
will discharge to two separate culverts which run underneath NYS Route 17.   
 
Comment B.90.37: The DEIS states (on page 111) “The Proposed Project incorporates riparian 
buffers of at least 100 feet around all onsite wetlands”, however, there does not appear to be such 
a buffer around the wetlands by the proposed hotel. Is there a color map depicting these protected 
buffers? 
 
Response:  The proposed hotel has been relocated on the revised plans and the parking area in this 
location has been reduced in overall size to reduce grading and total amount of pavement.  The 
100-foot regulated area around the NYSDEC wetlands is not disturbed in this area.  
 
Comment B.90.38: The DEIS states that “Retaining walls reduce the overall amount of necessary 
disturbance and allows preservation of the wetland areas and other sensitive areas on the site” 
however, are construction of walls proposed in close proximity to Federal wetlands by the 
proposed hotel and how does that effect the function of that wetland e.g. existing forest cover and 
subsoils? 
 
Response:  The location of the hotel has been modified on the revised plans.  However, upland 
areas around federal wetlands are not generally regulated, and thus do not require any buffering 
from development.   
 
Comment B.90.39: Given the location of Project Site in a watershed, is there an Integrated Pest 
Management Plan (IPM) for holistic approach to pest control to minimize potential adverse effects 
on health and the environment? 
 
Response: A watershed refers to the particular body of water to which an area of land drains.  All 
land is within a watershed.  Integrated Pest Management Plans, according to the NYSDEC are 
generally for residential (small-scale) use. No IPM was required for this site.  See also, response 
to Comment B.2.18. 
 
Comment B.90.40:  A map should be provided to demonstrate nearby protected lands and if a 
greenway corridor can be created by the remaining lands planned to be undeveloped with this 
Project. 
 
Response:  No protected open space or parkland is adjacent to the Project Site, and no greenway 
corridor is proposed.  The Project Sponsor is providing a conservation easement.  See response to 
Comment A.25.2.  
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Comment B.90.41: In regards to site stabilization, we suggest further phase the Project into smaller 
sections which will give a more gradual transition to the new conditions for wildlife as well as 
help contain erosion during storm events. 
 
Response:  Construction will be phased to reduce site disturbance at any one time.  
 
Comment B.90.42: Under section K. Land Use and Zoning, the DEIS states that “The Project Site 
is not identified as a primary habitat or conservation area” in the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity 
Study. However, the study actually highlighted the Project Site and surrounding area and 
determined “The biodiversity hub encompasses Otter Creek, which flows through the Town’s 
reservoir system, feeds into Purgatory Swamp, and is host to significant biodiversity. Portions of 
this habitat system are at risk from dense residential development”. These findings should be 
referenced and considered in the DEIS in this section. 
 
Response:  The Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan identifies the Otterkill tributary and 
surrounding habitat areas as a mapped area of interest.  However, the Southern Wallkill 
Biodiversity Plan is emphatic that mapped areas of interest not be preserved in absolute. Rather, 
these areas must be carefully reviewed with an eye toward appropriate development that will allow 
the environment to maintain its current biodiversity. For example, the Plan states “Mapped areas 
are not being recommended solely for land preservation.” The Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan 
recommends further that: 
 

Preservation of all of the mapped hubs, biotic planning units and connecting 
corridors is not feasible, nor do we recommend such measures. Many of the mapped 
areas are privately owned lands that contain homes and contribute, through taxes, 
to the economic health and stability of the towns. Instead, within the mapped areas 
we propose a balanced approach to conservation and development. 

 
(See the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan at page 22.)  The Otterkill (not Otter Creek) provides 
habitat for a variety of species. Based on current Town zoning it runs through areas which are 
zoned for residential development, but the Town has placed a Stream Protection Overlay District 
on land within 100 feet to ensure protection of these resource and any species that may be present. 
No disturbance of the Otterkill or within 100 feet of this resource is proposed, consistent with the 
regulations of the Stream Protection Overlay District.   
 
Comment B.90.43: We expect best development practices to be followed for conserving pool-
breeding amphibians with a study of any vernal pools on site. The Metropolitan Conservation 
Alliance/Wildlife Conservation Society produced a guide that could be used as reference material. 
 
Response:  No vernal pools exist on the site.  See Section III-C of the DEIS for a description of 
all surface water resources.   
 
Comment B.90.44: The DEIS explains that the Project will not be using groundwater onsite but 
that the Village will be providing water via their supply in the Town of Wallkill. The Village has 
hired an independent hydrogeologist and engineer to drill one or more additional wells on this site 
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to supplement the Village’s public water supply as part of the proposed agreement.  Since the 
testing of potential wells is currently ongoing and permits still need to be sought as part of the 
proposed action, will a supplemental EIS be required once the new information is available? 
 
Response: The Village of Goshen will be supplying the site with water.  This system consists of 
2 reservoirs and 2 wells located on Village-owned land in the Town of Wallkill.  SEQR will need 
to be completed and the Village of Goshen will need to apply to the NYSDEC for an amendment 
to their existing water takings permit if and when they bring new wells online. Because the Village 
has present capacity to service the project, even considering Village buildout and under drought 
conditions, and has stated its intention to do so, any additional wells are not environmentally 
related to the Project.  Such wells are not part of the SEQRA review being undertaken by the 
Planning Board, 
 
Comment B.90.45: What is the water usage expected by number of facilities and expected visitors 
i.e. inner park bathrooms, fountains and restaurants, rides and attractions as well as hotel usage? 
 
Response:  The total amount of water usage for the entire park was provided based on usage at the 
Windsor park and hotel.  The Village’s engineer determined the system has adequate capacity to 
serve the Project. A breakdown of water usage by building or facility was not required and would 
provide little value.  However, a chart providing the monthly water usage, with an annual total 
gallons used, is provided in Appendix I of the FEIS.  The peak month is July, and was used as the 
peak demand in the report.  The total number of gallons of water used at LLWR in 2015 was 
64,399,850.19 gallons with a total usage in the peak month (July) of 7,917,234.84 gallons.  The 
chart breaks down water usage between the park and the hotel on a monthly basis. 
 
Comment B.90.46: The DEIS states “To determine anticipated water demand, usage from 
LEGOLAND Windsor was utilized as a benchmark due to the similar size and seasonal nature of 
the park.” It says Windsor has two water attractions; how many are proposed for New York. Will 
the New York LEGOLAND facility have the same facilities and attractions as Windsor to 
accurately use as benchmark? For example, does the hotel have same amount of rooms and the 
indoor water play area inside hotel as included in Windsor? 
 
Response:  LEGOLAND New York is designed to feature similar attractions to LEGOLAND 
Windsor, including two attractions involving water, and the hotel and restaurant at the hotel are of 
a similar size, although the hotel at LEGOLAND Windsor has 150 rooms.  LEGOLAND New 
York will have a 250 room hotel. LEGOLAND Windsor has no waterpark; LEGOLAND NY will 
have no waterpark. 
 
Comment B.90.47: What if the water Projections for LEGOLAND are underestimated for 
example: given actual demand by visitors in New York, or watering of new landscaping needed, 
and if other attractions are added to the theme park within the site plan or worst case scenario 
conditions e.g. drought or a fire on site exceeding water storage tank capacity? 
 
Response: The Project Site will pay for water on a per gallon basis as all other users of the system.  
The report from the Village’s water engineer, located in Appendix E of the DEIS stated that the 
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NYSDEC issued water taking permit, “assumes that reservoir level is at below minus 75 inches 
(drought conditions) meaning that the stated maximum capacity of the Village’s water supply 
system (1.3 MGD) assumes drought conditions.  Given the present demands and estimated 
buildout demands on the Village system, there is sufficient buffer capacity for supplying all of the 
Project’s water needs..   
 
Comment B.90.48: Since wastewater capacity is conditional on the Village of Florida providing 
services, we would expect the final studies, agreements, etc. should all be provided before the FEIS 
is completed. 
 
Response:  Wastewater services are to be provided by the Village of Goshen.  A resolution from 
the Village Board was included in the DEIS indicating its willingness to serve the Project, and a 
capacity analysis of the existing system was provided showing available capacity.   
 
Comment B.90.49: Are any stormwater ponds located in wetland buffers or in close proximity to 
Federal wetlands and if so, are there negative impacts to be avoided or mitigated? 
 
Response: No disturbance is proposed within NYSDEC wetland buffers, including for stormwater 
infrastructure. There are locations where stormwater collects during large storm events, which is 
also a major function of the wetlands themselves.   
 
Comment B.90.50: Is climate change discussed in projecting the potential change in weather 
patterns (longer droughts periods and larger rainfall events) that will exacerbate flood risks and 
add additional challenges for water supply reliability? 
 
Response:  A climate change study was not required by the Adopted Scope, nor are there any 
generally accepted mesoscale methods of analysis and mitigation to assess potential climate 
change impacts resulting from projects.  
 
Comment B.90.51: Does the DEIS identify the impacts of altering any drainage patterns or 
impacting intermittent stream channels and the resulting change in runoff amounts to 
watercourses? 
 
Response: The overall drainage pattern is not proposed to be changed for this Project.  Stormwater 
will discharge to two separate culverts that run underneath NYS Route 17.  Stormwater does 
discharge, after treatment, to the Otterkill, which is not an “intermittent stream”. 
 
Comment B.90.52: The DEIS (on page 72) states that “the revised design of guest parking areas 
with parking garages and decks reduces the overall amount of impervious surfaces.” Was there 
alternate plans to be included in the DEIS showing a different layout? 
 
Response:  The use of parking decks and garages reduces the overall amount of impervious 
surfaces over a layout which placed the same number of parking stalls on grade which were shown 
on earlier versions of the site layout plans.  
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Comment B.90.53: There is limited use of porous pavers compared to the amount of imperious 
surface planned on site; we think an increase in porous pavers in parking lot construction would 
better mitigate stormwater impacts. 
 
Response: Plans have been revised to reduce road widths and making the overall park area smaller.  
All NYSDEC standards and requirements are met by the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
prepared for the site.  As porous pavers have a shorter life span and often dirt and debris cause 
impervious conditions on heavily used areas overtime, the Project Sponsor does not believe 
additional porous pavers should be used.  
 
Comment B.90.54: The Windsor facility was used for water demand, sewer and electricity usage 
comparisons analyses, however, the Carlsbad, California facility is used for specific traffic count 
and attendance data; was this facility used because it has the largest traffic volumes at 2.3 million 
visitors a year? The DEIS says Windsor has approximately 2.2 million per year (with no water 
park). 
 
Response:  Attendance and related traffic data was reviewed for Florida, California and Windsor 
parks. California parks experienced the highest peak summer days of the three parks and therefore 
was used to obtain a worst-case scenario.   
 
Comment B.90.55: Is the data on deliveries and staff trips comparable between all current 
facilities? 
 
Response:  Peak season staff for LEGOLAND California is 2,263.  Peak season staff in 
LEGOLAND Florida is 1,574.  Peak season staff in Goshen is projected at 1,300.   The number of 
daily employee trips varies among the different parks; however, the number of trips proposed for 
the Proposed Project would be most similar to the Winter Haven park because while the number 
of total staff is higher (1,500 versus 1,300) many employees travel via bus to work.  LLFR provides 
bus passes free of charge to all staff members. 
 
Deliveries also vary by park, but the Proposed Project would be similar to the Windsor park, having 
a similar number of annual guests and being seasonal in nature.  While the LEGOLAND California 
park has higher staff levels and annual attendance, to be conservative, traffic generation projections 
for the Proposed Park has been based on data from this park.  Either company-owned shuttles or a 
combination of shuttles and public transport, with the fees waived for staff, will be used and offered 
by the Project Sponsor.   
 
Comment B.90.56: How many parking spaces are at Windsor facility? The DEIS only states 
California has 5,182 total parking spaces and Florida has 4,180 spaces compared to 5,634 parking 
spaces proposed for New York. 
 
Response:  LEGOLAND Windsor has 4,543 visitor parking spaces located within the site, 
including 3,143 marked out spaces of which 54 are spaces for the disabled, and an additional 1,700 
spaces within a grassed overflow parking area. Staff parking is provided adjacent to the service 
building (22 spaces including 2 spaces for disabled drivers) and the Mansion building (60 spaces). 
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Additionally, a staff car parking area (unmarked) is provided just to the south of the service 
building, which provides parking for approximately 270 cars. In addition to the above, 
approximately 300 spaces are currently provided within a ‘park and ride’ car park situated to the 
east of the site. 
  
Comment B.90.57:  How was the amount of bus parking spaces determined? 
 
Response:   The Project Sponsor determined the amount of bus parking based on The Project 
Sponsor’s experience at its seven other LEGOLAND parks.  The majority of charter busses 
typically call ahead to confirm their trip, parking location and availability.  Management in turn 
can reserve a bus parking space for those busses.  Busses who do not call ahead will be asked to 
park at an alternative location after customer drop-off. 
 
Comment B.90.58: Are the existing parking facilities meeting capacity at the other LEGOLAND 
locations for peak season? Is there a contingency plan required for overflow parking on or off site 
that needs to accommodate larger than normal crowds? 
 
Response:  Parking for LEGOLAND New York will exceed that which is available in the other 
existing facilities in the United States.  Available parking provided on the site takes peak crowds 
into consideration and provides sufficient parking for peak anticipated weekend attendance. No 
contingency plan is proposed.  Given nearly all tickets are purchased in advance of a family’s park 
visit, park administration would be aware of days when the park may be near capacity well in 
advance.  The Project Sponsor has represented that notifications would go out via email to those 
who have purchased tickets online, advising guests of public transportation options and that no 
additional tickets will be available for purchase at the park.  Notification would also be placed on 
the park’s website, and online ticket sales would not be available after sales have reached a certain 
limit.  Additional notification would be provided to the media, and appropriate road signage would 
be in place.  If vehicles do arrive to the park that need to be turned away, this will be done in 
accordance with the Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) established with Town 
Officials and Emergency Services to ensure safe ingress and egress for these vehicles.  
Furthermore, the TSMP will take into consideration any potential impacts this traffic may have on 
vehicles travelling along the other roadways in the area. 
 
Comment B.90.59: How early are visitors/vehicles allowed on premises prior to opening hours of 
the park? 
 
Response: A guest would be able to park in the guest parking lot as early as 8AM. 
 
Comment B.90.60: The DEIS assumes 20,000 peak daily attendance – does this exclude visitors 
arriving by bus? How does this compare to the opening day/year in the other LEGOLAND parks 
in evaluating capacity? 
 
Response:  The 20,000 peak attendance includes all guests at the park including those who may 
arrive by bus or other means.  This number was determined based on experience at other 
LEGOLAND parks.    
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Comment B.90.61: What is the maximum attendance of visitors that can be accommodated at the 
facility before impacting safety and efficiency of park services, rides, etc. thus requiring the park 
to be closed and vehicles waiting to enter? 
 
Response: Maximum attendance for safety and to remain consistent with building and fire codes 
will not exceed 20,000 persons.  Online ticket sales would be ceased prior to the number of sales 
reaching maximum capacity with an allotment to account for those who may wish to buy tickets 
at the gate.  If vehicles do arrive to the park that need to be turned away, this will be done in 
accordance with the Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) established with Town 
Officials and Emergency Services to ensure safe ingress and egress for these vehicles.  
Furthermore, the TSMP will take into consideration any potential impacts this traffic may have on 
vehicles travelling along the other roadways in the area.  
 
Comment B.90.62:  The DEIS makes a comparison to other significant regional traffic generators 
in the area, such as Woodbury Common, the Galleria at Crystal Run and the Palisades Center – is 
the supporting data provided in the traffic impact study and are these shopping centers being used 
to compare traffic patterns to the LEGOLAND amusement park e.g. peak hours, direct exit ramps, 
multiple entrances and several local road access routes differing from the Proposed Project? 
 
Response:  The references to other well-known major tourism destinations in the region were used 
to show how the attendance at those facilities greatly exceeds that which is proposed for 
LEGOLAND.  None of those facilities have dedicated direct exits off highways.   
 
Comment B.90.63: The DEIS recommends bus service from various collecting points. Given the 
amount of visitors to these attractions, using the Woodbury Commons as an example, would this 
increase the expected visitor rate and bus traffic in the analysis for the Project? In addition, there 
was recent news of the planned Nickelodeon Universe Theme Park coming to American Dream 
Meadowlands in New Jersey – would this be a collecting point given LEGOLAND center included 
and would it impact traffic impact study analysis? 
 
Response:  The traffic analysis takes the use of busses into account. No busses are currently 
planned from facilities in New Jersey.  
 
Comment B.90.64: Will Town and Village of Chester be contacted specifically for request of any 
recent traffic studies conducted with approved projects to review for contributing traffic impacts 
e.g. Greens of Chester and Primo Sports due to close proximity to NYS 17 exits? 
 
Response: The Town and Village of Chester were not contacted and none of the ‘No Build’ 
projects identified in the adopted scope were located in the Town of Chester.  The Town and 
Village of Chester are listed as Interested Agencies under SEQR and have received copies of the 
DEIS for their review and comment.  
 
Comment B.90.65: Has the issue of a percentage of visitors not using designated exits for the park 
evaluated in the traffic study; whether they missed the exit, local residents aware of alternate 
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routes, or visitors trying to avoid queuing on deceleration lanes? Is a sign proposed after Exit 124 
indicating Exit 122 for purposes of U-turn to avoid problems with visitors or service trucks using 
Exit 123 to turnaround and navigate back to LEGOLAND access? 
 
Response:  As part of the proposed off-site improvements, appropriate signage, subject to 
NYSDOT approval, will be provided directing visitors to use Exit 125 to access the LEGOLAND 
site. It is not anticipated that a significant number of project generated trips would accidentally or 
purposely decide to use an alternate exit as the proposed off-site improvements will result in the 
most direct and quickest access to and from the LEGOLAND facility. In addition, it is anticipated 
that visitors not familiar with the area will be utilizing GPS to navigate to the site and LEGOLAND 
will work with GPS developers to ensure that Exit 125 is designated as the appropriate route to 
access the facility.   
 
Comment B.90.66: How does the simulation modeling accommodate for the amount of tractor 
trailers, construction vehicles and buses anticipated that they take longer to pass through lights and 
intersections as well as take up more space on acceleration and deceleration lanes? 
 
Response:  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement plan, and it relates to aspects 
of the Proposed Project which have been superseded by the Project Sponsor's revised plans.  No 
response is therefore necessary.  However, the capacity analysis contained within the Traffic 
Impact Study accounts for Heavy Vehicles (i.e., tractor trailers, recreation vehicles, buses, etc.) 
based on the existing traffic count data, which included data for the number and percentage of 
heavy vehicles for each of the area intersections.  The percentage of heavy vehicles for specific 
movements is entered into the capacity analysis which results in an adjustment to the maximum 
capacity of a movement and overall intersection.  The adjustment factor utilized in the analysis 
accounts for each heavy vehicle as two (2) equivalent passenger cars. 
 
Comment B.90.67: The DEIS recognizes that during certain Summer Sunday Peak conditions, the 
traffic counts and observations indicate that NYS Route 17 Eastbound experiences major 
congestion. This raises concerns about preparedness and accuracy of mitigation measures for the 
worst case scenario since holidays (spring break, 4th of July and Labor Day) were not taken into 
account in the DEIS. 
 
Response: Traffic congestion on NYS Route 17 is a legacy issue which exists in this area.  
Assuming that the Proposed Project-generated traffic exits according to historical discharge 
patterns, a 20% decrease in travel speeds along the Route 17 eastbound mainline could be 
anticipated during this limited time period.  It should be noted that during other time periods, the 
proposed relocated Exit 125 interchange will provide a significant operational and safety benefit 
to traffic travelling along this portion of Route 17 (both eastbound and westbound). These 
conditions, which occur during the Peak Summer Sunday Afternoon period, are limited to 8-10 
Sundays per year. However, New York State has advanced the $150 million reconstruction of the 
Woodbury Transit and Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The transit and economic 
development hub Project will significantly reduce congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-Hudson 
region. 
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Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 corridor, replace 
the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State Thruway 
(I-87), and add a solar-powered bus station, an expanded commuter parking lot, and an intelligent 
transportation system that adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements, 
including the addition of cashless tolling, will improve access and reduce delays due to traffic 
congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 131 interchange has long functioned as a 
bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 and the Thruway. 
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will significantly 
decrease the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as 
reducing legacy traffic congestion on Route 17.  An updated traffic study which provides a full 
analysis of these improvements as they relate to the Proposed Project, is included in the FEIS as 
Appendix E. 
 
Comment B.90.68: The future interstate conversion roadway improvements would interrupt the 
flow of traffic and exacerbate the queuing of vehicles on local roadways without the addition of 
the LEGOLAND Project, therefore, will these improvements be required and conditional to 
approval for the Project or before opening of the amusement park? 
 
Response:  The NYSDOT has no timeframe for the planned conversion of NYS Route 17 to 
Interstate 86.  These improvements are at their sole discretion but no improvements or 
modifications to the state road network can be made which are not consistent with those 
improvements, or which do not meet Federal Standards. NYSDOT initiated project would include 
Traffic Management Plans during construction and would have to consider the New York State 
Drivers First Initiative. 
 
Comment B.90.69: The DEIS doesn’t mention the timing of various road improvements on and 
off-site but shouldn’t the construction phasing list which tasks are to be completed in priority 
order? 
 
Response: All traffic improvements shall be completed prior to the opening of the park.   
 
Comment B.90.70: Does the 3 million dollars awarded the applicant from ESD grant have any 
restrictions or requirements attached on how funds are spent given announcement description 
stated “LEGOLAND will continue to invest in infrastructure needs for this new amusement park 
in Goshen, Orange County.” 
 
Response:  Yes. All funding from Empire State Development must be consistent with the proposed 
activities which were specifically applied for and described in that grant application and must be 
consistent with the intent of its grant and the Mid-Hudson Economic Development Initiative.  
 
Comment B.90.71: We have seen language used in the findings of another Project to address 
monitoring the outcome of the Project for consideration such as “the applicant shall deposit with 
the Town the sum of $30,000, which the Town shall use to implement a traffic monitoring program 
that will monitor site traffic generation at each of the site access roads in order to verify that actual 
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Project generated traffic volumes and distributions are consistent with the EIS Projections. If, for 
example, it is found that more Project generated traffic is using a particular access point than 
previously anticipated, it may be necessary to re-evaluate those approved mitigation measures 
such as signal timing, lane configuration and directional signage as they specifically relate to the 
Project Site. If this analysis reveals inadequacies in the present mitigation plan, alternative or 
additional mitigation measures may be necessary in order to adjust actual Project generated 
traffic volumes and distributions to bring the same into conformance with EIS Projections.” 
 
Response:  As part of the requirements of NYSDOT, the Project Sponsor will complete a Post 
Implementation Monitoring Study which will be completed within the first year of operation. This 
study will provide traffic volume data and information to confirm the projections of the Traffic 
Study and allow for modifications/minor adjustments to off-site conditions relative to the Project. 
The areas of focus would include such items as signal timing adjustments as well as monitoring of 
locations which were identified in the traffic studies as potential locations for signalization or other 
similar upgrades. The information collected and evaluated will be used and coordinated with 
NYSDOT and the Town of Goshen to implement these adjustments if necessary, at the expense of 
the Project Sponsor, which will be outlined in the Post Implementation Monitoring Study. The 
monitoring data will also be available to help coordinate peak time activities with the emergency 
and other local services. 
 
Comment B.90.72: We have seen language with another Project to address concerns expressed 
with extraordinary traffic events such as “As part of the traffic management plan, the Applicant 
will work with the Town to provide traffic management such as alternate route signing, temporary 
restriction of certain turning movements.” Details should be finalized prior to final approval. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.3.69. 
 
Comment B.90.73:  The noise study doesn’t fully analyze the impact of construction noise e.g. it 
does not mention impact specifically if blasting is to occur given close proximity to the Glen Arden 
community. 
 
Response:  Blasting is not anticipated but is indicated in case blasting should be required in limited 
instances.  See response to Comment B.2.12.  
 
Comment B.90.74: The noise impact evaluation report recommends a sound wall along portions 
of the access road but this is not fully discussed in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The noise analysis identified that Receptor 6, which is on the property line nearest the 
access road, may see noise increases in excess of 3dB.  A sound wall could be implemented in that 
area.  However, the adjoining properties in that area are not developed, and any actual impacts to 
persons is unlikely.  As a result, no sound wall is required at this time. 
 
Comment B.90.75: Noise levels for fireworks are anticipated to range from 100 to 106 dBA at 
nearest property lines. If not already, the Town should have a permit application to address possible 
impacts and require notification to property owners prior to event. Note, laser light shows can be 
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an alternative since they don’t have the same negative environmental side effects associated with 
fireworks provided they are not overused causing visual distraction to passerbys on the highway 
and obtrusive to residences nearby the Project Site. 
 
Response: The Town of Goshen does not have permit for the use of Fireworks.  The use of 
fireworks would likely require a permit under Chapter 58A, Explosives. In addition to obtaining a 
permit for the use of any fireworks, an operator would require all applicable licenses and permits 
from NYS and the Project Sponsor would coordinate fireworks with all local and county 
emergency service personnel.   
 
Comment B.90.76: There are a variety of rides at the existing LEGOLAND parks and the reader 
is not clear on which are proposed for New York that can be excessive noise generators depending 
on site design and topography e.g. Island in the Sky, Kid Power Towers, Beetle Bounce, Flying 
School and other variety of rollercoasters – what rides and attractions are proposed for 
LEGOLAND New York? 
 
Response: The Dragon Coaster is proposed at the site and was running at the park in Carlsbad 
when the noise readings were taken and therefore would be reflected in the noise evaluation.  See 
Table III-6 of the DEIS showing that receptor location 1 was adjacent to the Dragon Coaster 
location and was the loudest location recorded.  See the additional noise analysis in Appendix N 
for a discussion of the Dragon Coaster. 
 
Island in the sky is not proposed at LEGOLAND New York as it was built as part of the previous 
theme park on the LEGOLAND Florida site. Beetle Bounce and Flying School are also not 
proposed at the Project Site. Kid Power Towers moves by a rider pulling themselves up on a rope 
therefore noise is negligible.  For a full list of rides and attractions, see the proposed site plan. 
 
Comment B.90.77: Does the assessment of noise impacts include a graph broken down into 
minutes to demonstrate what the dBA reading was to sharp and startling noises such as screaming 
on a rollercoaster? 
 
Response: Noise measurements were collected on 10 and 15 minute intervals to identify the noise 
character at each receptor. 
 
Comment B.90.78:  Noise is expected from construction during site grading and when building 
materials are trucked to the site. Levels exceeding acceptable ranges, as determined by the Town, 
should require immediate or short-term mitigation at no cost to the Town. 
 
Response:  Construction noise on the site will be consistent with the Town of Goshen Noise Code.  
 
Comment B.90.79: The DEIS states “Waste will be transported to the Orange County Transfer 
Station #1 located on Training Center Lane south of NYS Route 17M and to private recycling 
facilities.” It also lists construction and demolition debris that will need to be disposed currently 
on site; did the applicant inquire about the waste capacity at the transfer station to handle Project? 
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Response:  Construction debris does not go to the Orange County transfer Station; only waste 
related to park operations.  Construction debris will be brought to a C&D recycling facility to be 
separated and recycled where possible.  
 
Comment B.90.80:  Will there be any firework debris that needs to be addressed? 
 
Response:  Any debris related to fireworks would be cleaned up by park staff.  
 
Comment B.90.81: Cigarette butts, snack wrappers and take-out food and beverage containers are 
the most commonly littered items found along roadways and in waterways. With the increase in 
expected traffic and vehicles in queue, an increase in litter can be expected; therefore, an increase 
in the cost of cleaning up and removing litter along roadways will result. Perhaps LEGOLAND 
will consider the “Adopt a Highway” program for RT 17M (and/or Goshen roads) as part of their 
goodwill to the community by pledging to help keep the area litter-free. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor will monitor and maintain the cleanliness of access ways interior 
and leading to the Park.  With the revised traffic improvement plan, minor traffic impacts from the 
Proposed Project would be experienced on Route 17M or on local roads.  .   
 
Comment B.90.82: The DEIS says the new overlay district will supersede underlying regulations 
of the existing zoning. Does the DEIS discuss comparing setbacks and other bulk standards of the 
current zoning with that which is proposed – as required in the scope document? 
 
Response:  A “Zoning Comparison Table” is provided on the site plan, which provides bulk 
standards for the RU, CR and HR zoning districts.  The Hamlet Residential District does not have 
specific setbacks in the Zoning Code; setbacks are established by the Planning Board during site 
plan review on a case-by-case basis.   
 
Comment B.90.83: How does the Project comply (or not comply) with other Town regulations 
such as those listed in the 97-40 Supplementary Dimensional Regulations and 97-41 Rural siting 
principles? 
 
Response:  These regulations do not apply in the Commercial Recreation Overlay Zoning District. 
The regulations in Section 97-40(B) and (F) do not apply to the site regardless of zoning because 
the site is not a corner lot. 
 
Comment B.90.84:  For clarification, can a map be provided to be more specific at what part of 
the site “lies within” the County’s Priority Growth area designation? 
 
Response:  The Orange County Priority Growth Areas, as discussed in the County’s 
Comprehensive Plan are not specific lots or within a specific delineated areas. Rather Growth 
Areas were created at a broad-scale and represent generalized areas of the County where growth 
should reasonably be focused. Most PGAs are focused around Cities and Villages and run along 
highways. In this case, the Project Site is located within the Priority Growth Area which runs from 
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the City of Middletown into Goshen and continues into the Village of Chester running along NYS 
Route 17 and Route 17M. 
 
Comment B.90.85: It is important to note that environmentally-constrained areas (such as 
wetlands, steep slopes, etc) were not necessary excluded from their priority growth areas since this 
was a large-scale mapping/planning Project. In fact, the County’s Comprehensive Plan states the 
following: “It is important to note that the Growth Areas were created at a broad-scale and 
represent generalized areas of the County where growth should reasonably be focused; therefore, 
not all land within the proposed Areas are developable or necessarily appropriate for 
development.  Any development Project should seek to preserve important natural and cultural 
resources, regardless of location.” 
 
Response:  Consistent with the intent of the plan, the Proposed Project preserves wetland areas 
and areas of steep slopes on the site.  
 
Comment B.90.86: The County Open Space Plan discusses permanently protected lands (map 4) 
and identifies municipal water supply lands in the vicinity of the Project, as well as wellhead 
protection areas and water supply watersheds (map 5). Is there a map included in the DEIS that 
depicts all these overlays and protected lands nearby the Project Site with a color legend to clarify 
locations for the reader to understand potential impacts? 
 
Response: The County Open Space Plan did not place ‘overlays’ or formal protections on any 
land. Rather the plan inventories a wide variety of recreational and open space resources and touts 
their many benefits.  The plan also reinforces the “Priority Growth Area” concept as described in 
the Orange County Comprehensive Plan.  Recommendations in this plan are County-wide and are 
set on a five-year horizon, expiring in 2009.  The plan, therefore does not address present day open 
space goals or make any longer term recommendations for development of land. 
 
The Village reservoirs are identified as sensitive environmental areas worthy of protection.  The 
closest portion of the Proposed Project to Goshen Reservoir #2, located directly south of the site, 
is approximately 1,700 feet, which will all remain undisturbed. Based on topography and distance, 
no impacts to the Goshen Reservoirs are anticipated.   
 
Comment B.90.87: The DEIS says the Project incorporates riparian buffers of at least 100 feet 
around all onsite wetlands – is there a map that demonstrates these buffers to all wetlands onsite? 
 
Response: Mapping of riparian areas was not required by the approved Adopted Scope.  The 
Project Sponsor will be preserving the NYSDEC 100-foot buffer around the NYSDEC wetlands, 
which represents the riparian buffers referenced. 
 
Comment B.90.88: Open space should be permanently protected and as such would meet one of 
the goals of the Town of Goshen’s Open Space and Farmland Preservation Study of 2003 when it 
states “the visual appeal and rural character of the landscape will be maintained if green havens 
are kept free, in perpetuity, from residential, commercial, industrial and institutional 
development”.  Note under water resources, it states “the small, headwater setting of both these 
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reservoirs mean that their watersheds or drainage areas are also small and fragile. These watersheds 
are a priority for protection.” 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.94.1. 
 
Comment B.90.89: The DEIS fails to recognize that the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan has 
identified this site and surrounding area as a “biodiversity hub”. 
 
Response:  The Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan identifies the Otterkill tributary and 
surrounding habitat areas as a mapped area of interest.   

However, the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan is emphatic that mapped areas of interest not be 
preserved in amber. Rather, these areas must be carefully reviewed with an eye toward appropriate 
development that will allow the environment to maintain its current biodiversity. For example, the 
Plan states “Mapped areas are not being recommended solely for land preservation.” The Southern 
Wallkill Biodiversity Plan recommends further that: 

Preservation of all of the mapped hubs, biotic planning units and connecting 
corridors is not feasible, nor do we recommend such measures. Many of the mapped 
areas are privately owned lands that contain homes and contribute, through taxes, 
to the economic health and stability of the towns. Instead, within the mapped areas 
we propose a balanced approach to conservation and development. 

 
See the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan at page 22.  See also the response to Comment 
B.90.42. 
 
Comment B.90.90:  The DEIS states that traffic data was compiled for various segments of NYS 
Route 17 between Exits 121 and Exits 131 to identify current volumes on the typical and summer 
season basis in order to determine the potential impacts from the increased traffic from the Project 
– why then was only Exits 125-123 provided in incident calls with this section of analysis? 
 
Response:  Incident calls were compiled in accordance with the requirements of the Adopted 
Scope, which required compiling and analyzing incident calls at intersections identified in the 
Adopted Scope. 
 
Comment B.90.91: The DEIS fails to address the impacts of mutual aid involving costs associated 
with accidents to NYS Route 17. Since it is not an interstate roadway, there is no compensation to 
local fire districts expending their resources. The local Fire Districts should have traffic data and 
cost. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor legally must pay the full amount of taxes based on full assessed 
value to the Goshen Fire District.  Additionally, responses to any comments or concerns raised by 
the fire districts have been provided.  
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Comment B.90.92: The DEIS states “…multiple attempts to contact local ambulance services were 
unsuccessful” – this problem should be rectified so the DEIS can adequately address impacts rather 
than make assumption that no additional costs are anticipated to GOVAC. 
 
Response:  Representatives from GOVAC attended a meeting with other County and State 
emergency service providers on January 9, 2017 to coordinate emergency service plans and needs 
of the site.   
 
Comment B.90.93:  The scope document specifically required data for calls for service and crime 
reports from similar facilities and existing LEGOLAND facilities in California and Florida. More 
information is warranted specifically on crime reports in the DEIS. Why wasn’t data from the 
Windsor facility included given it was used as a benchmark with other sections? 
 
Response:  LEGOLAND Windsor was used as a benchmark for water and sewer usage because 
of the seasonal nature of the park and the fact that no waterpark is provided at that location.  In 
addition to the number of calls received from parks in California and Florida, Goshen officials met 
with the Police Chief in Winter Haven to gather additional information regarding park needs and 
particular service needs of the park.   
 
Comment B.90.94: Off-site incidents are expected to increase due to the increase in traffic from 
Project and could impact emergency services e.g. incidents on area roadways like 17M, South 
Street and Harriman Drive? 
 
Response:  The exit 125 interchange reconstruction improvements and provision of a third 
westbound travel lane on Route 17 from the new exit 125 westbound on ramp to the current three 
lanes at exit 124 will accommodate the traffic from the Project as well as to help handle the traffic 
which will be generated by the new casinos in Sullivan county. Other localized traffic signal 
improvements at Route 17 and South Street and at the exit 124 westbound ramp intersection with 
the north connector road which are being required to be completed by the Project as part of the 
NYSDOT Highway Work Permit will also improve the response of emergency vehicles in the 
area. 
 
Comment B.90.95: The DEIS states “No negative impacts to Town or Village Recreation Services 
are anticipated” however, as discussed under Fiscal Impacts below, the loss in fees to the Town to 
meet current and future needs are not considered. 
 
Response: There is no ‘loss in fees’ to the Town of Goshen.  Payment in Lieu of Recreation Land 
(Parkland) fees are paid by residential developments, when projects are unable to provide 
recreation land or amenities onsite, in the Town to offset impacts from increases in residential 
population.  As there is no residential population associated with the development of the park, no 
Parkland fees would be required.  
 
Additionally, based on comments received, the Project Sponsor will now pursue a 20-year 
Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) agreement for the proposed LEGOLAND New York theme 
park. The 20-year PILOT agreement was suggested by the Orange County Industrial Development 
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Agency (IDA) and evaluated as part of the IDA’s independent Economic Impact Review Report 
prepared by KPMG in February 2017.  While the initial proposal of a 30-year PILOT would have 
generated significant economic benefits to the Town of Goshen, the Goshen School District and 
Orange County, the Project Sponsor, in respect of public feedback, has modified its request to a 
20-year agreement. This agreement will provide $184,150 to the Goshen Central School District, 
$35,600 to the Town and $30,250 to Orange County in year one.  The updated proposal will 
provide even greater economic benefits to the community over the term of the agreement. The 
KPMG report notes that a 20-year PILOT will generate $87 million in PILOT payments and 
property tax revenue over a 30-year period, compared to the Project Sponsor's initial proposal 
which would have generated approximately $61 million in payments over a 30-year period.  
Annual payments to the Town, County and Goshen School District will start at a lower total 
amount and increase more quickly at 5% annually (instead of the previous 1.5%) to reach the full 
assessed value of the property within 20 years, rather than 30 years under the initially proposed 
payment schedule. A copy of the KPMG report is included as Appendix K.   
 
The Project Sponsor has finalized an economic Host Community Benefit Agreement with the 
Town of Goshen, which includes the following benefits to the Town: 
 

 Every year, LEGOLAND New York will host two Community Days for the Town of 
Goshen and donate 50 percent of the revenue from the sale of tickets to the Park to the 
Town of Goshen creating a unique opportunity for fundraising by the Town. This program 
will be similar to Community Days at other LEGOLAND Parks.  Since LEGOLAND 
California in 1999, Community Day has provided $899,259 in cash donations to 
community organizations. 

 A 50 percent discount on standard one-day tickets to LEGOLAND New York for all 
Goshen residents for their own use. Valid proof of Goshen residency will be required for 
each ticket. 

 LEGOLAND New York would pay the Town of Goshen $500,000 of the Host Community 
Fee at the beginning of each calendar year, with the balance depending on actual attendance 
paid at the end of the calendar year. 

  
LEGOLAND New York has agreed to pay the Town of Goshen a host community fee for every 
visitor to the Park. For each visitor up to 2 million, LEGOLAND New York will pay the Town of 
Goshen 65 cents, and 20 cents for each visitor thereafter – with no cap on payments. This will 
provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1.3 million annually, based on 2 million visitors, and 
substantially more depending on the success of the Park. Previously, Merlin Entertainments agreed 
to include a minimum payment based on 800,000 visitors, and to increase the annual rate by 1.5 
percent per year.  These payments will continue for 30 years, even though LEGOLAND New York 
has reduced its PILOT request from a 30-year to a 20-year term.  The Town would receive full tax 
revenue and the host community fee simultaneously between years twenty and thirty. 
 
Over 30 years, the Town of Goshen is estimated to receive approximately $71 million in revenue 
from the host community fee, PILOT payments and tax payments.  
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Comment B.90.96:  Are anticipated costs associated with the Project outlined in regards to 
highway, police, and ambulance and how much is expected to be offset by the PILOT and host 
community fees paid to the Town of Goshen? 
 
Response:  Town Highway Department costs are projected in the Fiscal Impact Analysis. As the 
Highway Department and Police Department budgets are funded by the Town, PILOT fees and 
Host Community Fees will supplement the budgets of these departments.  GOVAC is not directly 
supported financially by the Town of Goshen.  To mitigate impacts to EMS services, the Project 
Sponsor will have onsite, certified emergency service personnel to serve as first responders in the 
event of an emergency and a first aid station, which will reduce the overall number of calls to 
outside EMS.  
 
Comment B.90.97: Are there statistics from the other LEGOLAND host communities that identify 
the potential increase in petty crimes off-site that could have fiscal impacts to Goshen and 
neighboring municipalities? 
 
Response: Town representatives met with the Police Chief and Captain in Winter Haven to 
understand the anticipated needs of the Proposed Project. As reported by the Winter Haven Police, 
crime related to the park was minor in nature and quantity. 
 
Comment B.90.98:  Note, the DEIS references that two of the parcels involved have an agricultural 
exemption, which implies current agricultural activities on site but then under Section Q. the DEIS 
says the parcels were both previously used for agricultural purposes, and activity ceased more than 
ten years ago. Clarification needed in these sections. 
 
Response:  Portions of parcels on the site that receive an agricultural real property tax exemption 
are hayed.  No field crops are grown, no livestock is housed and no fertilizers are used on the site.  
 
Comment B.90.99: The growth inducing impacts include the demand of other retail services and 
housing for employees that could speed up the natural development of vacant land or farmland – 

 Does the Town have an open space and agriculture protection fund and if so, were do the 
funds come from and will any fees generated from the Project be dedicated to this purpose? 

 Are the current recreation needs in the Town of Goshen being met and are their projected 
costs to meet the demand of a growing community? 

 What infrastructure upgrade costs are anticipated in the next 5 years for the Village and 
Town e.g. road repairs, facilities, sewer, water, etc. 

 
Response:  The DEIS stated on page 170, “Growth from the construction of a LEGOLAND park 
can be expected to include supporting commercial development by providing additional patrons 
for existing and potentially new restaurants and hotels.  As discussed in Section III-K, Land Use 
and Zoning, vacant and underdeveloped land exists in the Town along Route 17M on which 
commercial development is permitted and recommended by the Town of Goshen 2009 
Comprehensive Plan Update.  Other land within the Village of Goshen particularly on Clowes 
Avenue and along Greenwich Avenue/NYS Route 207 as well as further east in the Village and 
Town of Chester where commercial development is also permitted.”  
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As pointed out many areas of the Town and surrounding Villages have commercial zoning in place 
which would permit additional commercial development and therefore additional development 
would not necessarily require the loss of farmland.   
 
The Town does not have open space or agricultural protection funds. The Proposed Project would 
not generate a need for additional Town recreation or housing. 
 
Comment B.90.100: The Project proposed is a commercial, for-profit, amusement park type of 
recreation use with no assurances that the remaining land with this Project will be left undeveloped 
as open space, in perpetuity. For comparison purposes, if the land were to be subdivided for 
housing as currently zoned, there would be parkland fees or land set aside for parkland. The Fiscal 
Impact Analysis failed to account for the potential loss in fees to the Town if built out to be 
allocated specifically for improvements in parks, playgrounds and recreation areas and the analysis 
ignores the environmental benefits that would be created if subdividers dedicated parkland onsite 
to the Town. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.90.95 above.   
 
Comment B.90.101: The visual impact analysis is lacking graphic descriptions of all structures 
and signage as well as lacking in photo simulations of locations where portions of the Proposed 
Action which will be visible from public roads and trails with leaf-on and leaf-off conditions 
including night-sky conditions (as required per scope document). 
 
Response:  The Adopted Scope did not require an analysis from all locations where the Project 
would be visible, but rather attached a map of 14 specific locations. Additional leaf-off conditions 
photos are provided in response to Comment B.2.104 above.  
 
Comment B.90.102: The DEIS only included 2 post development photos (with leaf-on conditions) 
while other pre-development photos did not objectively portray the Viewshed impact for example: 
Heritage Trail: The photos provided in the DEIS (Image 8A & 8B), with leaf-on conditions, are 
misleading to the reader on the viewshed along the sides of the trail. See our attached photos (1A, 
1B, 1C) from the trail with leaf-off conditions. Compare Photo 1A & 1B to Image 8B in the DEIS. 
Image 8B does not show how there are several gaps in vegetation along the trail that actually 
provides partial views of the Project Site across NYS Route 17 and 17M. While at the start of the 
trail along 17M there are buildings (earth toned/muted colored), there is a long stretch of vacant 
woods and hills viewed as shown in Photos 1A & 1B. Depending on photo simulations of the 
proposed action, the reader cannot determine what heights and colors of buildings and structures 
might be seen from along the trail. 
 
Response: The images provided in the DEIS were provided at specific locations as determined in 
the Adopted Scope.  While the Orange County Heritage Trail is densely vegetated, some areas 
have gaps in vegetation during winter months as illustrated by the commenter’s photos.  It is 
unclear from the provided image, where on the trail the photographs are taken.  However, as the 
provided photographs also demonstrate, the distance to the site is such that the site’s existing 120-
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foot tall cell tower is barely visible. Other structures on the site would be equally non-discernable 
at this distance. 
 
Comment B.90.103: Compare Photo 1C to Image 8A in the DEIS. Image 8A is taken far back 
from the view point of users on the trail or intersection. Photo 1C shows is taken closer to the trail 
and the existing house on Project Site and NYS Rt 17 highway sign is visible. 
 
Response:  The trail crossing is visible in IMAGE 8A demonstrating that the photograph is taken 
from directly adjacent to the Heritage Trail as required.  The existing dwelling located on Harriman 
Drive is to be demolished and all proposed structures in this location will be set back further from 
Harriman Drive which will reduce the visibility of developed from this viewshed.   
 
Comment B.90.104: Intersection of 17M and Old Chester Road: Image 9 provided in the DEIS 
looks like partial leaf on conditions and is taken in the middle of the Old Chester Road rather than 
actually from the intersection where riders in vehicles would view the site when turning onto 17M, 
therefore the image provided in the DEIS was misleading to the reader. See our attached photo (2) 
taken from our vehicle in the direction of the proposed action which shows the site is not obscured 
by the billboard and you can see the cell tower. Depending on photo simulations of the proposed 
action, the reader cannot determine what heights and colors of buildings and structures might be 
seen from this location. 
 
Response:  While the provided photograph shows views across NYS Route 17, the cell tower is 
located on the western edge of the Project, so the land shown in the photograph is not the Project 
Site; it is the Glen Arden property.   
 
Comment B.90.105: NYS Route 17 (both eastbound and westbound): The photos provided in the 
DEIS (Images 13&14) lack perspective of the scale of the Project Site and visual impacts from 
this public road. See our attached photos (3,4,5) which clearly shows a broad view of the proposed 
action along the highway that needs to be considered in this section of the DEIS. 
 
Response: The Project Site is visible from NYS Route 17 and based on topography, some 
development will be visible as are commercial developments on both sides of the road within the 
Town including BOCES, Glen Arden and several commercial developments along Route 17M. 
 
Comment B.90.106: Other than the intersection of Old Chester Road, there were no photos from 
along 17M in the DEIS at various line of sights points. Depending on photo simulations of the 
proposed action, the reader cannot determine what heights and colors of buildings and structures 
might be seen from this public road. 
 
Response: The images provided in the DEIS were provided at specific locations as determined in 
the Adopted Scope.  Route 17M, between Chester and Goshen, is a commercial corridor, the 
visibility of additional commercial development is not likely to have a negative impact.  
 
Comment B.90.107:  Several photos in the DEIS state they were taken at “during majority leaf-off 
conditions” – what date were these images taken? Our photos were taken this winter season in 
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December and January.  Based on above, new information is needed in this section of the DEIS to 
generate an unbiased visual impact report with pre and post development photos of day and night 
conditions as required in the scope in order for the Lead Agency to take a hard look at the impacts. 
 
Response:  Leaf-off images were taken in November of 2016.  Additional fully leaf-off images 
were taken in January of 2017, and are provided in the response to Comment B.2.104 above.  
 
Comment B.90.108: Also, the scope required discussion with compliance with the NYSDEC 
policy and procedure for assessing and mitigating impacts.  This requires a viewshed map, or line 
of sight profiles at the very least.  
 
Response: Line of sight profiles have been provided in Appendix M.  
 
Comment B.90.109: Need photos of signage proposed and location/size on and off site to see if 
they comply with Town Code 97-49 Signs. 
 
Response: Town Code Section 97-49 does not apply to the Commercial Recreation Overlay 
District.  The Zoning Code modification indicates that there are certain bulk tables that are going 
to be established in this CR Overlay District.  These bulk requirements only take effect if the 
Planning Board does not address the specific issues in the site plan.  If those specific issues are 
addressed by the Planning Board, including with respect to signage, those requirements will 
control. 
 
Comment B.90.110: Need photos or illustrations of dimensions and architectural characteristics of 
each building attraction, restaurant and structures (DEIS only provided a few photos of 
representative buildings at other parks). We would expect the DEIS to discuss facades, exterior 
walls, detail features, awnings, roof lines, materials, colors of all buildings of the proposed action 
as well as the entrance way, attractions, rides, water tower, parking deck, retaining walls, and any 
other structure proposed plus photo simulations of those that will be most visible off site. 
 
Response: The renderings provided in the DEIS were consistent with the requirements of the 
Adopted Scope.  Revised post-construction photo simulations, additional architectural renderings 
and a cross sectional analysis based on the revised park layout are provided in M. 
 
Comment B.90.111: The DEIS states the hotel proposed was reduced from five to four stories “to 
keep the hotel more hidden within the existing tree canopy” – given the amount of tree clearing 
and grading, this statements needs to be backed up with photo/line of sight illustration to support 
the conclusion particularly at leaf-off conditions. 
 
Response: Line of sight profiles are provided in Appendix M.  
 
Comment B.90.112: What will be the tallest structure(s) or feature(s) on site (in feet) in addition 
to the hotel e.g. water tower, retaining wall, rides with corresponding photos for illustration? Will 
there be light poles on the parking deck visible to nearby residences? 
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Response:  The tallest structure on the site will be the proposed hotel which will be approximately 
60 feet tall.  The water storage tank will be 38 feet tall, with a dome, resulting in 44.8 feet. Post 
construction photo simulations have been provided in Appendix M which demonstrate the 
potential visibility of proposed parking areas and parking lot lighting.   
 
Comment B.90.113:  What was used to study these tall structures’ visual impact on the landscape; 
was a balloon test conducted? 
 
Response:  Photo-simulations were used to analyze visual impact in the DEIS.  A balloon test was 
not required by the Adopted Scope.  
 
Comment B.90.114:  What is the circular gray feature shown on top of the hotel in the sample back 
angle photo in the DEIS? Are there any other roof top cupolas, antennas, flags etc. proposed 
exceeding the height of any structure that needs to be reviewed? 
 
Response:  The rendering of the hotel, provided in the DEIS, shows all architectural features 
including cupolas which are to be located on the hotel roof.  Architectural features such as cupolas, 
spires and parapets are exempted from zoning height restrictions as per Town Zoning Code § 97-
40(D)(1), and height restrictions are being addressed by the Planning Board, consistent with 
available viewshed information and practicability, consistent with its SEQRA review. 
 
Comment B.90.115: There are a variety of rides at the existing LEGOLAND parks and the reader 
is not clear on which are proposed for New York that can be visually obtrusive depending on site 
design and topography e.g. Island in the Sky, Kid Power Towers, Beetle Bounce, Flying School 
and other variety of rollercoasters – what rides are proposed for LEGOLAND New York? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.90.76 above.  
 
Comment B.90.116: The light analysis did not include a photo simulation of the proposed action 
but rather a photo provided demonstrating a glimpse of another location parking lot with hotel in 
background (on page 143). In our attachment of photos, we included a photo found on the internet 
of hotel California – will there be lights illuminating back and front of hotel, aquarium and other 
buildings proposed and how will they be seen off-site from any public road or residence? 
 
Response:  The online images provided were taken with additional photography back-lighting for 
use in marketing materials.  However, for safety the hotel will have lighting on at night; including 
the back and front of the building.  The image provided in the DEIS shows the hotel from the 
nearest property line during nighttime hours and demonstrates that lighting levels will be low and 
no light will spillover property lines.  Security lighting will also be on at the main entrance to the 
aquarium and back-of-hour office building. This lighting will be shielded, full cut-off lighting.  
These buildings are setback from property lines and lighting levels at property lines will be zero.   
 
Comment B.90.117: Does a lighting analysis show a uniform distribution of light? 
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Response:  No.  Lighting provided at buildings will be directed down and will not spread lighting 
across the property.  Some upward accent lighting on trees is proposed which, because of the 
intensity of the light and there limitation in number, will not result in a significant adverse 
environmental impact.  However, the Planning Board will review such lighting in its role in 
reviewing site plan detail review. 
 
Comment B.90.118: Given that the landscaping will be new growth and will not significantly 
reduce the visual impact of this new development Project on its own – what other measures have 
been taken to further off set visual impacts? Can more use of earth tone colors or variations in 
architecture be incorporated into the Project so it’s not such a stark difference in the landscape 
from buildings in vicinity e.g. color of hotel roof and back of buildings? 
 
Response:  As shown on the landscaping plan, more than 5000 trees are to be planted to 
supplement the 250 acres of existing forested areas which will remain on the site.  In addition to 
landscaping an 8-foot tall privacy fence will be constructed around the perimeter of the park area. 
The hotel has been relocated on the site further from the adjacent neighborhood as originally 
designed. Post-construction photo simulations show visual impacts will be minimal.    
 
Comment B.90.119: If solar or wind turbines are added to the plans, then impacts need to be 
reviewed. 
 
Response:  No wind turbines or large-scale solar panels are proposed on the site.   
 
Comment B.90.120: Plantings are important along retaining walls, around the perimeter of the site, 
screening parking areas, trash facility, storage areas, the rear of buildings, and other potentially 
objectionable views from the public areas – is there a high concentration of evergreen plants 
included in the landscaping plan that can provide an effective year round effect to reduce visual 
impacts? 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor will implement a landscaping plan that includes the planting of 
approximately 5000 trees, including evergreen species such as White Pine, Norway Spruce, Scots 
Pine, Douglas Fir, Golden Nootka False Cypress and Dawn Redwood.  There are approximately 
40 total species of tree to be planted, including wetland species that will be planted in areas of the 
site for the creation of new wetlands, which occur in perimeter areas on the site (see planting plans 
on sheets L141-L147 of the plan set). 
 
Comment B.90.121: Have off-site improvements been considered to help mitigate the visual 
impacts of broad views of the proposed action e.g. add landscaping and evergreens along Heritage 
Trail and 17M to fill in the gaps in existing vegetation for year round coverage? 
 
Response:  Visual impacts to the Heritage Trail and Route 17M are minimal, and as a result, no 
offsite landscaping is proposed.  
 
Comment B.90.122: As stated previously, we believe this section in particular did not meet the 
scope requirements and was not adequate for public review; therefore as per SEQR, a 
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Supplemental EIS should be required. Any new information submitted in the Final EIS limits 
public input and analysis of the data. 
 
Response: The visual analysis included in the DEIS was in accordance with the requirements of 
the Adopted Scope.  The FEIS is the proper document to further address Project related questions 
and to provide additional analysis if required. It does not appear that, either related to lighting or 
any topic, an SEIS is warranted, based upon the standard necessary to mandate such a review 
document.  
 
Comment B.90.123: The DEIS states “Prior to the start of construction, the Project archeologist 
will develop a Phase III testing and recovery program.” Is the Town/County Historian informed 
of plans prior to removal of any findings since they are not listed as an Interested Agency, however, 
they are tasked with preserving documenting, and promoting the history of the area. 
 
Response: The Phase III testing and recovery program is required to be submitted to the NYS 
Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation for coordination and to confirm the plan is 
consistent with applicable protocols. The Project Sponsor will reach out to various local 
organizations, including the Town Historian, regarding donating recovered artifacts for 
preservation and display once the Phase III plan is implemented.  
 
Comment B.90.124: Note, the chemicals and heavy metals used in fireworks also take their toll on 
the environment, sometimes contributing to water supply contamination and even acid rain. Also, 
fireworks can be a fire hazard during droughts and should be addressed in a permit application. If 
fireworks will be used, are they environmentally friendly due to close proximity to nearby 
residential population e.g. using benign compressed air instead of gunpowder to launch to reduce 
air and noise pollution? 
 
Response: Impacts discussed above are result of regular, large-scale use of fireworks.  As stated 
in the DEIS, fireworks may be used on special occasions possibly twice a year.  Fireworks displays 
will be run by an outside, licensed vender. All required permits will be obtained and necessary 
safety precautions taken.   
 
Comment B.90.125: Will the off-site road improvements be included in a timeline for completion 
and/or set as a priority in phasing plan? 
 
Response:  Road improvements will be occurring concurrently with park construction and will be 
fully completed prior to park opening.  
 
Comment B.90.126:  Is there a mitigation plan for blasting required? The DEIS should describe 
how blasting operations will be conducted, and protective measures to limit the effects off site, if 
blasting is to occur. 
 
Response: It is not certain that blasting will be needed on site.  However, as stated on page 38 of 
the DEIS, “blasting may be required for excavation in areas of shallow bedrock.  Any blasting 
would be strictly controlled and conducted according to all applicable regulations.  Pre-blasting 
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surveys of proximate structures would be conducted and vibration thresholds would be 
established. Blasting-induced vibration above established levels would be prohibited. If 
determined to be necessary, blasting mats would be placed over the area to be blasted in order to 
reduce noise and dust impacts. Any required blasting would be monitored. Monitoring points 
would take into consideration sensitive receptors.  Monitoring equipment would be capable of 
monitoring both ground and airborne vibration. Pre-blasting surveys would identify water wells, 
and water quality testing of existing wells would be conducted. Monitoring would continue 
throughout the construction process.” 
 
Comment B.90.127: Even when a stormwater prevention plan is being implemented, construction 
on steep slopes can result in large erosion events during construction activity. Is there a monitoring 
plan by the Town on the erosion control devices to insure maintained and proven effective? 
 
Response: Construction on the site will be monitored by the Town Engineer and Town Building 
Inspector as with all construction projects. The site is also subject to inspection by the NYSDEC.  
 
Comment B.90.128:  In regards to the aquarium in Phase 2, we assume the construction time frame 
will be in the off season to reduce impacts and concerns in safety of visitors and staff. What 
happens to the current landscaping plan and how will construction trucks enter and exit the area? 
 
Response: Construction of the aquarium will occur in the off-peak season to reduce interference 
with park operations and guests. Construction vehicles and construction workers could enter 
through either entrance, but would only use the back-of-house entrance in the event the park is 
open.  
 
Comment B.90.129:  The DEIS states “Permanent damage to town and County roads is anticipated 
to be minimal as the roads construction vehicles would take to get to the site, including Harriman 
Drive and portions of South Street and Route 17M, are anticipated to be improved as part of this 
Project” - perhaps the wording should be revised to be more definite such as “shall be improved” 
and include unacceptable conditions during construction and in what time frame improvements 
will be made? 
 
Response:  Construction traffic routes will not utilize local roads, as construction vehicles will 
travel to and from the site via Route 17 and Harriman Drive.  None of the improvements to 
Harriman Drive or any of the other traffic related improvements are to be owned or maintained by 
the Town, and as a result, will have no impact to the Town Highway Department.  In addition, any 
construction bonding with the Town, would cover the cost of remediation of any roadways 
potentially damaged by construction vehicles. 
 
Comment B.90.130: Have any other reasonable alternatives been considered for avoiding or 
reducing identified impacts such as changing scale/size of Project, change in layout, phasing etc.? 
 
Response:  Wetlands and topography on the site limit the ability to modify the overall park layout 
but the revised plans submitted herewith does show a number of layout changes which were 
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completed in response to comments received.  These changes, including layout modifications and 
reductions in grading are discussed in Chapter I above.  
 
Comment B.90.131: Designate or subdivide permanently protected lots for open space from 
developed theme park use. 
 
Response: Just over 150 acres of the site will be preserved with a conservation easement (see 
Figure 10). In addition, it is proposed that Introductory Local Law No. 6 will, among other things, 
reduce the reach of the CR Overlay District by providing a 100-foot buffer on the perimeter of the 
combined properties that would not be subject to the Overlay District’s regulations or permitted 
uses. 
 
Comment B.90.132: A Project of this size will induce additional growth, as more hotels and 
motels, restaurants, gas stations, and other businesses sprout up to service the thousands of 
anticipated visitors. Based on reasonable assumptions about the amount of growth that will be 
induced, the impacts on traffic, air quality, water and sewer services, noise, visual impacts, 
community character, open space, and other subjects should be estimated and factored into the 
relevant studies.  There is a cost of new development and strain on existing infrastructure and 
services particularly if impact is not gradual on the Village and Town of Goshen to accommodate 
for unplanned growth. 
 
Response: Any future development outside of the confines of this Project are at this time 
speculative and incapable of detailed analysis.  To the extent, if any, that such additional 
commercial activities are realized, they would be subject to their own review under SEQR.  
 
Comment B.90.133:  We are concerned about the lack of significant information in the DEIS for 
the public to review.  As per SEQR, supplemental EIS provides an analysis of one or more 
significant adverse environment impacts which were not addressed, or inadequately addressed, in 
the DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.90.122. 
 
Comment B.90.134: As you accommodate new growth now and in the future, we hope you are 
effective in protecting small town character, historic sites, rural landscapes and farmland as they 
are irreplaceable and contribute to the agritourism which is so important to preserve in Orange 
County and New York. 
 
Response: The Planning Board generally concurs in the positive effect that such aspirations might 
bring.  However, the Planning Board does not sit as an omnibus agency charged with protecting 
such goals. The Planning Board must address specific development applications and make 
decisions in accordance with the zoning rights of property owners, considering the environmental 
impacts in the context of SEQRA. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive 
comments warrant a response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives 
and mitigations of the proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that 
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were not previously addressed. As a result, the comment’s expressed hope that a small town 
character, etc. be protected in future growth warrants no further response. 
 

 B.91. Kevin Flynn, letter dated January 10, 2017 
 
Comment B.91.1:  Orange County does NOT desperately need the jobs and we haven’t for quite a 
while now. In November of 2016, the unemployment rate in the United States sits at 4.6%.       The 
unemployment rate in NY State is right now around 5.1%. Orange County is currently at 4.3% and 
Goshen also sits at 4.3%. These statistics can be found in the U.S. Bureau of Labor statistics 
website. How can it be accurately, or better yet honestly stated by Phil/Merlin that jobs are 
“desperately needed’ here? 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to a Project. See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.117.4. 
 
Comment B.91.2:  There are drawbacks to this LEGOLAND Project and they are huge, far 
reaching, and many are irreversible and Merlin hasn’t been forthcoming about them since day one, 
and that’s putting it kindly. I’ve never heard a single person in my 15 years living in Goshen say 
to me “I like it here a lot, its quiet, clean and scenic but the only thing we really need is an 
amusement park.” Nobody has moved to Goshen in the hopes that an amusement park would 
someday be built close by, NOBODY. And please, we all know it’s an amusement park, by calling 
it a recreation center/ facility or whatever other lawyer’s jargon you’ve been advised to use is 
insulting to the intelligence of your community. Regardless what you choose to refer to it as it 
doesn’t belong here. Contrary to popular belief, we that oppose this are not “afraid of change” as 
I’ve heard ad nauseum by the welcome side. Change is inevitable and to be embraced, and we 
don’t fear it at all as long as it is well thought out, within the current zoning laws, and respectful 
and proportionate to the entire town/area. This proposed change would be none of those.  This is 
potentially a colossal change.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to a Project. 
 
Comment B.91.3:  We are a small quaint town that would be adversely affected by it by sacrificing 
water that is, and has notoriously been in short supply. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to a Project. See response to Comment A.24.7. 
 
Comment B.91.4: Traffic = noise + pollution + lost time and all have been woefully addressed by 
Merlin’s proposals. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to a Project. See responses to Comments A.2.3, A.54.1, and B.18.2. 
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Comment B.91.4:  30 year tax break? That would be some kind of deal of the century…for THEM, 
not us. THAT’S their idea of being a good neighbor as they have so often said?  It sure would be 
awesome for them, but for Goshen and Orange County residents…not so much.                        
Do you pay your taxes? I know I sure do, and as far as I know all my neighbors and small local 
business owners do as well. I pay my fair share, and do it willingly because I truly love where I 
live. I chose it carefully based on the country setting and small town feel. 
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to a Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.91.5: LEGOLAND maybe wanted here by some and I can’t dispute that as a fact, but 
it is not NEEDED here as Merlin would have the masses believe and that is also a fact.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to a Project. 
 
Comment B.91.6:  Several of the Planning Board members have been seen out in public with 
LEGOLAND pins on and being wined and dined by the Merlin team in our local restaurants. Now 
you push a board member off the board because his wife is on the stop LEGOLAND page?? Lee 
Bergus’s wife has been on the welcome LEGOLAND page, why isn’t Lee Bergus pushed off the 
board? Double standard and very suspicious to say the least.  
 
Response:  The comments regarding pins and being “wined and dined” by Merlin are not true.  
One Planning Board member who voluntarily recused herself from making determinations on the 
Project had worn a pro-LEGOLAND pin on one occasion prior to being appointed to the Planning 
Board.  As to the comment concerning one of two Planning Board members who were not re-
appointed at the expiration of his term, see response to Comment B.72.1. The opinion of spouses 
is not a cause for recusal. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to 
statements of generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that 
are not supported by reasonable observations or data, or to non-substantive comments, i.e., 
comments that are not relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the proposed 
Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed. 
Consequently, the entirety of this comment warrants no response. 
 
Comment B.91.7: Has anyone on this board even read the DEIS? Or even parts of it? It was 
released as “complete” and it has glaring omissions (like a traffic study of 87/17 where the lion’s 
share of LEGOLAND’s patrons are expected to pass through). 
 
Response:  Planning Board members have read the DEIS. The commenter misunderstands the 
concept of “completeness” of a DEIS under the SEQRA regulations and guidance documents. The 
DEIS was determined to be complete, i.e., of sufficient responsiveness to the Scope that it was 
ready for comment by governmental agencies and the public.  Additional information has been 
provided on the I-87/NYS Route 17 interchange in the revised traffic study (see Appendix E). 
 
Comment B.91.7: How about a cost benefit analysis? When will we actually see one of those? 
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Response:  A fiscal impact analysis which included both revenue generation and municipal costs 
was provided in the DEIS. Additionally, the Orange County IDA commissioned an independent 
analysis of the fiscal benefits by KPMG, and a copy of KPMG’s report is included in Appendix 
K. 
 
Comment B.91.8:  Don’t try to jam this monumental square peg into a tiny round whole, it doesn’t 
fit and shouldn’t be here. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data, or to non-substantive comments, i.e., comments that 
are not relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the proposed Project, or which 
raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously addressed. 
 
 B.92. Thomas Kennedy, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.92.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater Orange County 
community.  Please remember the Goshen Central School District will receive $38.4 million of 
$52.6 million in PILOT payments over the course of 30 years.  In the first year of operation, $1.022 
million in the first year would go to the Goshen Central School District, $210,000 would go to the 
Town of Goshen and $168,000 would go to Orange County. These amounts will increase each 
year over the PILOT’s 30 year term. LEGOLAND New York would also pay the Town of Goshen 
a host community fee for every visitor to the park. The Town of Goshen will receive 65 cents for 
each visitor up to 2 million visits and 20 cents for each ticket thereafter- with no cap!  This would 
provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1.3 million annually, based on 2 million visitors, and 
substantially more depending on the park’s success! Think of all the worthy community projects 
that will finally become a reality with these funds!  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity 
to bring tax ratables to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others , provide new revenue to the 
Goshen School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic 
multipliers. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See also, response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.92.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See also, response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.92.3: I believe Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in its 
environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed to 
being transparent in this process. 
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Response:  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.  
 
Comment B.92.4: I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding member of the 
Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in Goshen. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.. 
 
 B.93. Tom Lemmy, letter dated January 5, 2017 

Comment B.93.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers…. The 
Project is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment 
prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year 
of operation. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.93.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees.  All these people will be spending money in 
the Goshen community!  LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire 
local construction labor. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See also, response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.93.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in 
its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed 
to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding 
member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in 
Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.94. Annmarie Kovacs, letter dated January 6, 2017 

Comment B.94.1: I am writing in support of LEGOLAND New York and see the tremendous 
opportunity for our beloved Goshen and greater Orange County community. In addition to the jobs 
created, economic boost and tax benefits, the educational opportunities are extensive and 
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impressive.  As a resident, parent, educator, and PTO President of the Scotchtown Avenue 
Elementary School, I am excited for all this company has to offer our children and community. 
School Field Trips, PTO Partnerships, Teacher Appreciation Days, and Workshops will be cutting 
edge offering a dynamic curriculum. The benefits and programs offered introducing next 
generation science standards , STEM- Science ,Technology, Engineering and Math, problem 
solving and programming, solar and mechanical power are inspiring. Concepts of friction and wind 
resistance, levers, motors, pulleys will be adopted at such a young age. With a solid foundation 
and the excitement of learning using a tactile approach our future is bright. 
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.94.2: I believe Merlin Entertainments has been transparent and have faith and 
confidence through the SEQR process, local town board, engineers, and consultants to protect the 
environment, quality of life and seek ways for positive impact. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  
 

 B.95. Katie Gambino, letter dated January 6, 2017 
 
Comment B.95.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County Community.  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables 
to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School 
District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.95.2:  LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community.  LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor.  The Project is an economic boon to Goshen.  As you know, LEGOLAND New 
York’s initial investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching 
$500 million in its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.95.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in 
its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed 
to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding 
member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in 
Goshen. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.96. Taylor, WTBQ, 1110 AM, 93.5 FM, letter dated January 6, 2017 
 
Comment B.96.1:  As the #1 Community Radio Station in the County that has been independently 
owned for the past 22 years we have been involved in many innovative ideas that were aimed at 
generating new revenue. In our opinion, LEGOLAND has proven (throughout the world) to be 
extremely beneficial to all residents and businesses where LEGOLAND theme parks have been 
constructed. Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of the 
tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and the entire County, provide new revenue to the Goshen 
School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic 
multipliers…. The LEGOLAND Project is an economic boon to Goshen and LEGOLAND’s New 
York initial investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching 
$500 million in its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See also, response to Comment B.78.3.   
 
Comment B.96.2: Add that LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time 
employees, 300 part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees, and all these new hires will be 
spending money, buying homes, and shopping local in the Goshen community! They will also be 
creating 800 construction jobs while looking in Goshen first for these positions. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.96.3:  WTBQ is confident Merlin Entertainment will address any and all issues 
including the environmental impact review. Merlin and LEGOLAND’s transparency is quite 
evident, as we all discovered when attending the many meetings this past year. They have already 
become residents of Goshen as well as opening their Welcome Center right in downtown Goshen. 
They have been on the air on WTBQ numerous times speaking to the entire County. The feedback 
we have received from the listeners once they hear from LEGOLAND in their own voice, is this 
is an organization that is committed to doing it right and making it beneficial to all concerned. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. The Environmental Impact Statement addresses all anticipated 
potential impacts and provides mitigation as required.  See response to Comment B.80.4. 
 

 B.97. K. Fisher, letter dated January 3, 2017 
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Comment B.97.1: I am writing to you in support of LEGOLAND New York for any number of 
reasons including the undeniable impacts it will have on: 

 Tourism and economic development 
 Jobs (800 alone during construction and over 1000 permanent, part-time and seasonal) 
 Revenues for schools 
 Educational opportunities for children 

An investment like Merlin’s proposed $350-$500 million over its first five years will be a key 
contributor to not just the economic and educational landscape of Goshen, but to an entire region. 
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.97.2: We should all be concerned with environmental impacts, and from what I see, 
Merlin Entertainment is committed to best practices at all of its facilities worldwide regularly 
monitoring impacts, and constantly seeking opportunities for sustainable environmental 
improvement. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will do its part to be a social responsible 
corporate citizen to Goshen and the entire region. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 

 B.98. Nikki Regina, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.98.1:  Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community.  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables 
to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School 
District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… 
The Project is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial 
investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in 
its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.98.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.98.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in 
its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-443 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding 
member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in 
Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.99. Ralph Carr, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.99.1: I am writing to you to express my positive support for the LEGOLAND New 
York Project. This Project is important because of the tremendous tourism and economic 
development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater Orange County community.  This Project 
is a rare opportunity to bring tax ratables to Goshen, create jobs for local residents, provide new 
revenue to the Goshen School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the 
untold economic multipliers… The Project is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, 
LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its 
investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.99.2: While I have concerns about the traffic impacts of this Project, I have every 
confidence that these impacts can be fully mitigated via your site plan requirements. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.99.3: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.100. Cathi Zeno, letter dated January 3, 2017 

Comment B.100.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers…. The 
Project is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment 
prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year 
of operation. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
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Comment B.100.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.100.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.  
 

B.101. Ronald Boire and Faith Ferguson, Stagecoach INN, letter dated January 4, 
2017 

Comment B.101.1: We are writing to express our strong support for the proposed LEGOLAND 
New York Project. We believe that this Project is vital to the future of Goshen and Orange County. 
Our county is in critical need of growth, good jobs and tax revenue, and this Project will provide 
all three. 
 
Additionally, a Project such as LEGOLAND New York can act as a catalyst for future investment 
in our community. Businesses that see companies like Merlin Entertainment and brands like LEGO 
investing in our community will give us consideration for investment where previously they may 
have not.  As business owners and investors in Goshen and Orange County, we are prepared to 
invest further in our community. As leaders, it is vital that you support great investment in our 
community and signal that Goshen is open for business and interested in growth. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  
 
 B.102. Sean Burke, Country Wide Electric, Inc., letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.102.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, , create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.102.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.102.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
  
 B.103. Kate Clark, Comfort Inn & Suites, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.103.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, , create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.103.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.103.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
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outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.    
 

 B.104. Stuart Wainberg, WAINCO Realty, Inc., letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.104.1: We are writing to you in strong support of the proposed LEGOLAND Project 
in our capacity as the owner of the Village Place at Goshen, a 48 –unit luxury apartment rental 
complex located on Clowes and West Main Street in Goshen.  We chose to invest in Goshen 
because of the high quality of life that Goshen and Orange County offer our tenants. We have 
family in neighboring communities and appreciate why so many people choose to make Orange 
County their home. We have also been active in the shopping center development industry for over 
30 years and appreciate that all communities need to have non-residential development to help 
stabilize and strengthen their tax base. All communities need to invest in education, police, life 
safety, and many other services while simultaneously fostering economic growth so they can 
remain affordable for their residents. Following the great recession of 2009 and the closing of the 
county government office in Goshen, it became apparent that businesses in the Village of Goshen 
and the surrounding communities were struggling to survive. They need strong leadership to help 
guide the community towards a more secure financial future so they can remain a viable part of 
the community. With this in mind, we sincerely believe that LEGOLAND will greatly strengthen 
the tax base of the community and bring new opportunities in education, recreation, and 
entertainment that will enhance the quality of life for everyone in Goshen and in Orange County. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.104.2: We believe that LEGOLAND is a “once in a lifetime opportunity” to secure 
the economic future of the community. LEGOLAND will employ 500 year-round full time 
employees, 300 part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be 
spending money in the Goshen community! LEGOLAND will create 800 construction jobs and 
will hire local construction labor.  The Project is an economic boon to Goshen and Orange County 
with an ultimate investment of $500 million. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.104.3: As developers, we are confident that Merlin Entertainment will fully address 
all issues you might have with its application including its environmental impact review. We 
further believe that Merlin Entertainment and LEGOLAND will be an outstanding member of the 
Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4. 
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B.105. Danielle Pappalardo, Pine Bush Area Chamber of Commerce, letter dated 

January 9, 2017 

Comment B.105.1:  Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because 
of the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.105.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.105.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.106. Diana Kornish, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.106.1: I have actively followed the process as it has unfolded, so I am writing to let 
you know that this Goshen resident and taxpayer is in favor of the proposed LEGOLAND New 
York Project. I look forward to the positive economic impact it will have on Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community.  The Goshen Central School District, the Town of Goshen and Orange 
County will all benefit beginning with year one. The PILOT Payments, a Host Community Fee 
and the Sales Tax which will be collected because of this theme park, will be substantial and make 
a huge difference to our area. Think of all the worthy community projects that could finally become 
a reality with these funds! The numbers that have been presented don’t even take into account the 
additional businesses that will open because of the LEGOLAND Project or the increase of revenue 
to our current business community.  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax 
ratables to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen 
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School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic 
multipliers. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.106.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! We need those jobs here in Goshen, NY. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.106.3: I believe Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in its 
environmental impact review and I also believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed 
to being transparent in this LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding member of the Goshen 
community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in Goshen. From all the 
information I have seen, this is how Merlin operates.  We need to take advantage of this 
opportunity! 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 

 
 B.107. David Seligmann, Sweet Tymes, letter dated January 10, 2017 

Comment B.107.1: As a sixteen year resident of the Village of Goshen and a business owner, the 
addition of LEGOLAND will provide jobs, educational opportunity and an economic boom for 
Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1.  
 

B.108. Francis W. Giannino, Frank’s Custom Shoe Fitting, letter dated January 4, 
2017 

Comment B.108.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, , create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
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Comment B.108.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.108.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.109. Cooper Arias, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.109.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.109.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.109.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.110. Susan Hawvermale, Orange County Director of Tourism, letter dated  
      January 4, 2017 

Comment B.110.1: We are in support of the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project and urge 
you to approve it. We cannot afford to say no to LEGOLAND. The tourism industry is a major 
economic driver and Orange County must attract larger projects in order to compete with both the 
national and international markets. It is the future of our cities and currently the bread and butter 
of our villages.  
 
Response:  The Proposed Project also follows the Orange County Economic Development 
Strategy (2015) and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Strategy updated annually 
by New York State and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Council. The Orange 
County Economic Development Strategy targets tourism as one of the main industries essential to 
economic development in Orange County. This plan recommends expanding tourism by both 
overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through the hotel occupancy tax and 
developments, which emphasize Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the Northeast. The 
Proposed Project is in accordance with these goals.  See also, response to Comment B.78.3. 
 
Comment B.110.2: The job, tax, and stimulus benefits have been outlined succinctly in many 
places, substantiated by the positive effects LEGOLAND has had in other communities.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.110.3: Merlin Entertainment has shown their commitment to the area through its 
outreach to both businesses and residents with plans for future partnerships that will give Orange 
County advantages that could not occur with any other development of that site.  This is an 
investment in the future for all of us. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.111. Keith Studt, ITC, letter dated January 3, 2017 

Comment B.111.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.111.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.111.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.112. Jason Anderson, letter dated January 3, 2017 

Comment B.112.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.112.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.112.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
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outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.113. Paul Halayko, Newburgh Brewing Company, letter dated January 3, 2017 

Comment B.113.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community.  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables 
to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School 
District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers. 
 
Also, please remember: 

 LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 part time 
employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! 

 LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local construction 
labor. 

The Project is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial 
investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in 
its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.113.2: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

B.114. Paul Nebrasky, Nebrasky Plumbing, Heating & Cooling, letter dated  
January 3, 2017 
 

Comment B.114.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-453 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.114.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.114.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.115. Andrew Ciccone, Hudson Valley Public Relations, letter dated January 3,  
  2017 
 
Comment B.115.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.115.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
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Comment B.115.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.116. Greg Miller, CMIT Solutions of Orange County, letter dated January 3. 2017 

Comment B.116.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.116.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.116.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.117. Jesse J. Kehoe, Blooming Grove Stair Company, letter dated January 3. 2017 

Comment B.117.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
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Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.117.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.117.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B. 118. Mary Israelski, letter dated January 10, 2017 

Comment B.118.1: I am writing this letter in support of LEGOLAND New York. Projects such as 
this are known to have great economic development impacts for the hosting community. I believe 
that Goshen will benefit from LEGOLAND because it will bring in families with children under 
12, loving parents and grandparents and school teachers and students who want to provide 
educational opportunities to their family and students in a fun and interesting environment and this 
type of business will boost clean economic development. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.118.2:  Some of the positive impacts will be construction jobs, tax revenues in excess 
of a million dollars each year to the school district without adding children to the district, the town 
and county will get increased tax revenues each year and employment opportunities will increase 
for High Tech jobs, skilled and entry level jobs now and in the future. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
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Comment B.118.3:  Goshen will become a destination place for short term guest and young 
families. Our town will become robust with restaurants and shops, preexisting businesses will 
thrive. The demographic that this park will bring will be family friendly who will seek food 
establishments, farmers markets, boutiques, personal care and car services. LEGOLAND New 
York will help our town to change in a wholesome, family friendly way.  
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.118.4: Regarding water, I am confident that the town planning board, engineers and 
consultants will, through the SEQR process, protect the environment, and will seek ways to 
mitigate any negative impacts. The Environmental Impacts Statement addresses water, sewer, and 
traffic. The Environmental Impact Statement points to the wells on the LEGOLAND property and 
these wells are likely high producing and could supplement the current municipal water supply.  
 
Response:  Two wells on the site which will be dedicated to the Town of Goshen were tested in 
2009 as part of the analysis for a residential subdivision on the site.  Well 1 was determined to 
have a yield of 15-25 gallons per minute and Well 2 was tested at approximately 46 gallons per 
minute.  
 
Comment B.118.5: Regarding traffic, the development plans seem to address traffic to the greatest 
extent practicable. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3 
 
Comment B.118.6: Additionally, although not part of the scope of this Project, with 
LEGOLAND’s payment of tax revenues to the county and state perhaps improvements can be 
granted to Route 17/86 and ancillary roads. Perhaps the increase of state revenues from this 
business and others that will follow will spur the economy and grants could be given to improve 
the interstate with additional lanes. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.118.7: Perhaps the increase in population, even if transient, will spur a good super 
market to be built in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 

 B.119. Kevin Mushett, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.119.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
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Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.119.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.119.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.120. Carly Edmond, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.120.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.120.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.120.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.121. Jason Lombardi, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.121.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.121.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.121.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.122. Erin Pascual, letter dated January 13, 2017 
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Comment B.122.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.122.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.122.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.123. Jonathan Geissler, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.123.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.123.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
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Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.123.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.124. Matthew T. Flanagan, letter dated January 13. 2017 
 
Comment B.124.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.124.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.124.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
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 B.125. Elsa Pascual, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.125.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.125.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.125.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.126. Kathryn Seckler, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.126.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
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Comment B.126.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.126.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.127. Russ Martinson, Cooley, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.127.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.127.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.127.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 

 B.128. Eben Yager, Hudson Valley Renegades, letter dated January 4, 2017 

Comment B.128.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.128.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.128.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.129. Pete Berman, letter dated January 3, 2017 

Comment B.129.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. I am a taxpayer in Goshen, owning commercial property and 
residential property. It is imperative that we grow our tax base and increase the job opportunities 
both for our kids on a seasonal basis and middle class jobs that LEGOLAND offers year round. 
The Project is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial 
investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in 
its fifth year of operation. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.129.2: I know from friends and colleagues that the vast majority of folks are in 
support, but we only hear the vocal opposition. Give consideration to the fact that most people do 
not understand community planning and if LEGOLAND were for some reason not to come to our 
community, those same naysayers will demand to know why taxes are rising and there are no jobs. 
Be visionary leaders; envision our community growing responsibly adding good quality jobs with 
a company that values education and community involvement.  I have taken the time to read online 
and look at demographics related to other LEGOLAND locations and they are far better than ours, 
here in Orange County. You have a real opportunity to make a lasting change for the better. Be 
bold and help make this community stronger and better for our children, the entire community will 
come to recognize the benefit. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.25.1. 
 
Comment B.129.3: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1.  
 
Comment B.129.4: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.130. Matthew Ventura, letter dated January 5, 2017 

Comment B.130.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater Orange County 
community. The Goshen School District will receive $38.4 million of $52.6 million in PILOT 
payments over the course of 30 years.  In the first year of operation, $1.022 million would go to 
the Goshen Central School District, $210,000 would go to the Town of Goshen, and $168,000 
would go to Orange County. These amounts will increase each year over the Pilot’s 30-year term. 
 
LEGOLAND New York would also pay the Town of Goshen a host community fee for every 
visitor to the park. The Town of Goshen will receive 65 cents for each visitor up to 2 million visits 
and 20 cents for each ticket thereafter – with no cap!  This would provide the Town of Goshen 
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with at least $1.3 million annually, based on 2 million visitors, and substantially more depending 
on the park’s success! Think of all the worthy community projects that will finally become a reality 
with these funds!  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to Goshen, 
create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District and have 
Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.130.2: And, LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time 
employees, 300 part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be 
spending money in the Goshen community! 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.130.3: I believe Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in its 
environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed to 
being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding 
member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in 
Goshen.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 

 B.131. Pat Foley, A&F Tire and Battery of Goshen, Inc., letter dated January 8,  
2017 

 
Comment B.131.1: I would urge you to examine the facts available, without all the hysterics, prior 
to making a decision.  I believe this Project can provide an economic stimulus this area needs. We 
are all aware of how many local properties are off the tax rolls. This seems to be a way to get 
decent ratables, on the books, I understand that they will be paying a reduced rate for a while, but 
it will produce much more than the property is paying now, without adding a lot of students to the 
school district.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.131.2: LEGOLAND has said that they will create hundreds of full time, part time, 
and seasonal jobs. The data from their other sites seems to confirm this, plus we are looking at 
hundreds more construction jobs, during the building phase. I believe that the people who get these 
jobs will be spending money in the area, for the most part. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
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Comment B.131.3: Traffic seems to be a concern to some. This Project will add traffic, but mostly 
moving in different directions than the commuters. We all know that traffic problems already exist 
on Route 17, on Friday and Sundays during the summer. Once the casinos are finished, this will 
only get worse. Although this traffic does not really affect the local roads, maybe LEGOLAND 
will be the additional factor to get the state moving on expanding Route 17. In the meantime, I 
already know enough not to on 17 during the peak hours. 
 
Response: It is accurate that the majority LEGOLAND traffic volumes will be heading from east 
to west in the morning and west to east in the evening, opposite commuter patterns.   
 
In addition, New York State has advanced the $150 million reconstruction of the Woodbury 
Transit and Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The transit and economic 
development hub Project will significantly reducing congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-
Hudson region.  
  
Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 corridor, replace 
the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State Thruway 
(I-87), and add a solar-powered bus station, an expanded commuter parking lot, and an intelligent 
transportation system that adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements, 
including the addition of cashless tolling, will improve access and reduce delays due to traffic 
congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 131 interchange has long functioned as a 
bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 and the Thruway. 
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will significantly 
decrease the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as have 
some positive effect in reducing legacy traffic congestion on Route 17. 
 
Comment B.131.4: I have seen some crime statistics from Winter Haven, Florida that I have 
difficulty attributing to the 6-12 year old demographic we can expect at the park. I think you should 
take a close look at those numbers.  
 
Response: See response to Comment B.68.9. 
 
Comment B.131.5: Let’s keep in mind that this property is not going to stay empty forever. 
Something will eventually end up there. I’m sure we could do a lot worse than LEGOLAND!! 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 

 B.132. A. Wohl, letter dated January 13, 2017 
 
Comment B.132.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community. This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to 
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Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District 
and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers… The Project 
is an economic boon to Goshen. As you know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior 
to opening day will be $350 million with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of 
operation. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above. 
 
Comment B.132.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.132.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.   
 
 B.133. Rolland B. Peacock, III, letter dated January 6, 2017 

Comment B.133.1: While the economic benefits to the Town, Village, and County will be 
tremendous, I also want to point out that the Master Plan for the Town must be considered to be a 
dynamic document. I have worked in one of the most regulated industries for over 43 years as a 
Banker. Our Lending Policies are approved and adjusted as the times have changed. As 
Community Bankers, we modify the Policies to meet the regulators requirements as well as the 
changing economic environment to do what is right for the Bank, the Customers, and the 
Community. I feel very strongly that you consider these factors with changing the zoning for this 
Project. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.1.1.  The ability and responsibility to regularly update a 
municipal Comprehensive Plan to adapt to changing circumstances is supported by both State Law 
and the Town’s plan itself.   
 
Comment B.133.2: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County community.  The Goshen Central School District will receive $38.4 million of 
$52.6 million in PILOT payments over the course of 30 years. In the first year of operation, $1.022 
million in the first year would go to the Goshen Central School District, $210,000 would go to the 
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Town of Goshen, and $168,000 would go to Orange County. These amounts will increase each 
year over the PILOT’s 30 years term.  LEGOLAND New York would also pay the Town of 
Goshen a host community fee for every visitor to the park. The Town of Goshen will receive 65 
cents for each visitor up to 2 million visitors, and 20 cents for each ticket thereafter – with no cap!  
This would provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1.3 million annually, based on 2 million 
visitors, and substantially more depending on the park’s success! Think of all the worthy 
community projects that will finally become a reality with these funds. This Project is a once in a 
lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratables to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide 
new revenue to the Goshen School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of 
the untold economic multipliers. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.133.3: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.133.4: As an avid outdoorsman, I believe Merlin Entertainments will address all 
issues you might have in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND 
New York are committed to being transparent in this process. I also believe LEGOLAND New 
York will be an outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to 
support the quality of life in Goshen.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  
 

 B.134. Al Rolo, letter dated January 13, 2017 

Comment B.134.1: At the December 19th meeting there were speakers who called the 
LEGOLAND Project one of the most benign projects for Orange County. I am an Arcadia Hills 
resident and I could not disagree more with those individuals who live outside the Goshen area. 
On the contrary, I am very concerned with what LEGOLAND will mean to me and my surrounding 
neighbors. The Planning Board is considering a zoning change that would put a brand new zoning 
overlay – allowing intensive development – over a 522-acre property. The DEIS only has an impact 
statement that only considers the development of 140 acres.  It is unclear of how the remaining 
382 acres will be used. 
 
Response:  See the response to Comment A.25.2. With respect to the comment that positive 
comments regarding the Project are from those living outside the Goshen area, those within the 
Town of Goshen have made many similar positive comments on the Project. No development will 
occur except in accordance with approved plans that, here, involve approximately 149 acres of 
disturbance.  Approximately 150 acres will be placed under a conservation easement. The 
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remaining areas cannot be developed unless and until some other proposal comes before the 
Planning Board – if it ever does – which will then have to proceed along the same rigorous review 
as the present application. 
 
Comment B.134.2: The DEIS already suggested the border line to be 900 feet from the nearest 
property line. This is already a contradiction to the original 2000 feet proposal. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.108.6. 
 
Comment B.134.3: There may also be consideration from Merlin Entertainment to purchase an 
additional 215 acres that is directly on either side of Goshen Reservoir. I would not think they 
want this additional property as a buffer zone. This is a large corporation with deep pockets to 
build large in Goshen. Once they have a strong hold in Goshen, they will continue to expand as 
they are going to do in Winter Haven Florida. Goshen land is very vulnerable to over development 
of such a Project. It is a known fact that Merlin Entertainment wants to make this LEGOLAND 
the largest of its kind. Obviously, this cannot be done with their initial plans that are presented. 
They must expand.  Even the impact statement itself says that there may be future development by 
LEGOLAND which would go through another SEQR process. As the Planning Board, you know 
this is not legal. It violates the provisions of the law that states that you cannot segment the review 
of a Project in separate phases.  Any future expansion plans must be considered now at this time, 
not at a later date. 
 
Response:  This comment contains several inaccuracies.  The Project Sponsor has represented that 
it has no desire or intention to purchase the referenced 215 acres, or any additional acreage than 
being considered by this application. The Project Sponsor has represented that it has not stated that 
it intends to make this LEGOLAND the largest of its kind.  The acknowledgement that any 
additional development on the site would require compliance with SEQR and amended Planning 
Board approvals is not to say that future expansions are contemplated.  Segmentation means the 
division of the environmental review of an action such that various activities or stages are 
addressed under SEQR as though they were independent, unrelated activities, needing individual 
determinations of significance.  Here, the Proposed Action is described in Section 1.C above. No 
development outside of the proposed area of disturbance is proposed. See response to Comment 
A.118.2. NYSDEC guidance makes clear that SEQRA review should not include a review of 
speculative development; it must be development that has a present intention of proceeding 
forward. 
 
Comment B.134.4: When LEGOLAND was first coming to Goshen, Steve Neuhaus said it was 
going to include a water park. It was in all the papers. The water park was part of the proposals in 
Rockland before they came here too. Why was it mysteriously dropped? I’m going to assume that’s 
what they are figuring for that other land and that mystery SEQR review. They know that water is 
a major concern in Goshen, and they probably don’t want to screw up their chances in getting the 
Project approved by having the water park included…You have to consider what would be the 
impact of a full build out under this zoning change that you’re considering.  And that means 
assessing the impact of a potential water park, whether they actually build it or not. 
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Response:  While Merlin Entertainments has waterparks at its other attractions, the Project 
Sponsor has represented that it was determined to not be economically feasible at a park only to 
be open seasonally.  No waterpark is proposed as part of the Proposed Action.   
 
Comment B.134.5: It is up to the Goshen Planning Board whether this Project is approved or 
rejected. This Project is out of scope for Goshen. The negative impact is just as important as the 
positive impact and must be recognized and rectified before any final decision is made. We 
strongly urge the Planning Board to review the DEIS with field experts to make sure Goshen is an 
adequate location for this Project. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  All plans and reports are reviewed by the Planning Board 
and its consultants. The DEIS was revised multiple times based on comments and questions 
received prior to its acceptance as adequate for public review.  Appropriate mitigation measures 
will be identified in the SEQR Findings Statement prior to the approval of the Project and all 
mitigation items will become conditions of any approval, either directly or by incorporation by 
reference.   
 
Comment B.134.6: The area has a long history of severe water problems and traffic to name a 
couple. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.10.5.  
 
 B.135. Tom Fay, letter dated January 15, 2017 

Comment B.135.1:  I believe that the applicant has not fulfilled the obligation to be thorough and 
complete in the proposed planning … plans [which] are presented. Important problems remain 
unresolved. The most important of these is the impact on local traffic and the impact on local water 
resources. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.10.5.  The DEIS was prepared consistent 
with the Adopted Scope.  Traffic and both ground and surface water resources were evaluated in 
the DEIS.  The EIS process under SEQR is an iterative process, where a draft environmental impact 
statement is prepared, and then, followed by public comment, a final environmental impact 
statement is prepared and adopted.  The process is designed to respond to public comment and 
concerns. 
 
Comment B.135.2: The PILOT amounts and the other fees in lieu of taxes proposed by 
LEGOLAND are woefully inadequate. 
 
Response:   See responses to Comments A.5.1, A.16.2 and A.18.1.  Based on the fiscal analysis 
prepared, the PILOT payments to be paid by the Project Sponsor will cover all costs which are 
anticipated to be generated by the Project.  PILOTs are common incentive packages offered to 
commercial and industrial uses, such as Amy’s Kitchen, Crystal Run Health Care, Mediacom, 
Carlisle Construction Materials, The Galleria at Crystal Run, etc. which will employ large numbers 
of people, contribute to local tourism or generate other revenue such as sales tax and hotel bed 
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taxes.  These incentives are deemed by those granting such incentives essential in making Orange 
County competitive in attracting business development and growth.  
 
Comment B.135.3: On the one hand, residents have been in attendance at meetings and 
presentations and have provided lengthy in-depth objections to as well as support for the plan.  On 
the other hand, the actions of members of the Town Board and the Town Planning Board show 
clear bias toward the projects’ approval. It is unseemly, to say the least, that a number of members 
of the Town Board and the Planning Board are evidently in favor of approval. The Town Board 
and Planning Board (as Lead Agency) should be neutral. Without neutrality, the residents are not 
getting fair representation. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.72.1.  Town Board members, as elected representatives, 
are not prohibited from having or expressing a position on any matter under consideration by the 
Town Board.  In fact, courts in the State of New York have held that it is encouraged for elected 
officials to state their opinions on matters of public concern, as opposed to members of municipal 
boards – such as Planning Boards – that are appointed.  Those appointed board members are 
required to remain neutral and consider the information that is presented prior to making a 
determination on an application. 
 
Comment B.135.4: The earlier denial of the request for a referendum on this issue is the best 
indication that the Town Board, Planning Board (and certainly LEGOLAND) do not want to know 
the results of a vote that would quantify public opinion. Without a referendum vote, both Boards 
can claim that there is support from a majority of the residents, when, in truth that claim has no 
basis. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.19.7 above.  
 
Comment B.135.5: There is reports of secret meetings between the Supervisor and LEGOLAND 
representatives, which meetings have not been recorded or reported to the Town Board. 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect.  All requirements of the Open Meetings Law have been 
followed. 
 
Comment B.135.6: There is no entry in any minutes of the Town Board for 2016 that there was a 
discussion or a vote on the Host Agreement between the Town Board and LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  The Town of Goshen Town Board did not approve the Host Community Benefit 
Agreement until May 15, 2017, which was after Town Board discussion of the issue and allowing 
extensive public comment thereon.    
 
Comment B.135.7: Further evidence- removing a member of the Planning Board because the 
member’s wife is opposed to LEGOLAND (this in response to a request from LEGOLAND’s 
attorney to do so!) and switching two members between the Environmental Review Board and the 
Planning Board to guarantee more positive votes. 
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Response:  This comment is not truthful. See response to Comment B.72.1. 
 
Comment B.135.8: There are reports of meetings between the Supervisor and the NYSDOT, 
working on behalf of LEGOLAND concerning highway and traffic issues (This shows bias; such 
a meeting should be the responsibility of the Applicant). There has been no reporting to the Town 
Board about these meetings, which were conducted presumably at taxpayer’s expense. 
 
Response:  Meeting with another governmental agency does not show bias. There was no expense 
to the Town for such Town participation. The Supervisor attended certain meetings with the 
NYSDOT with the Town’s attorneys and Town engineers to represent Town interests at the 
meetings. NYSDOT requested Town input into its decision-making.  Part of that input was to 
express the opinion that the originally proposed traffic improvements did not appear sufficient, 
and that upon the alternative of a bridge over State Route 17 as an alternate, that the Town not be 
responsible for any repair or maintenance on Harriman Drive.   
 
Comment B.135.9: Despite a lot of evidence to the contrary, the idea of using existing entrances 
and exits to and from Rte 17 (I-86) is stupid and dangerous. The only common-sense solution is a 
dedicated exit and entrance onto Rte 17 that eliminates undo traffic interference with normal 
everyday travel to and from the Town and the Village. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3.  
 
Comment B.135.10: Since LEGOLAND appears to be passing the buck for this onto NYS and 
Orange County, those entities should weigh in on that part of the plan. 
 
Response:  All work on State roads will require a permit from the NYSDOT and the NYSDOT 
has provided comments on the Traffic Impact Study.  See also, responses to Comment B.6 and 
B.9.9.  Furthermore, the proposed off-site roadway improvements will be conducted under a 
Highway Work Permit issued by the NYSDOT and there for will be subject to a full design review 
to be conducted by the NYSDOT. The Project Sponsor has committed to obtain all required 
permits for and will construct all off-site roadway improvements. All off-site roadway 
improvements will be completed prior to the LEGOLAND facility opening. 
 
Comment B.135.11: But a larger question still looms: if traffic will become the nightmare that we 
all imagine, why was this site determined to be “ideal” for Merlin/LEGOLAND? 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.24.1. 
 
Comment B.135.12: According to the formulae for computing revenue for the town, with more 
than two million visitors in any given year, the Town of Goshen will receive less than 2 million 
dollars.  And for 30 years? No one could convince me that a resident of the Town of Goshen will 
see one penny of tax relief in those thirty years…And don’t we imagine that LEGOLAND will 
raise its admission price within 30 years? At least once? Does our $.65 remain fixed, or do we get 
a bump-up as well?  Also, why, as LEGOLAND makes more money, becomes more successful, 
does the Town get less money ($.20 per admission ticket)? 
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Response: The Host Community Benefit Fee will provide significant added revenue to the Town 
of Goshen which will more than offset any potential costs that the Town may occur, especially 
during the initial years of the Project should the Project Sponsor enter into a PILOT agreement 
with the Orange County IDA.  PILOT payments are graduated, and increase annually until full 
assessed value is reached.  Between the host community fee, PILOT payments, and real property 
tax revenues, the Town of Goshen will receive an estimated $71,000,000 over thirty years.  The 
existing site currently generates only $91,185 annually in real property taxes, or $2,735,550 over 
30 years.  See also, responses to Comments A.16.2 and A.18.1. 
 
Comment B.135.13: I can anticipate not being able to get to Rte 17, or the Village, or 17M either 
way at peak traffic times.  It’s already been estimated that this amount of traffic and the proximity 
of the park will have a substantial negative effect on property values…Property values will decline 
amid the traffic nightmare that will ensue and we probably will not be able to recoup any of the 
money we have invested into our home. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.135.14: Water. They need a lot. We sometimes have it; other times not. The Village 
has it to give, just barely! What is needed is a plan that addresses drought. Are the Village residents 
expected to do without during dry periods while LEGOLAND has full access to the water they’ve 
contracted to receive? Why would anyone in their right mind not include a drought provision in 
this plan? 
 
Response: The Village’s water consultant has provided information regarding the capacity and 
usage of the Village of Goshen’s public water supply system which was presented in the DEIS.  
The engineer then prepared a build out analysis of the Village’s existing district to confirm that 
water supply would be adequate for not only existing users, but future development which could 
occur in the district.  The results of the analysis show that the Village’s water supply is adequate 
to supply both existing and future users of Village water with the development of the Proposed 
Project.  The report from the Village’s water engineer, located in Appendix E of the DEIS stated, 
the NYSDEC issued water taking permit, “assumes that reservoir level is at below minus 75 inches 
(drought conditions) meaning that the stated maximum capacity of the Village’s water supply 
system (1.3 MGD) assumes drought conditions.   
 
In order to supplement the water system for future use the Village is considering developing an 
additional production well on its property, the development of which is to be funded by the Project 
Sponsor.  Additionally, solely as a benefit for the Arcadia Hills residential development, the 
Project Sponsor has offered to donate two wells on the Project Site to the Town of Goshen for 
future connection to the Arcadia Hills Water District, and to pay up to $30,000 per well towards 
the cost of connection to the existing water system.  This will supplement the water supply for 
Arcadia Hills residents. 
 
Comment B.135.15: LEGOLAND now is projecting building their Water Park into their “Phase 
2” plan, to commence perhaps 5 years after the Park opens. My understanding is that all approvals 
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must be obtained now for present construction and future expansion. Extensive use of water for 
LEGOLAND in Goshen, historically devoid of dependable water for its residents requires a major 
water recycling capability! 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect. Phase 2 of the Proposed Project includes the construction 
of a 20,000 square foot aquarium.  No waterpark is proposed as part of the Proposed Action. The 
aquarium is shown on the site plans and considered in the SEQR analysis.   
 
Comment B.135.16: Good jobs, great jobs! Yeah, maybe. But the park won’t operate year-round. 
Prepare for all those folks out of work for three months showing up on the unemployment rolls! 
 
Response: The Proposed Project will create 500 full-time, year-round jobs.  Full time jobs include 
management, marketing, finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative 
positions as well as security, maintenance and hotel and aquarium management which pay 
competitive salaries and offer benefits. 
 
Comment B.135.17: If LEGOLAND gets in, with the necessary zoning changes to the land, there 
will be no way to effectively control growth in that area. Goshen will have lost its Scenic Overlay 
protection and we should expect to see other, even more egregious projects installed there.  
 
Response: Zoning for land surrounding the Project Site will remain as it is currently zoned, thus 
controlling growth to what is currently anticipated.  The Proposed Commercial Recreation Zoning 
Overlay District will not negate other overlays that apply to the Project Site.  The Scenic Road 
Corridor Overlay District, and the Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District will 
still apply on the site and all requirements will be adhered to.   
 
Comment B.135.18: The public should know the total value of the land deal: what LEGOLAND 
expects to pay for all the land and what the Town of Goshen will receive for its nine parcels of 
land. I understand that the purchase of the land would take place after approvals by the NYSDEC. 
I imagine that sale prices have already been provisionally agreed to. Goshen’s nine parcels are 
probably only 20 acres or so, but those parcels contain two ‘so-called’ high producing wells, 
LEGOLAND is going to let us keep the wells and a portion of the land they are on to provide 
access to them.  How is Goshen going to convey its land to Merlin? What is the agreed-upon sale 
price? Who negotiated it? Was it Doug Bloomfield on his own? Are we giving them the land? 
Selling it for a dollar? Shouldn’t the public know this? Under New York State law, isn’t there a 
legal method for a Town to sell its own land to private individuals or businesses? Has this method 
been followed? Will it be followed?  Again, there is no mention in Town Board minutes for 2016 
of any discussion or any vote on the sale of those parcels. Surely there must be a requirement for 
a public hearing about such a proposed sale! 
 
Response: No negotiation for the sale of the land has occurred.  Following the completion of the 
SEQR review for the Project, the Town Board may determine to sell all or a portion of the town-
owned lots to the Project Sponsor.  Fair market value would be established by one or more 
appraisals, and determined by the Town Board.  The Project Sponsor commissioned an 
independent appraisal of the Town-owned land, which establishes a value of $41,100 for the lands 
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proposed to be acquired by the Project Sponsor.  A copy of the appraisal is included in Appendix 
J.  Additionally, Town-owned land containing wells which are part of the Arcadia Hills Water 
district are proposed to be subdivided from the Project Site and offered to the Town along with the 
additional land donated by the Project Sponsor to meet current NYSDOH wellhead protection area 
standards for those Town parcels.  
  
 B.136. Tim and Laureen Somers, letter dated January 6, 2017 

Comment B.136.1: Goshen has been our home for 25 years and our business has been located … 
in Chester for 12 years. We strongly urge you to approve the proposed LEGOLAND New York 
Project. It is critical for our tax base and the tremendous tourism and economic development 
impacts it will offer Goshen, Chester and the surrounding area. Families with young children and 
older grandparents will come to our great town.  Goshen has been in need of bringing in tax retables 
and it seems it has been fought for years… so much of our land is tax exempt from the [county 
government] buildings and religious institutions that our taxes are through the roof. This Project 
is the opportunity for Goshen residents to get a good family-oriented company to not only 
subsidize our taxes and school district but also to create local jobs and with it a multitude of 
economic benefits as well. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.136.2: The Project is a win-win for Goshen and the surrounding towns. I am confident 
Merlin Entertainment and LEGOLAND will satisfactorily address all issues you and those in 
opposition might have in its environmental impact review. I also believe LEGOLAND in an effort 
to work in unison with Goshen will do whatever it takes to be an outstanding member of the 
Goshen community and to support the quality of life in Goshen.  We need to take advantage of 
this opportunity and support the zone change and its approval for development. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above. 
 

B.137. Keith Roddey, three successive emails dated January 16, 2017 

Comment B.137.1: “I do support LEGOLAND coming to Goshen. I support them because the No 
LEGOLAND group, the Planning Board, and others have challenged them, Merlin, questioning 
how they’ll deal with traffic and water and the environment, how they’ll protect and ensure we 
have enough resources, how they’ll fit within our community in all respects, taking Merlin to task 
in such fine detail, as surely no other company has had to do who hoped to setup shop here in 
Goshen. And now, what we have is an incredibly thorough vetting, all of which is detailed in the 
thousands of pages of text and charts and numbers in their Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS). Thanks to the No LEGOLAND groups (and others), the questions and issues have been 
raised, the answers provided, plans altered and additional money will be spent, all to ensure 
LEGOLAND is a perfect fit for Goshen, that they will be a welcomed addition to our community. 
I urge all Board Members to ensure everything is done to bring this once in a lifetime opportunity 
to Goshen, to make LEGOLAND a reality” 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above. 
 
Comment B.137.2: “$1.3 million dollars. That is what the Town is projected to receive every year 
in host fees when LEGOLAND opens. $1.3 million dollars that can be used to pay off debt and 
reduce taxes. $1.3 million that can be used to tear down the Salesian school and build a community 
center.  $1.3 million that can be used to improve the Town’s infrastructure, such as by repaving 
roads or replacing culverts…. Or replacing water and sewer pipes. $1.3 million that can be used to 
buy equipment for the DPW and Police departments.  $1.3 million that can be used to build a 
community pool. $1.3 million dollars that can be used to transform Goshen.” 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.137.3: Having reviewed the DEIS and doing my own analysis, I can only come to one 
conclusion re: LEGOLAND coming to Goshen: it is a once in a lifetime opportunity that Goshen 
should not ignore. There are too many benefits…and they will help transform Goshen, all in 
positive ways. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  
 
Comment B.137.4: My biggest concern…was the additional traffic LL will bring to our roads.  
When looking at the details of the DEIS (the changes that will be made to accommodate this 
additional traffic on our local roads) and looking at the numbers and doing comparisons, I no 
longer see this as an issue. When you look at the finer details, it basically comes down to can the 
new lanes and synchronized lights move 15.4 cars per minute off of Route 17 from the East 
sufficiently so there is no backup (coming from the West should not present any issues due to the 
exit being at a location that avoids the surface roads/lights).  The South street/17M light should 
not present an issue due to the minimal amount of traffic coming from South Street from the 
Village direction and the [LEGOLAND related] cars being able to return right-on-red. There is 
2,000 feet leading up to this light (which will accommodate approx. 100 cars). So, worst case, with 
the limited amount of opposing traffic and the ability to turn right-on-red and having sufficient 
room for cars to queue up, this light should not present a problem. Of course when its green traffic 
will flow.   
 
Having approximately 700 feet for cars (at least 35 cars) to queue up at the Harriman light in one 
lane, plus the additional lane that appears to be at least 200 feet towards the end up to the light 
(which will accommodate another 10 cars), at least 45 cars will be able to queue up at the Harriman 
light, over the bridge. With the average light lasting two minutes, the number of cars queued up 
over these two minutes will be 31.  So the question is, can we get 31 cars through a left turn light 
in two minutes. Looking at the numbers and the rates and the infrastructure, it certainly appears 
this is the case. If, after the light turns green, each car starts going forward every 2 seconds, you’d 
be able to get well over 60 cars through that light (almost twice the expected number)…if you 
stagger these two lights, with the 17M light turning green first, 10-15 seconds later the Harriman 
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light turning green, you will also get these cars through the surface roads in an even more efficient 
manner.  For a comparison of what 15.4 cars per minute equates to, the average number of cars 
traveling on Rt 17 during the commute home is between 50-70 cars. That is, if you observe the 
traffic at 6pm going West on a weekday you’ll see 50-70 passing by every minute… and you’ll 
see quite a bit of space between these cars and clusters of cars. 15.4 cars represents only 25% of 
the normal commuter traffic, though the LEGOLAND traffic will be in the opposite direction and 
during a lull in traffic, when it is at a minimum.  Traffic was my concern, though with the changes 
that will be made as per the DEIS, that is no longer the case. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.137.5: The benefits that LEGOLAND will bring are enormous and at so many levels.  
The biggest benefit I see has nothing to do with money; it will be with Goshen now being 
associated with a children’s park that does such good work, with them being an integral part of our 
community (such as with our educators), and with the bulk of this land being preserved, left green.  
It will put us on the map in an extraordinarily gentle way.  Children will think back on their 
childhood remembering Goshen as a place they came to, to play, to have fun, to be with their 
families…and that’s a wonderful thing!   
 
Of course the monetary benefits are great, too.  For the Town to get approximately $1.3 million 
dollars a year in user fees, this in itself will provide a means to do extraordinary things for Goshen, 
such as repave more roads, tear down the Salesian School and build a community center, provide 
additional equipment to the DPW and police department, build a community pool, etc.  It’s 
amazing what the possibilities are.  And the taxpayers will save upwards of 2% in school taxes, 
the Village will get additional funds through water and sewage usage, the County additional tax 
revenue, and the State will bring in millions of dollars in taxes.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.138. Tiffany Robinson, letter dated January 15, 2017 

Comment B.138.1: I have been around enough that I understand what adding something risky like 
this does to an area; especially the irreversible change to a raw, agricultural, rural area which will 
ensure negatively from making any exceptions to accept a LEGOLAND proposal. I see no benefit 
whatsoever in destroying that land where the proposed LEGOLAND wants to purchase, build on 
and have 523 acres rezoned, for some corporate gain. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. The Project Site is not raw, vacant land.  It contains 
a residential dwelling, a cell tower and the remains of barns, a restaurant and an inn that previously 
occupied the site.  Some portions of the site were previously farmed.  Agricultural activities ceased 
more than 10 years ago with only annual haying on the property at this time.   
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Public benefits of the Project are discussed in Section II-C of the DEIS and include PILOT 
revenue, a host community fee to be paid to the Town, increased sales tax, hotel tax paid to Orange 
County, educational opportunities which currently do not exist anywhere in Orange County as well 
as 500 full-time, 300 part-time and 500 seasonal jobs.  
 
Comment B.138.2: The Project will be at the cost to the already drained and strained water & 
maintenance resources we manage to get by with, while trying to keep the area from turning into 
Newburgh or Harriman.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  The Project Sponsor will pay all water and sewer 
user fees required by the Village of Goshen similarly to all other customers.  See also responses to 
Comments A.10.5 and A.32.4. 
 
Comment B.138.3: I fight traffic as it is, often congestion in town just going to and from work to 
get home to Chester.  I find myself taking Goshen exits off route 17 if coming from Middletown, 
or preferring battling the traffic through Monroe and frontage of Kings Hwy if coming from NYC, 
to avoid the backup at what is supposed to be my local exit.  On any given day, there are more 
than enough transient travelers through Goshen! I can only imagine the mess it will be, given the 
allowance of tourists and theme park goers. The lies that things will be fine and that the state will 
accommodate it do not give any justice nor hide the reality that it will not be fine. Traffic will be 
horrendous and cruel to locals. It will be a major problem if accidents or disables occur right in 
the area where this traffic will be heading, as the road is the same road where the Glen Arden 
senior facility and BOCES educational institute are located. 
 
Response:  The proposed traffic mitigation plan has been revised to provide a new bridge over 
NYS Route 17.  This will reduce the volume of cars on the existing local road network.   
 
Regarding traffic to Glen Arden and BOCES, the Project has been designed with an approximately 
4,100 linear foot access road with parking towards the rear of the site to allow for stacking of 
approximately 500 vehicles on the site.  Parking attendants will direct vehicles within the day-
guest parking lot to ensure efficient and expedited parking of guest vehicles to get vehicles on to 
the site and avoid stacking as much as possible.  Vehicle stacking beyond the sites entrance onto 
Harriman Drive and blocking Glen Arden is not anticipated. Harriman Drive will also be widened 
to two lanes in both directions as part of the Proposed Project to accommodate increases in traffic 
and a new traffic light will be provided at the entrance to Glen Arden to allow visitors to that 
facility adequate access.  
 
Comment B.138.4: Perhaps it only “doesn’t affect” the people determining this, is it because they 
are getting paid for their choices? Is it because they don’t live in the town of Goshen, so they think 
it won’t hurt them? I can tell anyone right now it will affect Chester terribly, probably almost 
worse for people living near Chester High School, as well as Florida, NY, Monroe etc.  Even 
Washingtonville residents who are using the Chester exit just before exit 125 to go up 94 to connect 
to 17 are going to have rude awakening in their commute. 
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Response:   All of the people on the Planning Board and Town Board reside in the Town of 
Goshen, as required by law, and no board member is getting paid in relation to the choices that 
they make. See response to Comment A.2.3.  In addition, Section I.E of this FEIS lists the other 
municipalities and agencies that were identified as involved and/or interested agencies under 
SEQR and have received a copy of all documents on this project for their review and comment on 
behalf of their constituents. 
 
In regards to traffic-related impacts, as per the adopted scope, a Study Area Analysis was 
conducted within the Town of Goshen and any contiguous municipality to determine if any 
additional locations would experience 100 or more additional Project-generated Trips, during any 
of the Peak Periods.  If a location experiences 100 or more additional Project-generated Trips, then 
it was included as a Study Location. 
 
Comment B.138.5: Everyone who lives in Orange County is going to be affected by this…What 
is really wrong when the planning board members are expected to line up in support of such a 
disastrous Project? What is really happening with not just this issue in this town, but with so many 
major environmentally harmful impact projects so slyly under works as we fight for our image, 
around Orange County, NY? 
 
Response:  the comment is incorrect. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized 
statements of opposition do not require a response.  
 
Comment B.138.6: The rezoning of farm land and approval of a LEGOLAND facility for Goshen 
will be an environmental crime! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. No farming occurs on the Project Site. Portions of 
the land were previously used for agricultural purposes, but activities ceased more than 10 years 
ago, except for haying on portions of the site.   
 
Comment B.138.7: In addition to this proposal being in a much more under fit location than the 
two prior turned down projects, if this is not already understood, I plead that this is a terrible idea. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. An expanded portion of the Arcadia Hills 
subdivision was approved on this site in the 1970s.  Roads and infrastructure was build but no 
other construction occurred.  A second residential subdivision which included single family, two-
family and multi-family housing was proposed for this site in 1998.  This Project was subject to a 
SEQR review which was never concluded.  The Project was never denied. More recently a 
developer presented a multi-family Project to Town Board to solicit feedback on the potential to 
development such a Project.  No application for that Project was submitted and no SEQR analysis 
was completed nor decision rendered.  The Town Board did express concerns for the requested 
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substantial increase in residential density and units over that which is allowed under present zoning 
as the proposer did not indicate that they would be performing any improvements to roadways and, 
significantly, were proposing to use water from on-site wells that would unlikely be able to sustain 
such a development. 
 
Comment B.138.8: If seniors thrive so well around children, pertaining to the proximity to Arden 
Hill and the lack of voice their residents have had towards addressing the very same concerns, put 
the seniors not in a position where they are forced to be within earshot of children, but put funding 
towards programs that involve the same underprivileged children being linked together with 
seniors for activities and such. 
 
Response: Both a resident and the Executive Director of Glen Arden provided comments on the 
Proposed Project.  See responses to Comments A.21, B.85 and B.31 above).  Regarding potential 
noise impacts to surrounding properties, see response to Comment B.18.2.  
 
Comment B.138.9: The current DEIS, was thrown together. It loosely seems to be addressing only 
certain issues, after already being poorly described in fake attempt to appear to have been studied 
in full. Not addressing those studies on traffic, sight lines, or land survey concisely or thoroughly, 
and not even comprehensively to any other than a confused layman, before moving onto the next 
contradicting passivity. 
 
Response:  The Draft EIS was prepared and submitted to the Planning Board, which required 
revisions to the DEIS prior to the Planning Board’s determination that the analyses identified in 
the adopted scope had been provided and the document was adequate for public review.  The issues 
addressed in the DEIS were identified as relevant to the Proposed Project through the preparation 
of an initial Environmental Assessment Form and then a Scoping Document.  The Adopted Scope 
was subject to a public scoping session during which members of the public and agencies had an 
opportunity to provide input on the issues to be addressed. 
 
The EIS process under SEQR is an iterative process, where a draft environmental impact statement 
is prepared, and then, followed by public comment, a final environmental impact statement is then 
adopted.  The process is designed to respond to public comment and concerns. Modifications to 
the project have occurred in response to various comments on the DEIS in mitigation of the 
environmental impacts referenced. 
 
Comment B. 138.10: I look around every day at what is beauty, what is home, unspoiled land and 
a special kind of asset to us. There will never be a sight like what I see, if LEGOLAND infiltrates 
Goshen. I drive down the frontage of Route 17 every day and know we will never get back that 
buffer and scenic view. We will just be known as another atrocity off the highway. Another 
Woodbury Commons, attracting outsiders, who do nothing but pollute our air and streets.  
Sightlines, basically from Middletown to Harriman ruined, with never again as much peace and 
quiet as we now have. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition do not 
require a response.  It is incorrect that sightlines from Middletown to Harriman will be ruined.  A 
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visual impact analysis was included in the DEIS at III-L, with additional information provided in 
Appendix M of the FEIS. Importantly, the property is not public property or property restricted 
from development.  Thus, it is not an asset that surrounding owners or the Town have a right to 
ensure it remains undeveloped; it is no different than the open spaces that in the past were 
developed to provide for residential developments in all areas of Orange County, including Goshen 
and Chester. 
 
Comment B.138.10: LEGOLAND is not suitable for this location. LEGOLAND, regardless what 
it is defined as, will never be a long-term fix for any issue we have. It will create more issues than 
false hope for employment of a lower class. LEGOLAND is not welcome in my eyes, and I have 
cried often at the thought that I was fooled by the promises and master plans of a town that drew 
me in since I was a child. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to generalized 
statements of opposition to the Project. 
 
 B.139. Eric Muhlrad, letter dated January 16, 2017 

Comment B.139.1: To my knowledge, the zoning law clearly states that no amusement parks shall 
be allowed. If this changed for Merlin’s benefit without a vote, I hope Goshen realizes the 
precedent it is setting and understands that any new business will expect similar changes to our 
zoning requirements. Is the board ready to make irreversible zoning changes? 
 
Response:  An amendment to Section 97-10 of the zoning law is proposed in Local Law 6 of 2016.  
No decisions on the Proposed Project can be made until SEQR is completed.  There is no provision 
in New York law for a public referendum on zone changes such as contemplated here.  See 
responses to Comments A.10.6 and B.86.1. 
 
Comment B.139.2:  Has anyone on the board lived in Goshen? If they did, they must be aware of 
the issues Goshen has with water shortages. How in the world can Merlin or the Town Board 
ignore one of the biggest issues Goshen has been facing for years now? All this park will do is 
further stress our already depleted water supply.  
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.10.5 and B.138.4. 
 
Comment B.139.3: Clear cutting the land is outrageous. Has anyone asked for and received an 
impact study to see what the effects this would have on the environment and the surrounding areas?  
This is required by everyone else so I would assume Merlin has addressed this. 
 
Response:  The Project Site will not be clear-cut.  Approximately 149.9 acres of the full 521-acre 
Project Site will be cleared for the Proposed Project.  The DEIS prepared for the Project included 
a tree survey of significant trees, soil analysis, grading plans, erosion control plans and a habitat 
assessment. The revise site plans provided with this FEIS allow for additional mature trees to be 
preserved on the site and incorporated into the park.  
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Comment B.139.4: The board is ignoring an already horrible traffic problem. There is no way 
Merlin can dispute that this will only get worse. 
 
Response: The Planning Board is not ignoring traffic issues related to the Project, and has engaged 
an independent traffic engineer to assist it in the traffic issues for the project. Detailed traffic 
analyses have been prepared and being reviewed by the Planning Board. SEQR requires that 
potential significant environmental impacts be mitigated to the maximum extent practicable.  See 
response to Comment A.2.3 for traffic-related improvements. 
 
Comment B.139.5: Guests who travel to LEGOLAND will not be spending money in the Town or 
Village. This Project will not benefit Goshen business one bit and that should be the focus given 
the hardships they have faced since the county building closed. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.139.6:  Where are the LEGOLAND employees going to live? I have to assume that 
the majority of the employees hired will be hourly wage employees. To my knowledge, these 
employees will not be earning enough to afford the housing currently available in Orange County. 
 
Response: The commenter appears to assume that the Project’s employees will all be new 
residents of the area.  By contrast, the Project Sponsor anticipates hiring employees from the 
existing community throughout the Hudson Valley who may either continue to reside where they 
are, or can take advantage of existing housing stock available in the Orange County.  The Proposed 
Project will create 500 full-time, year-round jobs and an additional 500 seasonal jobs for the busier 
summer season.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, finance personnel, information 
technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, maintenance and hotel and 
aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and offer benefits.   
 
Comment B.139.7: I am all for businesses to be given leniency in an effort to create more growth 
but this is the completely wrong Project to accomplish this. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition do not 
require a response.  The Planning Board in its SEQRA review is not granting the Project Sponsor 
any leniency in order to create growth, or otherwise. 
 
 B.140. Vanessa Kolk, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.140.1: I would like to say, LEGOLAND is an amusement park. You call it a 
“commercial recreational facility” which is ridiculous. But, we know it is because amusement 
parks are prohibited in Goshen. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.16.4 and B.86.1. 
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-483 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Comment B.140.2:  The water is a major issue as well as the traffic. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.10.5. 
  
Comment B.140.3: Do you really believe they will not expand in the future? 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to 
Comment B.163.2 below.  
 
Comment B.140.4: What about our quality of life? 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
Comment B.140.5: And their request for a 30-year PILOT is insane! 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.16.2. 
 
Comment B.140.6:  I really think you all should consider the issues the DEIS is lacking.  All of 
the info that was not included in their report was submitted by the expert Steve Gross. 
 
Response: All comments from Mr. Gross are responded to herein. See responses to Comments 
B.23 and B.172.  
 
 B.141. Diana Lange, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.141.1: I question, why is this moving so fast? Why does it seem the town officials are 
not dissecting the LEGOLAND DEIS and other proposals?  
 
Response: The project review is not being fast-tracked, and is conforming to all required time 
frames for review as required by State and local law.  There has been more than a year of review 
and there is still more review to be conducted before any approvals can be considered. See response 
to Comment A.55.1. 
 
Comment B.141.2: I believe it is the duty of all the Town Officials to put forth economic 
development that would enhance the nature and characteristic town of Goshen, not divide its 
residents. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.25.3. 
 
Comment B.141.3: I think it would be better served in non-vested parties review all document, 
research impacts, and provide everyone with a neutral view. 
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Response: The Planning Board and its own consultants are non-vested parties and are conducting 
the SEQRA review. See response to Comment A.60.3. 
 
Comment B.141.4: Nothing against LEGOLAND, but in Goshen along Route 17 is so not the right 
place for many reasons. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See response to Comment A.1.2. 
 
 B.142. Janet and William Coyle, letter dated January 16. 2017 

Comment B.142.2: The current Town Code (97-10, c) prohibits amusement parks in all districts. 
It is obvious to most the reasoning behind having a law such as this on the books. This law and the 
many others that comprise the master plan protect the residents of the town from poor stewardship 
that would otherwise happen at the hands of a few in power. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See responses to Comments A.1.1 and A.16.4. 
 
Comment B.142.3:  Please do not wield your power as stewards of the town to adversely affect 
the charm and historic nature of this town and village. It is the Village, not the town which will 
suffer most from this zoning change. The historic building in which you meet, and where you plan 
to seal the fate of this town legacy will be made within the HISTORIC VILLAGE. Think of the 
Historic Track, The Presbyterian Church The Goshen Court House and the many other historic 
facilities, homes, and monuments within Goshen. Now think of the many we have lost, Salesian 
School (referred to online as an abandoned run down school), the Good Time Track, the Goshen 
Theatre (torn down to put up a parking lot) and many others. The wording of the Master Plan is 
clear. It is the policy of the Town of Goshen to allow a variety of uses of land, provided that such 
uses do not adversely affect neighboring properties, the natural environment, and the historic 
character of the community. The proposed LEGOLAND amusement park does not and cannot 
comply, nor will it compliment this historic town. Please forgo changing the zoning code for this 
and any other future Project that adversely effects the town. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.25.1. 
 
 B.143. John Mickelson, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.143.1: While I realize the strong temptation that such an activity center may hold for 
the Town, I am disappointed at the lack of perspective and insight on the impact it’d have both on 
the beautiful Town of Goshen as well as for the rest of us living in the Orange County region.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition do not 
require a response.   



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-485 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

 
Comment B.143.2: I’ve seen little acknowledgment by the Town Board of the impact and real 
damage that the extra 2-3 million cars a year will have on the already compromised air quality, the 
accompanying noise on the peace and rural character, and ultimately the quality of life across the 
region, *not* just to the Town. 
 
Response:  While the Project Sponsor anticipates 1.5 to 2.5 million total visitors a year, this does 
not equate to 1.5 to 2.5 million cars a year as most families travel together in one vehicle.  
Additionally, to reduce the overall number of vehicles traveling to the site, shuttle buses will be 
provided from several area hotels as well as service to and from New York City and other local 
tourism destinations such as Woodbury Common.  See also, responses to Comments A.12.4, 
A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.143.3: Add to that the cars, traffic and air quality insults added by the upcoming 
Sullivan casino and it will make travel on Rt. 17, which is already a regular a parking lot on a daily 
and weekly basis (6 a.m., 4-7pm, weekends, Sunday afternoons) even less effective as a real traffic 
corridor. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.45.2. 
 
Comment B.143.4: Add to that the obvious impact on local ground and storm water systems, 
(adjacent to a drinking water reservoir).  
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will not utilize ground water from the site. Water supply will be 
provided by the Village of Goshen public water supply.  A full SWPPP has been prepared for the 
site consistent with all NYSDEC design requirements to mitigate stormwater impacts.  Stormwater 
on the site will continue to drain to two culverts under NYS Route 17.  Site stormwater does not 
currently drain towards the Goshen Reservoir and that will continue to be the case post-
construction.  
 
Comment B.143.5: The limits and stresses that the Project would challenge the Towns water and 
waste water systems.   
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.10.5 and B.90.48.   
 
Comment B.143.6:  The insults to significant biodiversity features of Otter Creek and its 
watershed.  
 
Response:  As part of the DEIS, the watershed for the Project Site was mapped and a biologist 
evaluated the various ecological communities of the site (See Section III-C of the DEIS).  While 
various species of amphibian and mammals were identified on the site and specifically in the 
wetland and stream areas, no disturbance to the Otterkill Creek will occur and therefore no impact 
on the ability of the stream to provide habitat will occur as a result of the Project.   
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Also, as noted in response to Comment B.90.90, the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan identifies 
the Otterkill tributary and surrounding habitat areas as an area of interest and mapped hub.   

However, the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan is emphatic that mapped areas of interest not be 
preserved in amber. Rather, these areas must be carefully reviewed with an eye toward appropriate 
development that will allow the environment to maintain its current biodiversity. For example, the 
Plan states “Mapped areas are not being recommended solely for land preservation.” The Southern 
Wallkill Biodiversity Plan recommends further that: 

Preservation of all of the mapped hubs, biotic planning units and connecting 
corridors is not feasible, nor do we recommend such measures. Many of the mapped 
areas are privately owned lands that contain homes and contribute, through taxes, 
to the economic health and stability of the towns. Instead, within the mapped areas 
we propose a balanced approach to conservation and development. 

 
The Proposed Project provides a balanced approach to conservation and development.  Only 149.1 
acres of the 521.95 acre Project Site will be developed, and 150.1 acres will be permanently 
preserved. 
 
Comment B.143.7: Diminishment of open and forest lands to the town and County.  
 
Response: The Project Site includes 347 wooded acres, and following construction approximately 
250.1 wooded acres will remain. None of the property has any restriction as an “open space”; this 
and most properties in the Town and County that are not presently developed are privately owned 
and may be developed at any time. 
 
In response to public comment, the Project Sponsor has offered to permanently protect 150.1 acres 
of the site by placing certain lands under a conservation easement. A plan showing the proposed 
conservation easement areas is included as Figure 10 of the FEIS. 
 
Additionally, the Project Sponsor will implement a landscaping plan that includes the planting of 
approximately 5,000 trees, which does not include shrubs and other plantings.  There are 
approximately 40 different species of tree to be planted, including wetland species that will be 
planted in areas of the site for the creation of new wetlands.  
 
Comment B.143.8: Loss of property values to the local landowners.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.11.4.  
 
Comment B.143.9: Embarrassing give-away in tax incentives to this multi-billion dollar foreign 
corporation and it seems clear that the Project would be an overwhelming net negative to the Town 
and the region. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See response to Comment B.140.5 above.  
 

 B.144. John Houlihan, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.144.1: It is up to the boards to follow the laws that have been established and to 
properly weed out companies and corporations that want to come to Goshen and basically try to 
take over a large portion of land.  
 
Response:  The Town has no legal right to prevent anyone or any entity from privately purchasing 
parcels of land. While a larger Project Site may increase the level of scrutiny and scope by which 
a Project is reviewed, it is not, by itself, a reason to deny a Proposed Project.   
 
Comment B.144.2: Please remember the HUGE change that LEGOLAND will bring to Goshen. 
LEGOLAND does seem like a wonderful idea for Orange County but the Goshen site, no matter 
how it is spun, just does not make sense for so many glaring reasons.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See response to Comment A.24.1 above.  
 
Comment B.144.3: Either negative or positive, the change will be immense for such a small town 
and it must be carefully reviewed, re-reviewed and scrutinized probably more than any other issue 
that Goshen has ever handled.  The land must be protected, the water protected, the air protected, 
the infrastructure protected and most importantly the citizens protected.  
 
Response:  This project is proceeding through a review that is as or more carefully scrutinized 
than any other project in the Town of Goshen. See response to Comment A.32.1. 
 
 B.145. Carly Glasse/ Limoncello, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.145.1: We, Limoncello as a business completely support LEGOLAND coming to 
Goshen. We believe LEGOLAND would bring many new opportunities to Goshen, and we are 
looking forward to working with them. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
 B.146. Carolyn Manning Goldstein, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.146.1: Our family is proud of Goshen’s multifarious past—including farming, 
trotting, and architecture, and more!—and we view the construction of this amusement park as 
totally counter to the county’s identity. We hope and expect the local government will pursue a 
plan for the county that celebrates this valuable heritage rather than paving it over!  
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  As provided in the present Comprehensive Plan, 
and further clarified in the proposed amendment to it, the vision for the development of the Town 
is a mix of a variety of uses, including farming and commercial uses – they are not mutually 
exclusive goals.  
 

 B.147. Rick Bernstein, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.147.1: LEGOLAND has put a proposition on the table of a 500-m Project. The State 
has given LEGOLAND at least 7 m in grant money, start up, we became partners, and they want 
more. Local Govt. would have to change the zoning laws to allow LEGOLAND to operate and to 
give them a 30-year tax break, but by doing that would open up to dense housing, failure to allow 
this would mean discrimination and a lawsuit. 
 
Response:  While a proposed Local Law to create a Commercial Recreational Overlay District is 
proposed to allow the Proposed Use on the Project Site, the Overlay District would not impact the 
ability of a developer to construct housing on the site.  The current zoning on the Project Site 
includes both Rural (RU) and Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single-family dwellings as 
well as two-family and multifamily dwellings as-of-right. The HR District also permits 
commercial uses such as restaurant, service, retail and recreational businesses by Special Permit. 
 
Comment B.147.2: The $1.3m that Lego is giving the Town would be consumed by developers 
wanting to build in the area and would need resources for the new complex provided by the Town 
which means an added expense and a change in the demographics of the area, which could cause 
financial hardship. Not all businesses will be making a killing in the market; other businesses will 
stay the same or close, but the door for additional housing and expenses will be clear and the 
makeup of local government could change. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  PILOT payments and Host Community Fees paid 
to the Town of Goshen would go into the Town’s General Fund like other tax revenues received 
and would be spent at the discretion of the Town of Goshen.   The Town does not provide any 
funds to developers, but would provide services consistent with those provided to other properties 
in the Town. The Town currently requires all applicants to pay both an application fee and the cost 
of the Town’s consultants’ review of all applications, so that Town taxpayers are not burdened by 
the cost of such review. 
 

 B.148. John Mirabella, letter dated January 16, 2017 
 
Comment B.148.1: The charm of the Town of Goshen and the Village of Goshen is a small town 
rural upholding American values and ideals. The site is currently zoned as RU –rural. These laws 
will permanently change all of Goshen. LEGOLAND and the multiplier businesses will have a 
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cumulative impact requiring a slew of additional services including housing, health, safety, judicial 
etc. The character and appeal of the community will change.  

Response:  See response to Comment A.24.3.  While construction of the Proposed Project may 
induce additional business growth in surrounding areas, areas along Route 17M and 17A are 
already zoned for additional commercial growth and new businesses will pay taxes to support new 
required municipal services.  In addition, the proposed Commercial Recreation Overlay District 
would only apply to the Project Site, and would thus not affect other properties. 
 
Comment B.148.2:  Change happens. Most are successful when planned and in-line with natural 
growth. A detailed cost/ benefit analysis must be included with these proposed law changes. Avoid 
mistakes like Cross Bronx Expressway which destroyed communities. Current Zoning is in place 
for smart growth including commercial and in accordance with the Master Plan. 
 
Response: A fiscal impact analysis was prepared as part of the DEIS (see section III-M).  That 
analysis concluded that the PILOT payments paid by the Project Sponsor will exceed the costs 
from the site’s various taxing jurisdictions. This total will be further supplemented by Host 
Community Fees, sales taxes, hotel bed taxes all paid by the Project Sponsor.  Additionally, an 
independent fiscal analysis was also conducted by KPMG at the request of the Orange County 
IDA.  See response to Comment A.22.2. 
 
Smart Growth is not discussed in the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan but it is a major theme 
of the Orange County Comprehensive Plan which establishes Priority Growth Areas based on the 
principles of ‘Smart Growth’.  The Project Site lies within one of the County Plan’s delineated 
Priority Growth Areas, which extends, along Route 17M from the Village of Goshen into the City 
of Middletown. The Plan recommends development within these areas to expand job growth and 
expand the tax base.  LEGOLAND New York is consistent with that recommendation. 
 
Comment B.148.3: As government officials ask yourself: Who What Where When and Why? You 
need to listen to Goshen residents first, the taxpayers who live here. Many vocal supporters have 
a self-serving interest first and are not entrenched in the Goshen community. Merlin motives are 
profit. Union motive is jobs. Union jobs exist wherever LEGOLAND is built. You need to assess 
separately the long term drawbacks and benefits of the more permanent jobs. 

Response:   It is not a correct comment that only opponents live in the Town of Goshen. Many 
supporters of the project live in the Town of Goshen. See response to Comment A.103.3. 

Comment B.148.4: If you are for this Project because it’s LEGOLAND or else. That’s extortion. 
Protect zoning and no extortion. Keep the community’s trust and avoid accusations of impropriety, 
malfeasance, and corruption. Enjoin a public referendum. Bind or non-binding, give our tax paying 
residents a direct voice.  

Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See response to Comment A.19.7 above.  
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Comment B.148.5: Keep in mind, local government is the museum curator for our community. 
The Town of Goshen like the Mona Lisa needs protection from negative urban impacts such as 
noise, light, pollution, environment, traffic. We need to protect resources such as land and water. 
Smart growth with intense study of all impacts is crucial to protect the community and its citizens. 
Respect what you are doing, stop rushing this Project. Do the work necessary including a GEIS 
for these laws and all those to follow that are being developed because of this Project and a SEIS 
for the inadequate DEIS that has been approved by the Town of Goshen Planning Board. 

Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See responses to Comments A.25.1, A.66.3, and 
A.118.1. In regards to the alleged need for an SEIS, see response to Comment B.90.122. 
 
 B.149. Robert Corr, letter dated January 16, 2017 

Comment B.149.1:  January 10, 2017 President Obama declared the rusty-patched bumblebee as 
an endangered species. The Fish and Wild life Service has designated the rusty-patched bumblebee 
as an endangered species.  Federal wildlife officials said 90 percent of the rusty-patched 
bumblebees have declined since the 1990’s. This decline is a result of pesticides, climate change, 
habitat loss and disease. Bees, butterflies and birds are pollinators of anything with a bloom- trees, 
shrubs, flowers, meadow lands and food will not survive without pollination. The construction of 
LEGOLAND fulfills all four reasons for this bee’s decline. How will this affect the crops in the 
black dirt region and our meadow lands?  Bumblebees must be protected as they are now 
considered endangered species. We are asking that you ask your experts to do a thorough study of 
the lands proposed for the Merlin Entertainment’s Amusement park. I am sure you will have to 
wait until the spring to be able to do this study.  Thank you for looking out for our land and our 
farms in advance. We have determined that the DEIS is severely lacking and is severely unusable 
as the studies for endangered species shows absolutely no effort in every aspect. We are asking 
that you dismiss the studies and ask that they are done properly. 
 
Response:  According to the USFWS online fact sheet on the species, “Since 2000, this bumble 
bee has been reported from 13 states and 1 Canadian province: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Maine, 
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Virginia, 
Wisconsin – and Ontario, Canada.”  New York is not listed. Pesticides will not be used onsite in 
the park areas that will remain undisturbed. This is to protect insect, as well as bats and other 
species which may feed on insects. Limited pesticides are intended to be used in the developed 
area of the park. The applicant has correspondence from USFWS dated 12/19/16 with their 
comments on the Project (see Comment B.33 above from David Stilwell).  
 

 B.150. Sandra Rothenberger, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.150.1:  On 1/11/2017 about 9:30 am I turned from 17M onto South Street. At the 
Heritage Trail, traffic was one lane due to 1 ambulance, 2 police cars, 1 pedestrian car, and one 
person standing on the Heritage Trail.  I had no way to know if it was a pedestrian injury or a 
personal emergency. What is going to happen at the Heritage Trail if LEGOLAND is approved? 
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Their mitigation at this location was to install a red flashing light or to put a stop sign, both of 
which would cost the taxpayers. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has proposed improvements to crosswalks at each of the three 
road intersections of the Heritage Trail in the vicinity of the site including South Street, Duck Farm 
Road and Old Chester Road.  The cost of the traffic improvements, including the improvements to 
Heritage Trail, will be financed by the Project Sponsor. 
 
Comment B.150.2: One afternoon at this same location, Rt 17M and South Street at 2:28 pm 
BOCES school buses were stacked on South Street , Harriman Drive and in the school parking lot 
waiting for the light to change at 17M. LEGOLAND’s mitigation was to install a light at the 
BOCES driveway. Really? Again a cost to the taxpayers. 
 
Response:  The revised traffic mitigation plan would significantly reduce traffic impacts on local 
roads, including South Street at its intersection of Harriman Drive.  The improvements to Harriman 
Drive would be financed by the Project Sponsor. 
 
Comment B.150.3: What are LEGOLAND’s mitigation for Elant and Glen Arden? Emergency 
vehicles need access to these locations 24/7. Any mitigation here is not acceptable or even an 
option. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  Based on the revised traffic mitigation plan, the 
majority of guests to the Project Site will arrive via Route 17, will be able to access the site via the 
relocation of Exit 125 which will provide a bridge which will connect to Harriman Drive.  These 
vehicles will no longer need to travel through the South Street/ Harriman Drive intersection or 
travel past Glen Arden or BOCES.  Nonetheless, Harriman Drive would be widened and improved, 
which improvements would be financed by the Project Sponsor. It should also be noted that the 
intersection of Harriman Drive and the Glen Arden access as well as the western portion of 
Harriman Drive will be included in the Post-Implementation study and monitored to determine the 
need for future traffic signalization. 
 
Comment B.150.4: Where are the studies as to whether our local hospital can handle an influx of 
patients at this time? The emergency room at Cornwall has just closed. This is not the time to add 
10,000 to 20,000 visitors a day who will have medical emergencies to overwhelm emergency 
rooms that already operate at capacity. 
 
Response: LEGOLAND will have a first aid station at the Proposed Park to handle minor medical 
issues and reduce the number of calls for ambulance services to the site.  Only a minor number of 
guests of LEGOLAND would be expected to require transportation to an emergency room. See 
Section III-L of the DEIS for a discussion of potential impacts to emergency services.  
 
In addition, Excel Urgent Care is located on Hatfield Lane in Goshen approximately 2 miles from 
the site.  Emergency/Urgent Care services are also provided at both ORMC on East Main Street 
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and Crystal Run on Crystal Run Road in Middletown. Neither facility has reported capacity issues 
and both have recently expanded.  A letter from Hal Teitelbaum, MD, JD,MBA, Managing Partner, 
of Crystal Run in support of the Project dated December 15. 2016 is provided herein (see Comment 
B.35 above).   
 
Comment B.150.5: The mitigation proposed by LEGOLAND does not address any problems 
outside of the park. Their DEIS should be thrown out. We need a DEIS that addresses all secondary 
roads and the worst-case scenario of accidents that can happen.  If medical emergencies happen 
and there are casualties, you will be responsible. We need a full medical evacuation plan in the 
DEIS. A DEIS that has quantifiable data.  
 
Response:  This comment contains several inaccuracies.  In regards to traffic-related impacts, as 
per the Adopted Scope, a Study Area Analysis was conducted within the Town of Goshen and any 
contiguous municipality to determine if any additional locations would experience 100 or more 
additional Project-generated Trips, during any of the Peak Periods.  If a location experiences 100 
or more additional Project-generated Trips, then it was included as a Study Location. As to the 
remaining comments, and in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to 
statements of generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that 
are not supported by reasonable observations or data.   
 
In regards to an evacuation plan, an emergency evacuation plan from the LEGOLAND Winter 
Haven park has been provided and discussed with local, County and State emergency management 
personnel.  A site-specific emergency plan will be prepared based on this plan but in concert with 
local service providers based on their needs and concerns once the park is constructed.  The DEIS 
also confirms that emergency drills will be held at the park in order to best coordinate onsite staff 
and local emergency service providers.   
 

 B.151. Antonio Varano, letter dated January 16, 2017  
 
Comment B.151.1: I am writing to you today to express my strong support for the LEGOLAND 
New York Project. I believe development of this theme park in the Town of Goshen will positively 
impact Orange County’s economy and quality of life.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project. See response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
Comment B.151.2: The job growth, capital investment, increased tourism and tax revenue, as well 
as fees paid to the Town of Goshen and the Goshen School District that LEGOLAND New York 
will bring will benefit our residents and businesses greatly. LEGOLAND New York is a “clean” 
industry that will have minimal impact on the environment and our infrastructure in comparison 
to the significant positive aspects of the Project. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project. See response to Comment A.12.4. 
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Comment B.151.3: I encourage you to conduct a thorough SEQR process, adjust Goshen’s 
Comprehensive Plan and move this Project forward with all due diligence.  
 
Response:  A full Environmental Impact Statement, consistent with SEQR, has been prepared for 
this Proposed Project, and a SEQRA findings Statement will be prepared soon.  The decision to 
amend the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code is for the Town Board after completion of the 
SEQRA review.   
 
 B.152. Thomas Santiago, letter dated January 15, 2017  
 
Comment B.152.1: I am writing to you today to express my support for LEGOLAND. As a local 
homeowner and educator, I believe that LEGOLAND will have an enormous positive impact on 
the community. First of all, as we know, there will be hundreds of new jobs created. As we know, 
job creation has countless positive effects. There will be the enormous increase in tax revenue 
coming into the town, the county, and the school district. It will benefit other local businesses, 
especially restaurants and hotels, which is desperately needed in Goshen. In turn, due to the 
benefits on other businesses, we will see more sales tax revenues coming in from them as well and 
increased employment, which further leads to increased spending within the community. 
Furthermore, it would most likely lead to the town of Goshen finally attracting a new supermarket. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.152.2: There are also the great educational and recreational opportunities that 
LEGOLAND will provide to the local community. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project. See response to Comment A.11.3. 
 
Comment B.152.3: I think the only major legitimate concern involved with this Project is traffic, 
but LEGOLAND only stands to benefit financially by ensuring that local traffic concerns are 
mitigated. It seems that the people coming into and leaving the area will not have too much of an 
impact on highway traffic because the majority of the traffic will be heading in the opposite 
direction of rush hour traffic and much of the traffic will be during slower traffic hours. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.152.4: I really hope to see this Project come to fruition due to the huge positive 
impacts that it will have on the community. I also believe that, if this Project comes to fruition, it 
has the potential to help attract other businesses ventures to the area as well. This is an incredible 
opportunity for Goshen and the entire region. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.3.2. 
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 B.153. William Kauffman, letter dated January 16, 2017 

Comment B.153.1: Has anyone addressed the “Aquarium feature” or whatever they’re calling it, 
that they say will keep the park open all year? In a time when Ringling Brothers is closing, Sea 
World is changing and losing money, both due to growing public awareness of the cruelty of 
animal captivity, do we want captive fish in a family entertainment facility in Orange County? Do 
we want to teach our children that keeping animals captive is good, and the way to see and interact 
with them? I hope not. I will not visit LEGOLAND.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  The Project Sponsor is proposing a SeaLife 
aquarium in phase two of the Project.  It is proposed to be a small 20,000 square foot, indoor 
aquarium with no performances and no whales or dolphins of any kind.  The aquarium will be 
operated and maintained year-round.  The Project Sponsor represents that the SeaLife aquarium 
provides an introduction to marine life, with a focus on conservation education, featuring programs 
on breeding, rescuing and protecting marine ecology.  For more information the Project Sponsor 
references the following: https://www.visitsealife.com/conservation/breed-rescue-protect. 
 

B.154. Phyla Wright, letter dated January 13, 2017 

Comment B.154.1: I would like you to know that I feel strongly that you should vote YES for 
LEGOLAND.  Having lived in Goshen 58 years, my husband Paul and I have been active in the 
community and well acquainted with the area and its problems. I cannot imagine a better fit for 
the large parcel.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.1.2.  
 
 B.155. Lillian Swingle, undated, received by the Town Clerk January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.155.1: Don’t destroy Goshen.  Just when it appeared that the efforts by LEGOLAND 
to come to Goshen were moving along at the expected pace, a tiny bit of news has raised some 
not-so-tiny questions. 
 
It started at the first of the year when Goshen Supervisor Douglas Bloomfield told Reynell 
Andrews, an 18-year member of the planning board…that his services would no longer be 
needed…[Andrews’s] wife, Judith, is one of the petitioners in a lawsuit regarding LEGOLAND. 
The suit seeks to have a judge review work done so far by the Planning Board on the application, 
the kind of second-guessing that might lead to some interesting conversations over dinner at the 
Andrews house but that does not constitute a conflict of interest.  Andrews had little more to go 
on.  He said he is concerned about the potential for traffic problems on Route 17, but that’s an 
issue that all board members are supposed to care about. And he says that not only does he not see 
his wife’s participation as a problem, he describes his attitude as “on the fence,” which is where 
all board members and all public officials are supposed to be until we have all of the facts. 
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A letter came to light, lawyer Dominic Cordisco of the New Windsor firm Drake Loeb PLLC, 
which represents Merlin, asking the town to request that Andrews recuse himself on LEGOLAND 
issues because of his wife’s involvement in the lawsuit. 
 
No, the town attorney replied…[that] the town has no power to force members of boards to recuse 
themselves.  We need to know more.  Why did the chairman want a change of direction? What 
kind of change? Had he or the supervisor or others ever let Andrews know that he was on the verge 
of being sent off the board? 
 
We do not need to know any more about the role of LEGOLAND. It has spent millions of dollars 
courting favorable treatment, and there is nothing wrong with that. But it also now has decided 
that it should determine which members of boards are allowed to make decisions that should hold 
the well-being of Goshen above that of the developer. 
 
If there are reasons for dumping Andrews from a board where he has served for so long, town 
officials need to make them clear. If there aren’t any beyond the LEGOLAND objection, one 
already rejected by the town attorney, then Andrews should rejoin the planning board which can 
use all of the experienced members it can get.  I can’t believe this obvious corruption is happening 
in my hometown of 30 years.  Say NO to LEGOLAND.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See response to Comment B.72.1.  
 
 B.156. Beth Stewart, letter dated January 16, 2017  
 
Comment B.156.1: I am writing again to state my opposition to the proposed LEGOLAND 
construction. I have heard nothing of substance about how the increase in traffic would be managed 
or accommodated. What proposed changes will there be to Route 17? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.156.2: I am opposed to amending/changing local laws 4 & 5, the current laws that 
prohibit amusement parks.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See response to Comment A.16.4. 
 
Comment B.156.3: The results of the environmental impact study need to be scrutinized very 
carefully and with some skepticism. And what about the people that are affected by this? People 
whose homes will lose value because of the proximity to the park and no longer being in a desirable 
location. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See response to Comment A.11.4.  
 
Comment B.156.4: I repeat my concerns that this will not bring the hoped for “new business” into 
our local area. At least not enough to offset the negative consequences.  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
Comment B.156.5: Why was the one planning board member whose wife is a “Stop LEGOLAND” 
supporter, removed from the board after 18 years of service? This seems very fishy to me. 
 
Response: Former Member Andrews was not removed from the Planning Board.  He and one 
other member were not reappointed upon the completion of their term of service. See response to 
Comment B.72.1. 
 
Comment B.156.6: There needs to be a cost benefit analysis taking into consideration ALL the 
costs to the town, village, and townspeople and weighing that against what is being asked of 
LEGOLAND. Has that been done? Where are the facts and figures from this? 
 
Response: Section III-M of the DEIS provided a fiscal impact analysis which included calculation 
of all PILOT payments, host community fees and taxes to be paid by the Project Sponsor and a 
calculation of projected costs on each of the Project Site’s taxing jurisdictions based on standard 
accepted planning methods.  In addition, the Orange County IDA commissioned an independent 
Economic Impact Review Report prepared by KPMG in February 2017 which discusses the 
revenue which would result from the PILOT agreement (see Appendix K).   
 
Comment B.156.7: This Project feels like it is being railroaded through the approval process and 
makes one wonder if there is some corruption going on.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.55.1 
 
 B.157. Pat Leahey, letter dated January 11, 2017  
 
Comment B.157.1: Goshen town zoning laws strictly forbids an amusement park but Goshen 
planning board fast tracks [the Proposed Project] through. Why? The definition of impropriety, 
noun, a failure to observe standards or show due honesty or modesty: improper language, behavior 
or character. Synonyms: wrongdoing, misconduct, dishonesty, corruption….To the naked eye and 
the not so casual observer it sure does seem to be quite fitting for the way the Goshen board is 
behaving. I’ve heard Mr. Bergus call it a “recreation center” on numerous occasions. Do you think 
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people are that stupid? Well, amusement parks and circuses aren’t allowed in Goshen but this will 
be a “recreation center.”  So that makes it OK? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. The referenced section of the Town Zoning Law is 
proposed to be amended by Local Law #6 of 2016.  All applicable Town and SEQR laws and 
required timeframes are being strictly adhered to.  In regards to the concerns regarding 
“amusement parks”, see response to Comment A.16.4. 
 
Comment B.157.2: Not sure what’s worse, Merlin Entertainment, a company that has been 
repeatedly denied access to towns far better equipped to handle them than Goshen, or Goshen 
board members passing off their latest version of that DEIS as complete. Complete? [Other 
members of the public] hired their own experts and are finding flaws, omissions, contradictions 
etc.  How could you even consider this latest DEIS complete?  New business, sure… in proportion 
and adhering to current zoning laws should be considered with careful thought. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. A Draft EIS is considered “complete” when it has 
reached a stage that it is simply adequate for public review when it is found to be responsive to the 
adopted Scoping Document.  It is not a statement that the review of the matter is complete. Once 
the document is deemed adequate for public review, it is subject to public and agency review where 
all concerns and questions can be presented.  This is the appropriate procedure as per SEQR.  The 
FEIS is the appropriate place for responses to all of these comments. 
 
Comment B.157.3: Kiryas Joel is watching really closely because the way I understand it, they 
were denied entry into Goshen for the exact same reasons LL is being given a free pass.  I’m no 
lawyer, but it sure sounds pretty discriminatory to deny K.J. on the same basis that [LEGOLAND] 
should have been denied, but wasn’t. Full disclosure, neither should be welcome in Goshen. 
 
Response:  The comment is false. The Town of Goshen did not deny any application submitted 
on behalf of the Village of Kiryas Joel.  The Town does not discriminate against any application, 
nor does it discriminate against particular types of applications and will review all development 
applications on their merits, consistent with applicable law regardless of the applicant or the nature 
of the proposal.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to the 
remaining statements of generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments, 
implications or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data. 
 
Comment B.157.4: Goshen is a beautiful town as is, some small business proposals/changes could 
be needed somewhere down the road but not this calamity, it’s a terrible idea for a town of that 
size. Keep the zoning laws as is, protect the water supply, protect the standard of living that ALL 
of Goshen enjoy in the town, village and neighboring areas (Warwick residents are not happy 
about this either) and tell Merlin Entertainments that Goshen is not a town of mindless rubes that 
they (and Goshen Town and Planning Boards) seem to think the Town of Goshen residents are. 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-498 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. An analysis of land use patterns of the character of 
the area shows residential and agricultural uses to the south and immediately east of the site, land 
west and north of the site contains educational uses, offices and various commercial uses along 
Harriman Drive and Route 17M.  Further west along Route 17A, just over 1 mile from the site are 
several manufacturing plants, medical offices, the Orange County DPW garage, a hotel and a car 
dealership.  Therefor the community character of the Town of Goshen is characterized by a dense, 
centralized village setting, surrounded by mainly small-lot single family residences with a diverse 
mix of larger commercial and industrial uses located along or immediately adjacent to commercial 
corridors such as Route 17M, Route 17A and NYS Route 17 with larger lot residential uses and 
agricultural uses filling in the remaining areas.  This characterization will remain intact with the 
construction of the proposed commercial recreation facility immediately adjacent to NYS Route 
17.   Additionally, the Village has hired an independent civil engineer to prepare an evaluation of 
the Village’s water supply and to ensure the system has the capacity for the entire Village, under 
a build-out scenario and will be able to serve the Project Site.  For more information regarding the 
Village’s water capacity, see the response to Comment A.10.5. 
 
 B.158. Brad Barnhorst, undated letter 

Comment B.158.1: The flaws in the study are legion; [the DEIS] never should have been accepted 
for release to the public. These flaws must not be allowed simply to be addressed in an FEIS. 
Rather, the applicant must be required to revise the DEIS and return it for a second round of public 
comments, or at the very least, an SEIS must be commissioned, and it must cover all gaps in the 
DEIS. The DEIS is not internally consistent: there are repeated examples of values for the same 
quantity that vary from one instance to the next. How then, can one reasonably be expected to 
judge the accuracy of the analysis of a potential impact? Further, assertions abound that lack the 
data and analyses to back them up. Indeed, the study presents as an advocacy piece rather than an 
objective analysis. While there is much discussion of potential impacts or lack thereof, the burden 
of proof necessary to accept these statements must be met. It has not been. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.157.2.   
 
Comment B.158.2: The DEIS does not study of the full range of potential impacts that may arise 
should the entire property in question be developed. Yet, it states that further development would 
be subject to additional SEQR review.  It is my understanding that this is contrary to SEQR 
guidelines, which require a study of the full impact of any potential future development of the 
property. 
 
Response:  The commenter’s understanding of SEQRA is in error as it relates to the area of the 
property that is not being developed as proposed. See response to Comment B.163.2. 
 
Comment B.158.3: These are but a few examples of the inadequacy of the DEIS as presented. The 
repeated failure of the study to back up its claims prevents the board from taking the “hard look” 
that it must. The study must not be accepted in its current state; nor should the applicant be allowed 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-499 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

simply to attempt to rectify the errors when submitting its FEIS. There is no basis to accept the 
applicant’s profession that all adverse impacts will be mitigated. The board must not rely upon 
faith, but upon careful study of facts. The DEIS lacks these facts. The applicant has not positively 
affirmed that there will be no unmitigated adverse impacts, therefore it must be required to do so, 
or its application must be rejected. Again, you must not accept the DEIS that has been presented 
to you. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data, or to general 
comments that have not identified the particular impacts, alternatives and mitigations at issue. See 
responses to Comments A.64.4 and B.135.1. 
 
 B.159. Luca Spensieri, letter dated January 13, 2017  

Comment B.159.1: Please allow me to express my disappointment with all the nonsense expressed 
by the group of people trying to stop the construction of LEGOLAND.  I’ve spoken to a few of 
these opponents and find appalling their reasoning. Some object about the traffic, some about the 
noise, some others object about the water, one in particular admitted, that’s a good thing for 
business but, he is vehemently opposed because his house back yard is one mile away and will be 
in full view of LEGOLAND.  None of them, except one, could care less about the huge help that 
this Project would bring to the local merchants and the Town’s and County treasury. 
 
In my opinion, this Project brings nothing but good things to the area. It’s not an industrial 
manufacturing complex with noises and foul odors; this is a clean recreational Park where families 
and kids go to have fun, play and enjoy. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
Comment B.159.2: This Project will also energize and stimulate more recreational related growth 
in the area with additional revenue benefits for all. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.159.3: Ultimately, I [would] like to ask all these skeptics: if our predecessors had 
applied the same parameters and concerns as they have for LEGOLAND, would we have beautiful 
cities such as, New York, Los Angeles, Las Vegas, Miami, London, Paris, and Rome? Where 
millions of people live, work, and prosper and enjoy every day? Let’s not waste precious time, 
let’s approve and build this Project.  The sooner the better. It’s a financial blessing of huge 
proportions. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.160. Charles Elmes, letter dated January 9, 2017  
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Comment B.160.1: would like to give my insight into the proposed LEGOLAND based upon my 
experience with LEGOLAND that was constructed in Winter Haven, Florida. I moved to Winter 
Haven in the 60’s to work for the Boston Red Sox. At that time it was a small town with Orange 
Groves, local residents, and winter tourists, as well as tourists coming to see Cypress Gardens and 
their water ski show. It seemed that the water ski show was losing interest and Dick Pope, the 
owner decided to sell, and this is the area, much smaller in acreage than the Goshen tract that 
LEGOLAND purchased. The town really needed jobs and something to revitalize the area. 
LEGOLAND was just what the doctor ordered. It brought a park setting and revitalization to 
Cypress Gardens which allowed families to enjoy themselves. (A lot better than casinos and much 
nicer group of people). The values of homes went up, people moved to the area, and it created jobs 
at all different economic levels. As seems to be the case in Goshen, there were all the same type 
of objections. I have been back to Winter Haven many times and recently talked to friends living 
there. Everyone I know feels that LEGOLAND brought a very positive addition to the area. Yes, 
there is more traffic, but because of all the improvements and better tax base as a result of not only 
LEGOLAND, but other businesses that have been created as a result, there were funds available 
to build new and better infrastructure. So, it brought new jobs, more tax income, higher real estate 
values, and a nice group of people for good family entertainment. Also, with my trips back to 
Winter Haven, it seems like a much nicer place to live than when I was there.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.160.2: New York and Orange County seem to be losing population.... We need more 
and better jobs in the County, more tax revenue from businesses, and there needs to be 
improvements in infrastructure. It is time people and some politicians need to stop trying to stop 
new things coming into the area, but to try to encourage more business, better and less dense 
housing to help with water and sewer, and try to work to create more jobs so children of people 
presently living here will be able to afford to stay and enjoy Orange County and New York State. 
There are a lot of good things here in Orange County, but many people are struggling. 
LEGOLAND will be a good, fun Project for all of us, and those that are now detractors will find, 
as they did in Winter Haven, that it will be a very positive addition. Do what you can to speed up 
approvals, work with them, and let’s enjoy it as my friends and families in Winter Haven have. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements 
generalized support of the Project. 

 B.161. Robert Poltenvage, letter dated January 12, 2017  

Comment B.161.1: I have many concerns about this kind of a Project for our area. Let me start off 
with a concern for a major problem that I am all too familiar with. I have had to be rushed by 
ambulance to the Emergency Room of Orange Regional Medical Center (3 times) in the last year 
and a half. At those times, I was lucky there was no major traffic. I got there each time in about 15 
to 20 minutes. I am afraid that since Orange Regional Medical Center is where most people in our 
area would go if and when they have a medical emergency, being stuck in amusement park traffic, 
could be fatal at worst and extremely dangerous at best. Even the way things are now, there are so 
many times when traffic is stopped dead for miles on Fridays and Saturdays when people from the 
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city are going to or coming back from upstate. Soon they will be going to or coming back from the 
new casino. After the Amy’s Kitchen Project is completed there will be another 680 people that 
will be getting on to Rt 17 daily. And let’s not forget all of the area residents that commute daily 
to work in the city. How could anyone not see what a disaster this Project will be for our area 
roads? What good is there in having a giant, modern, state of the art Medical Center in our area, 
if, in an emergency we or our loved ones cannot be brought there to save their lives or ours? 
 
Response:  The exit 125 interchange reconstruction improvements and provision of a third 
westbound travel lane on Route 17 from the new exit 125 westbound on ramp to the current three 
lanes at exit 124 will accommodate the traffic from the Project as well as to help handle the traffic 
which will be generated by the new casinos in Sullivan county. Other localized traffic signal 
improvements at Route 17 and South Street and at the exit 124 westbound ramp intersection with 
the north connector road which are being required to be completed by the Project as part of the 
NYSDOT Highway Work Permit will also improve the response of emergency vehicles in the 
area. 
 
Comment B.161.2: Goshen has a Master Plan that should not be changed. It was written for good 
reasons. Decisions over the years on what and where to build have been made with it in mind. The 
land in that area is zoned residential.  
 
Response:  Certain commercial development is allowed on the site under present zoning. See 
responses to Comments A.1.1, A.24.6 and A.25.1. As to the remaining comments, and in 
accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of generalized 
opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by 
reasonable observations or data. 
 
Comment B.161.3: Those who bought houses there will lose a lot of their home’s value, if the 
zoning is changed. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to 
Comment A.11.4.  
 
Comment B.161.4: We also have current laws that prohibit an amusement park! 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.16.4. 
 
Comment B.161.5: Goshen is a beautiful, bucolic, historic, special town.  Not many places like it 
left.  Let’s not take “paradise” and put up a parking lot!  People are getting married later nowadays. 
In many cases having no children because both need to work to pay the bills. Schools are closing, 
families are so small, and amusement parks are an expensive luxury. The 1970’s are gone folks! 
This could be another Camp La Guardia. 
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Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. 
 
Comment B.161.6: Part time amusement park jobs are not the answer. We can do much better. Let 
us aim higher. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. The Proposed Project will create 500 full-time (40 
hours per week), year-round jobs in addition to the 300 part time and 500 seasonal jobs for the 
busier summer season.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, finance personnel, 
information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, maintenance and 
hotel and aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and offer benefits.   
 

 B.162. Colleen Davies, letter dated January 16, 2017 

Comment B.162.1: The Draft Environmental Impact Study does not adequately address the four 
major issues surrounding this Project…The major issues are as follows but not limited to: traffic, 
water, environment, fiscal.  There is no denying traffic is not only a current concern but a major 
concern should the LEGOLAND Project be approved.  The DEIS is severely lacking information 
[regarding] traffic in the following areas:  The Goshen School District is responsible for 
transporting students to and from school. The buses which transport our children on a daily basis 
start at approximately 6:00 and end approximately 9:00 am. It commences again at 2:15 pm and 
continues until approximately 6:00 pm which allows for regular dismissal, late bus runs, and sports 
runs. The bus routes involve numerous roadways which will negatively impact the time allotted 
for students pick up and drop off times due to the increase in traffic caused by the proposed Lego 
Land Project. Goshen Central School District bus routes extend to the boarders of Washingtonville, 
Florida, Scotchtown, and Middletown. The following roads used to transport students were not 
including the DEIS. They include, but are not limited to, Route 94, Route 207, Scotchtown 
Avenue, Craigville Road, Sarah Wells Trail, Conklingtown Road, Coleman Road, Old Chester 
Road. It has been stated by a representative of Merlin Enterprises that the schools will not be 
adversely effected by traffic as LEGOLAND does not open until 10:00 am. This is an absurd 
interpretation as it will not only effect the school district but also the rest of the community. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.110.2 above.  
 
Comment B.162.2: The DEIS states there were 18 road areas to be reviewed for existing traffic 
conditions. They include the following: NYS Route 17M/N Connector and South Street 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.110.3. The DEIS evaluates 18 roadway intersections and 
three Orange County Heritage Trail/road crossings as required by the Project’s approved Scoping 
Document.  Each of the roadways and the intersections are described in the DEIS beginning on 
page 73.  
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Comment B.162.3: In addition only seven (7) various roadways of the above mentioned were 
chosen for machine traffic counts.  The areas studied with the machine traffic count do not reflect 
what will negatively impact the existing roadways in Goshen as mentioned in the above paragraph 
regarding Goshen School District. Machine traffic counts should have been performed on all area 
roadways which are utilized on a daily basis. It should be noted that Old Chester Road has been 
closed to through traffic for several months and the Government Center is due to reopen next fall. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.110.3. 
 
Comment B.162.4: The DEIS does not mention the addition of planned or potential developments 
within the LEGOLAND Project which would increase additional traffic volume in the future. A 
major concern how would this be mitigated…The DEIS does recognize 12 additional planned or 
potential developments in the immediate area which generate more additional traffic but does not 
offer any solutions as to how to mitigate this situation. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.110.4 and A.110.5. 
 
Comment B.162.5: Additionally the DEIS refers to bussing its employees but does state any facts 
regarding how many employees would be using public or private transportation. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.110.6. 
 
Comment B.162.6: Most importantly, there is no concrete plan for any type of emergency for 
traffic, only an “incident mitigation plan” which is to coordinate with local law enforcement, fire 
and ems. All except for police and volunteers. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.110.7. 
 
Comment B.162.7: The Department of Transportation denied a “Flyover at exit 125 in Goshen” 
and the Department of Environmental Conservation has denied a roundabout at exit 124 in the 
Town of Goshen as it would interfere with the wetlands. In a letter dated October 26, 2016 from 
the New York State Department of Transportation to Lee Burges, Planning Board Chair, states in 
part “The Proposed trip generation in the Traffic Study lacked sufficient documentation to be 
verified by the Department.” There were 9 Project wide comments and 25 intersection specifics 
comments from the Department of Transportation, too many to state here. However, I would be 
remiss if I did not mention comment #6 which states in part “the flyover would not meet the federal 
interstate standards, and could preclude this section of 17 from becoming I-86.” 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect regarding the NYSDEC and proposed improvements to exit 
124. See response to Comment A.2.3 regarding the “flyover” and traffic mitigations, and response 
to Comment A.110.8 regarding the referenced letter from the NYSDOT.  
 
Comment B.162.8: There was NO substantive fiscal analysis completed. 
 
Response: The comment is incorrect. See response to Comment B.156.6 above.  
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Comment B.162.9: The Village of Goshen has offered its water supply to LEGOLAND however, 
the Village does not have adequate water for its residents therefore how does the Village of Goshen 
plan on providing the amount of water to be used in this first stage of the LEGOLAND Project 
and in addition the future development they have planned. 
 
Response: This statement that the Village does not have adequate water for its residents is 
incorrect.  Upon the review of analysis provided by the Village’s consulting engineer, the Village 
Board adopted a resolution indicating its ability and willingness to serve the Project with both 
water (considering Village buildout and under drought conditions) and wastewater service.  See 
response to Comment A.10.5. The Project Sponsor has represented that there is no future 
development planned for the site that has not been identified in the application under review.  Thus, 
it has not requested any additional water for the site, and the Village has not committed to 
supplying any water for the site regarding potential future development.  
 
Comment B.162.10:  I have major concerns regarding the current protected wetlands and protected 
species living in the 523 acres LEGOLAND is seeking to develop. Should LEGOLAND actually 
build on the proposed site, what is the Town of Goshen willing to do to protect these species? 
What measures have been put in place to help protect these animals? 
 
Response: In response to comments, the Project Sponsor has agreed to place a 150-acre portion 
of the site, including NYSDEC wetlands under a conservation easement.  This will protect this 
area of the site in perpetuity.   In addition, no development is occurring on any area other than the 
approximately 150 acres of disturbance.  Other than the mitigations noted, there is no need to 
protect animals as the impact on such animals, if any, does not rise to the level of being a significant 
adverse environmental impact. 
 
Comment B.162.11: There needs to be more in depth studies regarding wastewater management, 
stormwater management and quality of water to be provided to the residents of Goshen. 
 
Response:  Water and sewer demand was determined based on the demand at LEGOLAND 
Windsor.  Water and wastewater collection and conveyance will be provided by the Village of 
Goshen.  The Village hired a special consultant to evaluate the capacity of both systems under both 
current and future conditions.  The conclusions of both studies show the Village’s water and 
wastewater systems have the capacity to provide service to the Proposed Project, and both systems 
are tested regularly for quality of the potable water and quality of wastewater effluent.  Design of 
the onsite water and sewer collection systems was prepared by the Project’s engineer and provided 
in Appendix E of the DEIS based on NYSDEC and Health Department Standards.  These reports 
and final design of the systems will be reviewed and approved by the Town and applicable State 
reviewing agencies.  Stormwater Management has been studied consistent with the NYSDEC 
stormwater manual and a full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been prepared consistent 
with NYSDEC standards.  Summaries of each of these studies can be found in the DEIS, which 
have been and continue to be reviewed by the Town Engineer, among others.   
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Comment B.162.12: The DEIS has not considered the impact of toxic waste which will be created 
and its effects on the people currently living here. 
 
Response:  There has been no finding, determination or evidence that any toxic or other hazardous 
waste will be generated at the Project Site.  
 
Comment B.162.13: This Board should vote against the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project 
not only for the above stated reasons but also to maintain the quality of life for all those who reside 
in Goshen and nearby communities. 
 
Response:  The intent and purpose of the SEQR process is “that the protection and enhancement 
of the environment, human and community resources should be given appropriate weight with 
social and economic considerations in determining public policy, and that those factors be 
considered together in reaching decisions on proposed activities. Accordingly, it is the intention 
of this Part that a suitable balance of social, economic and environmental factors be incorporated 
into the planning and decision-making processes of state, regional and local agencies. It is not the 
intention of SEQR that environmental factors be the sole consideration in decision-making.”  The 
SEQR review of the Proposed Project is intended to identify relevant significant environmental 
impacts and to mitigate those impacts to the greatest extent practicable.  The revisions to the 
Proposed Project, resulting from public comment, demonstrate that process. See also response to 
Comment A.12.4. 
 
 B.163. JWS, letter dated January 13, 2017 

Comment B.163.1: I couldn’t help but notice a very lacking and key ingredient that should be in 
any DEIS and Project of this magnitude. There is no cost-benefit analysis….I am not the first 
person to note this most important analysis. Who benefits from this mega Project that truly does 
not belong in Goshen? It is preposterous to think that the Village of Goshen residents and 
businesses.  But there is no evidence that they will.  There is no mention of this all important 
analysis. I have heard that Goshen will benefit from lower taxes. But nowhere is that assured and 
or computed as to how much. So, before the Town and Planning boards sell out to Merlin, we, the 
residents need to know. 
 
Response: Section III-M of the DEIS provided a fiscal impact analysis which included calculation 
of all PILOT payments, host community fees and taxes to be paid by the Project Sponsor and a 
calculation of projected costs on each of the Project Site’s taxing jurisdictions based on standard 
accepted planning methods.   
 
The DEIS also calculated secondary fiscal impacts; the indirect and induced spending that would 
be expected to occur as a result of the development of the Proposed Project.  The Indirect Effect 
measures the economic impact of Project suppliers, for example the jobs created in the food 
services industry due to their purchase of food to prepare and sell in their parks. Benefits would 
be expected for other local vendors in service sectors such as dry cleaning, hotels, gas stations, 
food suppliers, etc.  The Induced Effect measures the economic impact of changes to household 
expenditures due to increased employment for both the Proposed Project and their suppliers. An 
example of Induced Effect would be a LEGOLAND employee spending more money at a 
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restaurant because they have higher income.  These secondary benefits would benefit the Village 
of Goshen residents and businesses. 
 
In addition, the Orange County IDA commissioned its own fiscal analysis conducted by KPMG.  
For more information regarding the KPMG report, see response to Comment A.22.2. 
 
Comment B.163.2: Another major part of the DEIS missing in action is segmentation. They want 
to take over 523 acres of green and open lands, including wetlands, but they claim to only be 
building on 140 plus, acres. All they cover, and not adequately, is 140 plus acres that are initially 
involved. What is to become of the other 400 acres… No Discussion. No breakdown.. no 
assurances. They talk about phases.. but in very secretive ways… The DEIS does not make their 
long term plans clear. 
 
Response: No phase discussions have been talked about in secretive ways. The Project Sponsor 
has proposed a singular development to be conducted in two phases, all of which has been clearly 
identified in the DEIS and this FEIS. The total site area is 521.95. However, the entirety of the site 
is not currently vacant open space.  The Project Site contains multiple residential dwellings, a 
communications tower, ruins of a restaurant, and an inn that previously occupied the site, and 
abandoned roads and infrastructure from an expansion of the Arcadia Hills subdivision which was 
never completed.   
 
Segmentation is defined by the NYSDEC as the division of the environmental review of an action 
so that various activities or stages are addressed as though they were independent, unrelated 
activities needing individual determinations of significance. Except in special circumstances, 
considering only a part, or segment, of an overall action is contrary to the intent of SEQR. Here, 
the Proposed Action is described in Section 1.C above.  No other actions are proposed.   All facets 
of the Proposed Action were evaluated in the Environmental Impact Statement. Only development 
depicted on the approved site plans can be constructed on the site. SEQRA is not a process to 
review non-existent, or even speculative, future development.  
 
Comment B.163.3: What happens of things don’t work out as hoped and they decide to up and 
leave before their outrageous 30 PILOT is complete? Who is left holding the bag? 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has represented that Merlin Entertainments successfully operates 
117 attractions across 24 countries. There is nothing to suggest this park would not also be 
successful.  There is a potential economic risk to a community that any approved residential or 
commercial development may leave the area, resulting in diminished tax revenue and tax base.   
However, this purely economic impact is not, according to SEQRA guidance documents and court 
cases, an environmental factor to be reviewed under SEQRA.   
 
Comment B.163.4: They claim to want to be good neighbors, but are bullying their way into our 
lives. To demand that certain planning board members be silenced or kicked out is beyond the 
pale. It is heinous and disgusting. No wonder 7 surrounding communities didn’t want them. 
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment B.72.1. 
 
Comment B.163.5: Your original master plan called for the protection of the green and open lands; 
the wetlands, the wildlife and vegetation. You already turned down one developer because of the 
master plan… now do the same with LEGOLAND! It will ruin Goshen!! 
 
Response:  The referenced comprehensive plan was not the original comprehensive plan for the 
Town; it has changed and evolved over many years. Further, the recommendations in the present 
Comprehensive Plan concerning the environment are taken out of context – they were never 
recommendations in the absolute, but always to be balanced with other recommended goals, 
including growing the economic base of the Town. The reference to a developer’s verbal request 
to the Town Board for a rezone was never formally denied, as it was never formally requested.  
However, the Town Board did express concerns about the requested zoning change for a 
significantly higher density that presently allowed, when the applicant was not offering to mitigate 
any traffic issues caused by such a development, and whose plan depended on on-site water which 
was unlikely to support such an intense development. See responses to Comments A.1.1, A.24.4 
and B.39.3. 
 
 B.164. Tara Pedrosa, letter dated January 16, 2017  

Comment B.164.1: [I have purchased] a home in Hambletonian Park…. We have fallen in love 
with this town and the good that goes on here. There is a community here like I’ve seen nowhere 
else….I very much understand that New York wants this.. Orange County wants this.. but at what 
costs to Goshen? I feel like we are being a doormat. We have water improvements that need to 
happen, school improvements, things that can happen without selling out to this company that will 
suck us dry in the long run. It will forever change this area and I don’t believe for the betterment 
of this community. This is the last commutable area close to the city. The people here work hard. 
My husband can’t get home as it is on Friday nights due to traffic and forget about having a summer 
BBQ with family. I agree Orange County needs changes, but not something of this magnitude.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. 

Comment B.164.2: If you change the zoning for this Project it will be fair game… If the park does 
well, companies will eat up the surrounding land to make a profit off LEGOLAND.  Say goodbye 
to what makes this area so beautiful. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.10.  
 
Comment B.164.3: If this doesn’t do well, that will be very bad. Lower ticket sales and then we 
will get undesirable customers. 
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Response:  The Project Sponsor has represented that Merlin Entertainments operates 117 
attractions across 24 countries. There is nothing to suggest this park would not also be successful.  
There is also nothing to suggest that lower prices will result in “undesirable” customers. The 
attractions will be the same; the fact that some people now may be able to afford the admission 
ticket that previously could not, does not mean they are undesirable. 
 
Comment B.164.4: This park is too big to put here. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. The total area of park development is 149.9 acres.  
This represents only approximately 15% of the total site area.  
 
Comment B.164.5: Let’s think of smarter ways to pump up Goshen. We don’t need to sell out big 
corporations. It’s seasonal. The tax breaks they are asking for are laughable. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See response to Comment A.16.2. 
 
Comment B.164.6: They will deplete our natural resources that are already sparse. 

Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. However, the DEIS included an analysis of the 
Project’s potential significant impacts on all natural resources as requested by the SEQRA Lead 
Agency in the Scoping Document, which was also subject to public and governmental agency 
input.  The Project Sponsor will be required to mitigate any significant impact to the environment 
to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
  

B.165. Beverly Jappen, letter dated January 15, 2017 

Comment B.165.1: I, like many residents of the Town and Village of Goshen, am deeply concerned 
about the proposed LEGOLAND Project being considered by our elected officials. What’s the 
hurry? Why is this Project being fast tracked while other projects take years to be thoroughly 
discussed and vetted before they get to this point?  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.55.1. 
 
Comment B.165.2: Why is the zoning being changed to accommodate a usage which was 
specifically excluded up until Merlin came to Town. The current zoning and town plan is the most 
appropriate for both the present and future residents of Goshen and zoning should not be changed 
cavalierly to accommodate the LEGOLAND Project. 
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Response: See responses to Comments A.1.1, A.16.4, B.160.2, and B.163.5. 
 
Comment B.165.3: An environmental study must be done on the entire tract of land not just the 
153 acres Merlin is saying they will use for “Stage 1.”…How many stages are there to this Project?  
Merlin says this is Stage 1 and some folks think they will keep the rest of the acres as open space. 
I prefer to know from the beginning what the whole plan is not just the beginning. What other 
plans do they have for future expansion? I, for one, do not believe they will buy over 500 acres in 
Town of Goshen and leave most of it as open space.  
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.118.1, A.118.3 and B.163.2. 
 
Comment B.165.4: Cost/benefit analysis. There needs to be a serious study done on the impact a 
Project of this size will have on our community. It is inevitable there will be costs not covered by 
the current level of payments. Merlin is offering to the Village and Town. So how is this going to 
raise our taxes to supply the additional services needed for this Project? 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.22.2 and B.163.1. 
 
Comment B.165.5: Water…Where have you magically found enough water for this Project? As 
an over 40 year resident of the Town of Goshen, I coined the phrase… The bad thing about Goshen 
is we don’t have enough water but the good thing about Goshen is we don’t have enough water to 
invite large scale development. Now suddenly we have all the water they need. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor proposes to obtain its water supply from the Village of Goshen 
municipal water supply to avoid any impacts to the site’s groundwater neighboring wells.  The 
Project Sponsor will be an out of district user of Village water and will pay fees for usage like any 
other service connection.  In 2003 the Village’s historic reliance on its two reservoirs for its sole 
water source was supplemented by two wells. The Village of Goshen hired an independent civil 
engineer to evaluate its current water system usage and system capacity under both current and 
future build-out conditions to ensure adequate capacity for the Project (see Appendix E of the 
DEIS). This study concluded that the Village has more than enough water to satisfy (i) present 
Village needs, (ii) hypothetical future Village buildout needs, and (iii) the needs of the 
LEGOLAND project, all under drought conditions. 
 
Comment B.165.6: Traffic! Do you really think traffic can be handled by the proposed traffic plan? 
Have you ever been on Route 17 on any Sunday afternoon or evening during the summer? This is 
the current traffic without Monticello Casino which is scheduled to open in the spring of 2018. 
There is no way the traffic plan submitted for this Project will work. Go back to the drawing board 
and come back with a more realistic plan which shows the real impact this Project will have on 
our community. 
 
Response:  The traffic plan has been modified. See responses to Comments A.2.3 and A.45.2. 
 

 B.166. Stephanie Goldin, letter dated January 16, 2017 
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B.166.1: I believe the DEIS is fundamentally flawed in the shallow look that it gives to nearly 
every issue on the table. There is so much at stake here, summarized as determining the future 
character and quality of life in and of an entire region. I am deeply troubled at the prospect of a 
mega theme park moving in near home. My family and I live here because we wanted to be away 
from congestion and noise we wanted what most everyone wants in a home; peace, quiet, beauty, 
tranquility. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. In regards to the adequacy of the DEIS, see response 
to Comment A.102.1.  In response to quality of life concerns, see responses to Comments A.12.4 
and A.45.1. 
 
B.166. 2: We are even more than happy to pay high taxes for a better quality of life. Life is not 
simply about dollars and cents. If Merlin Entertainment will supposedly contribute to the Tax base 
(and I think that the tax structure that lends them so much welfare is disgustingly flawed), what 
would the real impact be to every household in the town and county? How much would tax bills 
be lowered, after LEGOLAND’s needs for water, sewer, police, fire, etc. are met? I seriously doubt 
that any small (if any) amount of tax “savings” would be worth the major quality of life sacrifices 
that we would all be making to allow them to destroy our environment, suck up our resources, clog 
our roads, and generally obliterate so many of the wonderful things about Orange County. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.12.4. 
 
Comment B.166.3: My family and I are nature lovers and are distraught at the potential destruction 
of such an environmentally fragile and rich location. What about wildlife habitat? It is being lost 
so rapidly and irresponsibly around the world, to what gain? A few people’s pocket? When it 
comes to our planet our environment we are all in this together, and when it is gone, it is gone, and 
we will have destroyed our own prospect for survival. We need biodiversity for the health of all 
species, including human beings. We cannot continue to cast wildlife aside forever. Will we not 
stop “developing” every available acre until there are none left? That is a horrifying thought. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data, or which are not 
relevant to the identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the Project being reviewed. In 
any event, the Project Site was previously disturbed.  It contains a residential dwelling, a cell tower, 
the remains of barns and a restaurant and an inn, which previously occupied the site and roadway, 
drainage and utility infrastructure installed as part of a second phase of the Arcadia Hills 
subdivision which was never full constructed.  Portions of the site were also disturbed for farming 
activities.   
 
The Project Site has not been classified as an environmentally sensitive area, but there are 
environmentally sensitive areas of the site including wetlands, a stream and floodplains which 
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have been mapped and analyzed in the DEIS.  Sensitive habitat was also investigated.  The Project 
Sponsor prepared a habitat investigation on the site based on feedback from the NYSDEC and the 
USFWS.  Additional habitat analysis is included as Appendix H. 
 
The Project Site is currently 521.95 acres. However, with proposed land dedication to the 
NYSDOT and the existing cellphone tower footprint, the remaining land area is 507.43 acres. 
Approximately 148 acres of the Project Site will be disturbed for the Proposed Project. Ultimately 
of the 347 wooded acres of the Project Site, following construction approximately 250.1 wooded 
acres will remain.  
 
Additionally, the applicant has offered to permanently protect 150.1 acres of the Project Site by 
placing certain lands under a conservation easement. A plan showing the proposed conservation 
easement areas is included as Figure 10 of the FEIS.  This includes the entire stream and all onsite 
NYSDEC wetlands as well as upland forested areas.  These undisturbed areas are not isolated, but 
rather connect seamlessly to adjacent wooded areas so various species can continue to occupy and 
transverse the site.  
 
Comment B.166.4: Aside from physical pollution, environmental destruction, and consumption of 
resources, what about things like light pollution? Will a sea of massive stadium-esque lights be on 
all night long, taking the peaceful element of our country nights with them? I read an extremely 
sad account recently of how quickly the view of the stars from Orange County is disappearing. 
 
Response: The Project has been designed to minimize noise and lighting impacts on surrounding 
properties by incorporating features such as dark sky friendly lighting fixtures and permanent 
vegetated buffers into the Project. 
 
Comment B.166.5: I am completely aware of the economic “benefits” to offset environmental and 
quality of life harm that are being touted in conjunction with LEGOLAND. However, I have 
visited a handful of theme parks in my life, and not one of them situated in a town that I would 
otherwise EVER want to visit, let alone live in. They tend to suck the area so dry of resources and 
make the surrounding area so unpleasant that the town spirals downward. I speak from firsthand 
experience when I predict that most families visiting LEGOLAND with young children in tow will 
most certainly not venture into the villages of Goshen or Chester to shop or dine at local businesses. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data.  See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
Comment B.166.6: Who does LEGOLAND really benefit, aside from Merlin’s already-wealthy 
executives and its shareholders? Perhaps some day “tourists” – out of towners that will do nothing 
for our area besides clog up our roads and pollute our air. Are we willing to lay down and just hand 
them our quality of life? In exchange for some mostly-low-wage jobs and the potential to lower 
our taxes a little bit? [Why] would anyone want an amusement park in their backyard, with its 24/7 
noise, light and air pollution, that benefits people who will come to visit it once in a lifetime and 
who could otherwise not give a care in the world about Goshen?  
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See responses to Comments A.12.4, A.45.1 and 
A.103.3. 
 
Comment B.166.7: To the argument of “LEGOLAND will bring something for kids to do in the 
area,” I ask really? Its tickets are prohibitively expensive from it being anything but pretty much a 
once-in-a-lifetime experience, even for upper middle class families. It is not the sort of Mom-and-
Pop fun park that you would visit a dozen times each summer as a child. And, its target audience 
is so narrow (young children) that local kids would outgrow the fun within a couple of seasons, 
even if their parents were wealthy enough to afford tickets. For myriad reasons, should it be built, 
I will most certainly not be taking my three young children to LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. In any event, the Project Sponsor has committed to 
offering special programs and discounted tickets to area schools, including all school districts 
within Orange County, and has represented that the cost for student field trips start at $15 per 
student.  The Project Sponsor has also represented that it will also donate free tickets to area 
schools, and will offer free annual passes to all educators in Orange County to learn about the 
educational opportunities for their students. There are about 5,000 full-time educators teaching in 
Orange County schools. 
 
In addition, the Project Sponsor, at the request of representatives of the Town Board, has agreed 
to offer a fifty (50%) percent discount on standard one-day tickets to LEGOLAND New York for 
all Goshen residents for their own use.   The Project Sponsor will also offer other discount 
programs for area residents. 
 
Comment B.166.8: I will note that changing the zoning on these large parcels of land is a very 
dangerous precedent to set. I live in Monroe, which includes the Village of Kiryas Joel, which is 
extremely adept at manipulating zoning in its favor- legal or not- and has educated me on this topic 
more than I ever would have liked. Should any future application to change zoning be denied, 
immediate and expensive (to the taxpayer, of course!) lawsuits will be the least of the concerns. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to speculative 
comments or assertions regarding potential lawsuits that are not supported by reasonable 
observations or data. See responses to Comments A.10.6 and A.88.10. 
 
Comment B.166.9: Please consider the tremendous assets that you already have – a quaint village 
with wonderful local businesses, surrounding natural beauty – farms, mountains, streams. It’s ideal 
and cannot be resurrected once it’s plowed through and paved over. Agri-tourism is becoming 
more and more popular. Younger generations want to spend more time in and around nature, not 
more concrete jungles. Please care about those of us that already live here in Orange County, and 
who hope to have a bright, green, future here and say no to LEGOLAND. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.103.3. 
 
 B.167. Mary Mirabella, letter dated January 16, 2017  

Comment B.167.1: Law #5 does not have the same expiration section that Law #6 contains, 
therefore any changes in zoning regarding tourism and recreation business opportunities for Law 
#5 would become part of the permanent town zoning code once this law is enacted. Sections 1.2 
could be applied to properties all over the Town of Goshen and Section 3.1 could impact any lands 
adjacent to Route 17 in the Town of Goshen not just the specific parcels listed in the DEIS for 
LEGOLAND. This change could allow all types of tourism businesses to sprout up all over the 
Town of Goshen. And if LEGOLAND fails, Law #5 could allow any type of tourist/recreation 
business to build on the parcels cited in the DEIS. Law #5 could change the entire cultural identity 
of the Town of Goshen from a rural historic community to just another tourist town. 
 
Response:  Proposed amendments to the Town Comprehensive Plan, as reflected in Introductory 
Local Law #5 of 2016 will not “expire” or otherwise become not applicable once adopted by the 
Town. It is also accurate to say that these recommendations are general and could apply to areas 
outside of the Project Site along Route 17.  However, Introductory Local Law #5 does not change 
any zoning in the Town.  If the Town were to decide to rezone any area outside of the area covered 
by Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016 presently under consideration, then it would have to be 
subject to a new local law process, including a public hearing and SEQRA determinations.  See 
response to Comment A.24.1. 
 
The adoption of the proposed Local Laws will not change the overall character of the Town of 
Goshen.  An analysis of surrounding land uses shows residential and agricultural uses to the south 
and immediately east of the site, land west and north of the site contains educational uses, offices 
and various commercial uses along Harriman Drive and Route 17M.  Further west along Route 
17A, just over 1 mile from the site are several manufacturing plants, medical offices, the Orange 
County DPW garage, a hotel and a car dealership.  Therefore the community character of the Town 
of Goshen is characterized by a dense, centralized village setting, surrounded by mainly small-lot 
single family residences with a diverse mix of larger commercial and industrial uses located along 
or immediately adjacent to commercial corridors such as Route 17M, Route 17A and NYS Route 
17 with larger lot residential uses and agricultural uses filling in the remaining areas.  This 
characterization will remain in-tact with the construction of the proposed commercial recreation 
facility or other commercial uses immediately adjacent to NYS Route 17.  
 
Comment B.167.2: Law #6 has an expiration clause that states if LEGOLAND decides not to build 
within six months of passage, the zoning for the parcels listed in the DEIS revert to their original 
zoning. But what if LEGOLAND does build but then abandons the Project any time after this six-
month expiration period. I have been thinking long and hard on what kind of business could then 
be built on the 523 acres if Merlin abandons their amusement park idea. Another amusement park, 
a paintball park, a circus, a miniature golf course, another Castle amusement center? Or perhaps 
something would be built in our future that we haven’t envisioned as tourism and/ or recreation 
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type business… the alternatives are endless and the consequences unknown and unforeseen with 
approval and enactment of this law. This law must be carefully reviewed and studied independent 
of LEGOLAND’s site plan. The LEGOLAND DEIS does not cover the possibility that another 
type of business could take advantage of Law #6 with its unique Commercial Recreational Overlay 
Zoning which affects the entire acreage not just the LEGOLAND site plan acres. 
 
Response: If the Project Sponsor constructs the Project, then the Project would be constructed.  
No other type of Project could be built on the site once the Project is constructed.  In the unlikely 
event that the Project Sponsor constructs the Project and then ceases operation, the Project Sponsor 
has committed to continuing to pay the minimum host community fee to the Town of Goshen, thus 
ensuring a steady flow of revenue to the Town that would continue in the absence of any potential 
local impacts.  In the event that the Project was constructed and then sold to another entity in the 
future, all of the mitigation measures, including the terms and conditions of any special permit 
approval, the PILOT agreement and the Host Community Benefit Agreement would all apply to 
any subsequent purchaser.  See response to Comment A.41.5. 
 
Comment B.167.3: What if Merlin Entertainment falls on hard financial times and decides to sell 
the undeveloped acreage? Again, the alternative businesses are endless and the consequences 
unknown and unforeseen with approval and enactment of this law. Law #6 must be reviewed and 
studied independent of LEGOLAND. A cost benefit analysis and a GEIS should be done to 
determine what could possibly happen to the undeveloped land. Businesses fail and Merlin and 
the amusement industry are not immune to hard times. 
 
Response:   The Project Sponsor proposes to consolidate the tracts that would comprise the Project 
Site into one lot, no portion of which could be sold without subdivision approval.  Furthermore, 
the Project Sponsor represents that Merlin Entertainments operates 117 attractions across 24 
countries. There is nothing to suggest this park would not also be successful.  As with all property, 
the Project Sponsor would not be precluded from selling its property.  However, the Commercial 
Recreation Overlay District requires a minimum lot area of 200 contiguous acres of land in order 
to construct Commercial Recreation uses. A conservation easement will be provided on over 150 
acres of the site which would preclude any development in these areas (see Figure 10). No land 
sale would impact the requirements of the conservation easement. Regarding the GEIS comment, 
see responses to Comments A.48.2 and B.163.3. 
 
Comment B.167.4: Law #6 Section 12 refers to Clearing and Grading commencing upon granting 
of a permit. It is no longer dependent on a successful completion of the entire SEQR process and 
a FEIS. So if LEGOLAND does not successfully get through this entire process, the landscape is 
still permanently damaged and altered. This would be a catastrophe as destruction of the 140 to 
180 acres would be 180 degrees complete opposite result of the current rural zoning that protects 
the properties in this part of Goshen. The Kikkerfrosch brewery land is a good example of how 
clear cutting leaves a landscape barren and unable to recover quickly and efficiently…. There are 
other more appropriate areas properly zoned and already clear cut for the LEGOLAND Project. 
There is no acute need for our community to “clear cut” this property prior to the completion of 
an exhaustive and comprehensive FEIS. 
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Response:  No permits and no clearing of the site to further a commercial recreation facility can 
commence on the site until SEQR is completed and the Town Board modifies the Comprehensive 
Plan and Zoning Code.   Further, simply because a site applies for a ‘Clearing and Grading Permit” 
does not mean the site will be “clear cut” of vegetation.  The grading plan for the site shows that 
only 140 acres of land on the site will be cleared and graded.  The clearing footprint is the smallest 
possible to accommodate the Proposed Project. In response to several comments, the site plan and 
grading plans have been revised to save additional mature vegetation within the overall 
development footprint.   
 
Comment B.167.5:  The common sense question is if either or both of these laws go into effect 
and LEGOLAND pulls out, fails or if Merlin itself financially fails…what kind of tourism or 
recreational business can replace it? Because as these two laws stand, that is the only type of 
business that would have an interest in purchasing that land and perhaps any land in the Town of 
Goshen in the future. And that is spot zoning and segmentation. These laws must be studied 
independent of the LEGOLAND Project and require a separate and unique GEIS. They cannot be 
passed using a DEIS that studies of only 140 of the total acreage that is being re-zoned. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments B.163.3, B.167.3, A.48.2 and A.118.1. Further, 
segmentation is the concept of separating environmental review for the purpose of making a 
particular action appear less impactful by studying individual (‘separated’) pieces of a Project.  
The LEGOLAND New York EIS studies the full anticipated list of Actions including zoning 
amendments, Comprehensive Plan amendments, sale of town properties, lot mergers and re-
subdivision of the site, construction of a Commercial Recreation Facility in two phases which will 
include construction of an aquarium in 3 to 5 years after the initial park opening.  The approvals 
for the site, if adopted, will specifically reference the plans herein and only that which is depicted 
on the plans can be constructed. There is no improper segmentation being employed. 
 
Comment B.167.6: In regards to the DEIS itself, I wish to focus on environmental. A subject which 
has been “lost” and/ or “undervalued” when discussing this Project.... The report by EcolSciences 
easily identified both bat species, the Northern Long Eared Bat and the Indiana Bat at this location 
both as a food resource and a breeding ground. The report failed in its due diligence to identify the 
presence of the rare and endangered, Bog Turtle and Northern Cricket Frog.  The Bog Turtle 
studies were not done at all and the Northern Cricket Frog studies were rushed and inefficient. All 
of these species of animal are critical to the Orange County Ecosystem and the Health of Orange 
County (Lyme disease, West Nile Virus) and potential future illness (Zika Virus) it is imperative 
we do all we can to identify, preserve and protect these animal species on any and all rural land in 
our community. More complete studies need to be done this upcoming spring and summer 2017 
for the Bog Turtle, the Northern Cricket Frog and the health of Goshen residents. 
 
Response:  Based on a field evaluation, it was determined that the Project Site does not contain 
on-site habitats which meet the very specific habitat criteria common to bog turtle sites (see page 
44-45 of the DEIS for a detailed description of the necessary habitat and the findings of field 
surveys).  The Project Site did contain areas which demonstrated suitable conditions for Northern 
Cricket Frogs.  For this reason, a habitat survey was conducted to determine if any Northern 
Cricket Frogs were present on the site. The Northern cricket frog survey was conducted in 
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accordance with coordination with the NYSDEC and the protocols established in the Guidelines 
for Reviewing projects for Potential Impacts to the Northern Cricket Frog (S. Joule, 2009, G. 
Kenny, 2010). This protocol was also affirmed in the Recovery Plan for New York State 
Populations of the Northern Cricket Frog (Acris crepitans) (NYSDEC, 2015).  Based on these 
guidelines, qualified surveyors with knowledge of northern cricket frog ecology and experience 
identifying frog calls conducted a field survey July 28, 31, and August 5, 2016 to identify if 
northern cricket frog vocalization could be heard from the on-site waterbodies.  During the survey, 
frogs were heard responding at the known habitat, control location (Glenmere Lake, Warwick, 
New York) but no Northern cricket frogs were heard calling or responded to the tape at any of the 
on-site survey locations or at the Goshen Reservoir location.  The summary of survey results is 
found in Table 3 of the Biological Assessment in Appendix C of the DEIS.   
 
The NYSDEC concurred with the findings of the reports in their letter dated December 23, 2016. 
(See Comment B.32 above.)  
 
Comment B.167.7: As inefficient as the studies done on the animal life were, the study of plant 
life on 523 acres of rural landscape was worse. Mere sentences were given to the assessment of 
the endangered Small Whorled Pogonia and a few more sentences talked about “grandfather” trees. 
A complete environmental survey of the plant life needs to be completed to determine this impact 
on humans such as SWPP, flooding, water recharge from the wetlands but also on the balance of 
the habitat and ecosystem for other animals and bird species. 
 
Response: The DEIS provides a description of the Small-Whorled Pogonia and its native habitat 
(pages 50-51), and provides a discussion concerning how a certified botanist completed a site 
investigation specifically looking for the species which was not identified. 
 
There is no reference in the DEIS to “grandfather” trees”.  A tree survey was completed of trees 
on the site over 36 inches DBH. A breakdown of the various vegetated communities on the site 
and a summary of the prevalent species in each community is provided in Section III-D (see page 
43).  A full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was prepared for the site and a 
discussion of water recharge is provided in Section III-E (groundwater) and III-G (stormwater).   

 
 B.168. Raymond Bally, received by the Town Clerk January 12, 2017 

Comment B.168.1: In my opinion, the concept of such an enormous Project does not fit with the 
rural character of Goshen, nor our way of life. Goshen will change forever, our beautiful village 
dominated by stately homes and historic churches, with two beautiful parks. It does not need a 
LEGOLAND to forever change the quality and the tranquility of our way of life that many of us 
hold dear and cherish. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1 
above.  
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Comment B.168.2: The huge influx of people and cars estimated to be two million a year would 
wreak havoc in Goshen, I do not believe that the state will alleviate the traffic flow with new access 
roads. If it does, it certainly will not happen overnight, especially considering the manner in which 
New York State conducts its business and more especially the integrity of our legislature, 
considered to be one of the most dysfunctional in the country. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition do not 
require a response.  In regards to concerns regarding traffic impacts, see response to Comment 
A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.168.3: A new casino is being built outside on Monticello, a distance of some 40 miles. 
Think of the added traffic on Route 17 that the casino will generate, wreaking more havoc on 
Goshen. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.45.2. 
 
Comment B.168.4: The Village and Town of Goshen have been plagued with an inadequate water 
supply for at least 100 years. Where will the water come from and where will it be emptied? There 
is no central system of sewage disposal, all homeowners in the Town of Goshen have their own 
septic tanks. How is LEGOLAND going to address toilets flushing for 2 million people a year?  
We are now in severe drought conditions in Goshen and southern Orange County with no 
immediate relief in sight, unless we have a lot of snow in 2017 to replenish our groundwater, not 
a certainty. 
 
Response: The Village of Goshen operates a public water supply system and a public sewage 
collection and conveyance system.  The Project Sponsor proposes to obtain both water and sewer 
services via the Village of Goshen and the Village has agreed to provide such services, subject to 
certain conditions (see the Village’s resolution of approval in Appendix E of the DEIS).  
Wastewater collected is conveyed to the Village’s sewer treatment plant on Cypress Road.  The 
Village retained an independent civil engineer to provide a report on the capacity of both Village 
systems and the ability of the Village to meet the demands of the Proposed Project.  The results of 
the analysis show that the Village’s water supply and sewer system are adequate to supply both 
existing and future users with the development of the Proposed Project.  The reports from the 
Village, also located in Appendix E of the DEIS, stated the NYSDEC issued water taking permit 
“assumes that reservoir level is at below minus 75 inches (drought conditions) meaning that the 
stated maximum capacity of the Village’s water supply system (1.3 MGD) takes drought 
conditions into account. 
 
No use of groundwater at the site will occur and therefore no impacts to Town residential wells 
will occur.   
 
Comment B.168.5: LEGOLAND is asking for 30 years of non-payment of property taxes, which 
has been highly criticized by our local politicians. Our property taxes will not go down, despite 
their promises. In 30 years, I have not seen our taxes go down. These companies are given huge 
discounts on their taxes to lure them here.  In spite of everything said, LEGOLAND and Amy’s 
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Kitchen will not pay their fair share of taxes. Are Goshen homeowners aware that the Galleria in 
Wallkill is in large part in the Goshen Central School District? They are not paying their fair share. 
 
Response: Based on the fiscal analysis prepared, the PILOT payments to be paid by the Project 
Sponsor will cover all costs which are anticipated to be generated by the Project.  PILOTS are 
common incentive packages offered to commercial and industrial uses, such as Amy’s Kitchen, 
Crystal Run Health Care, Mediacom, Carlisle Construction Materials, The Galleria at Crystal Run, 
etc. which will employ large numbers of people, contribute to local tourism or generate other 
revenue such as sales tax and hotel bed taxes.  These incentives are essential in making Orange 
County competitive in attracting business development and growth.  
 
Concerns related to the PILOT were generally not the granting of the incentive package itself, but 
rather the length of the PILOT.  In response to these concerns, the Project Sponsor proposes a 
reduced incentive package for a 20-year PILOT.  See response to Comment A.22.2 
 
Comment B.168.6: LEGOLAND is seeking and asking New York State to grant them $6.3 million 
in additional money.  They have already been granted $4.1 million. This is a multi-million-dollar 
corporation reaping enormous profits, and they are asking for a $10 million grant from New York 
State, which of course is not repayable. 
 
Response: Funding from New York State Empire Development Corporation was applied for in a 
competitive application process.  To be eligible for this funding, which is ear-marked for economic 
development projects in the Mid-Hudson Region, the Project must be consistent with goals and 
objectives of the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Council.  The Regional Economic 
Development Council initiative (REDC) is a key component of Governor Andrew M. Cuomo’s 
transformative approach to State investment and economic development. The Mid-Hudson 
Regional Economic Development Council prepares this report annually.  In 2016, the REDC 
announced $83.3 million in grant funding awarded to 105 projects in the Mid-Hudson Region 
alone. 

Comment B.168.7: Has anyone inquired as to why Haverstraw, their first choice, and much nearer 
to a metropolitan area than Goshen turned down LEGOLAND? The opponents had said 
LEGOLAND’s traffic, water, and sewer demands would overwhelm their community. Does not 
the same rationale apply to Goshen? 
 
Response: While the Project Sponsor was evaluating other properties in Rockland and Orange 
County, no applications were submitted to any municipality except the Town of Goshen. 
 
Comment B.168.8: Local realtors have been quoted as saying that property values will almost 
definitely decrease by at least 20 to 25 percent if LEGOLAND builds in Goshen. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.11.4.  

Comment 168.9: Lastly, why do so many outsiders of Goshen remark on how wonderful 
LEGOLAND would be for its residents, including our local politicians? If they are so positive, let 
them build in their communities. Chester has large amounts of undeveloped land. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to comments that are not relevant to identified impacts, 
alternative and mitigations of the Project. See response to Comment A.103.3. 
 
 B.169. Patricia Flynn, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.169.1: We left the City to get away from noise, crowds, pollution and traffic.  All of 
the things that this amusement park will definitely bring to Goshen should this gain approval… 
The quaint, quiet, historical flair and the community feel [of Goshen] was enough for us [my 
family].  Traffic: Many for this Project have referred to the increased traffic that will occur if 
LEGOLAND is approved as a “little” more traffic which angers me. I have come to find that those 
that don’t see the increased traffic as an issue is because the majority of those in favor of this 
Project live in the Village and work within Goshen or surrounding areas and traffic does not bother 
them which to me is very selfish…there are a large amount of residents such as my husband that 
commute daily on 17/87 to get to NYC….With this Project traffic will become such a problem…. 
Traffic is already a problem on 17 and as Mr. Bloomfield was quoted as saying, “Bringing in more 
traffic is a deterrent to the quality of life”. How could you/he state that just months prior to 
LEGOLAND coming to town and then completely disregard traffic? How can anyone think that 
by adding up to 4500+ cars per day (according to Merlin’s constant mailers) onto 17 will not be 
an issue?  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. The proposed commercial recreation facility 
proposes to open at 10AM after peak commuter traffic times on local roadways.  Furthermore, the 
majority of commuters travel east in the morning and return from east to west in the evening while 
the majority of guests to the park would be expected to be traveling west along NYS Route 17 
from larger population centers in the morning and returning home eastbound via NYS Route 17.  
 
Comment B.169.2: Let’s not forget that the Montreign casino in Sullivan County is to open in 
2018! Steve Neuhaus our Orange County Executive is quoted as saying “Traffic will definitely be 
trying for all communities within the travel route to and from the proposed casinos,” in 2013 article 
in the Chronicle Newspaper and that was minus LEGOLAND! Our roads cannot handle that 
amount of cars. 
 
Response:  The Montreign casino was one of several projects that were taken into consideration 
in the applicant’s Traffic Impact Study.  All projected traffic volumes presented in the Study reflect 
Project traffic volumes from each of the other projects.  
 
Comment B.169.3: You do realize the amount of wear and tear that will be on our roadways right? 
Who pays for the upkeep? Not Merlin.  
 
Response: NYS Route 17 is maintained by NYSDOT, and if the Project is approved, the 
improvements to Harriman Drive will be paid for by the Project Sponsor, and the State will repair 
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and maintain that roadway.  Road maintenance is paid for by a range of ways such as road tolls, 
gasoline taxes and other general state funds.  
 
Comment B.169.4: Traffic currently is atrocious and even more so in the summer months…It is 
common sense that increased traffic creates more accidents. Route 17 can’t handle the additional 
traffic that LL will bring.  How can any of you think that it can? …Merlin Entertainment has stated 
that traffic will be going in opposite directions and not affect rush hours?! Are we to be so gullible 
to think that all people visiting this amusement park will all be coming and going at the same time? 
All visitors will be arriving for 10:00 am and only coming from 17 East and will be leaving going 
westbound on 17 at closing? What about those visitors staying overnight or for a two night stay?  
What is the point of staying at a hotel if they state that visitors will be “day visitors”? Will there 
be no visitors coming from Buffalo? Canada even? This is to be their first amusement park in the 
Northeast and largest one at that so everyone above us will come here as opposed to jumping on a 
plane to Florida.  
 
Response:  The main difference in between park guests travel times and commuter times is the 
morning peak.  As stated above, the park will not be open when the majority of commuters are 
traveling east during morning peak times.  However, it is correct that various park guests will be 
coming and going at different times in the afternoon and evening hours.  For example, guests with 
younger children tend to leave at earlier hours.  Variations in travel such as these help to ease 
traffic congestion by spreading vehicle trips over several hours as opposed to the majority of guests 
all entering or exiting at the same time. 
 
While the Traffic Impact Study assumes the majority of guests will be coming from the east, it 
assumes that approximately 20% of vehicles will be traveling from the west on Route 17 
(eastbound) and 2% coming from areas south and opting to cut through the Town of Warwick.  
Guests from Canada would likely be split between those who chose to travel south on the New 
York State Thruway to NYS Route 17 West to the site and those who chose to travel south on 
Route 81 to NYS Route 17 East.  
 
Comment B.169.5: [Traffic] will also have a ripple effect into neighboring communities …Today 
is the day of the GPS and anyone stuck in traffic on say 17 will simply get off and plan an alternate 
route. Those coming from Jersey will end up coming via Warwick. Those coming from CT will 
end up coming via 84 not 17 but to 17M. All of our side roads and back roads will be affected. 
Traffic is a major concern. 
 
Response:  In order to determine the projected travel routes to and from the Proposed Project, the 
Applicant utilized a 200-mile radius Gravity Model as per generally accepted methodology.  The 
Traffic Impact Study also looked at a “diversion” scenario whereby vehicles divert from Route 17 
onto Route 17M or other roads to avoid possible NYS Route 17 traffic congestion.  For overall 
improvements to traffic, including a direct connection to the Project Site from Route 17, see 
response to Comment A.2.3.  The Post Implementation Monitoring Study would identify the 
amount of LEGOLAND generated traffic and its distribution on the roadway system. There is no 
proposal to address other diverted traffic since that is beyond the control of the project. 
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Comment B.169.6: Water. How on earth could you turn down a Project April 2016 with Mr. 
Bloomfield stating “water has always been an issue. We don’t have an overabundance of water” 
on April 26, 2016 and yet two months later Goshen suddenly has water? It went from a need of I 
believe 56,000 gallons per day to 276,000 gallons per day? How is that doable? Regardless of what 
everyone says and regardless of the fact that those in this town have their own individual wells, 
we all obtain our water from the same source! Please don’t mention the supposed wells that you 
are obtaining from them or how much they will pay the Village. I think many think us residents 
are stupid. Water is the next gold and our region is currently under a drought watch and near to 
actual drought status. With this issue alone how can you consider it?  
 
Response: The stated concerns on a previous application seeking a substantial increase in 
residential density on the property included lack of water because the proposal was to rely on on-
site wells which have proven insufficient, and/or connect to the Arcadia Hills water system which 
has historically had water shortages.  In order to avoid any impacts on the wells of surrounding 
properties and/or the Arcadia Hills water system, and to address concerns regarding the availability 
of water at the Project Site, the Project proposes to connect to the Village of Goshen’s public water 
supply system.  Water supply for the majority of Town properties is via private wells.  The waste 
supply for the Village of Goshen’s public water supply are two surface water reservoirs located in 
the Village of Goshen and two groundwater wells located in the Town of Wallkill.   
 
As stated in the DEIS, in 2015 the LEGOLAND Windsor Resort had a combined average water 
usage for the park and hotel of 176,438 GPD with peak usage in July of approximately 255,394 
GPD and considerably lower demands during winter months when the park was closed and hotel 
usage is reduced.  
 
Comment B.169.7: Local Roadways – Our roadways with 17 in particular would need a complete 
mitigation to accommodate the amount of cars coming to LEGOLAND. Who pays for that? Merlin 
has stated that they are not going to pay for “expansions” and when is this to be done? After they 
are building? If ever? The DOT does not have us in their top 10 for areas to do this road work. It’s 
a fantasy that you are all buying into. How can you even be considering doing this to the residents 
of Goshen? People also don’t seem to understand with more traffic comes more wear and tear on 
the roads. Who will pay for those repairs? 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.2.3.  Additionally, the Project Sponsor will finance the 
cost of the roadway improvements, including the relocation of Exit 125.  The proposed off-site 
roadway improvements will be conducted under a Highway Work Permit issued by the NYSDOT 
and therefor will be subject to a full design review to be conducted by the NYSDOT. The Project 
Sponsor has committed to obtain all required permits for and will construct all off-site roadway 
improvements. All off-site roadway improvements will be completed prior to the LEGOLAND 
facility opening. The relocation of Exit 125 would help solve geometric shortfalls of the existing 
Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and New 
York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) design guidelines, and the reconfiguration 
assist with Route 17’s future conversion to Interstate 86.  The Project Sponsor has asked New York 
State to participate in the funding of the relocation of Exit 125. 
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Comment B.169.8: How can we know the exact traffic issues being Merlin failed to conduct a 
proper traffic study as per the request in their final DEIS? How did the Planning Board release this 
DEIS to the public as being complete with that glaring missing component? The area they failed 
to study was the area they themselves stated would produce the most traffic with 60% of their daily 
traffic at the 87/17 interchange. How on earth did you allow that one to slip by?  
 
Response: Under the SEQRA regulations and guidance documents, a DEIS must be deemed 
“complete” if it is simply adequate for review and comment by governmental agencies and the 
public; it does not mean that the review was fully completed. See response to Comment B.22.1 
above regarding study of the NYS Thruway/NYS Route 17 Interchange, and response to Comment 
B.173.4.  
 
Comment B.169.9: Jobs. Merlin Entertainment kept/keeps touting about the “jobs” they will bring 
to Goshen making it appear as if Goshen needs those jobs when in actuality, Goshen’s 
unemployment rate is currently lower than NYS and the national average.  Goshen and Orange 
County actually have an unemployment rate of 4.4%, NYS is 5.1% (which is considered in the 
“healthy” range) and the National average is 4.7%.  Those averages were just obtained from the 
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics website…The jobs LEGOLAND will be offering are not positions 
that can pay Goshen taxes so let’s not kid anyone. Sure those jobs will be good for possible college 
kids to which they also go on about but my issue there is most college kids or any students for that 
matter do not finish school until June and they return to school in September. What does 
LEGOLAND do from March-June and then September-October until they close for the year? Who 
works there? This is another very vague area that is not truly addressed and many do not want to 
accept the fact that they will hire workers that can work for them for the amount of time they are 
open and anyone who thinks differently is again, naïve. 
 
Response:  Outdoor areas of the park will be closed annually from November through March.  
During this time however, the hotel, aquarium and office portions of the park will be open and will 
require staff, park maintenance will also occur during this time.  The Proposed Project will create 
500 full-time (40 hours per week), year-round jobs and an additional 500 seasonal jobs for the 
busier summer season.  While exact employee compensation is proprietary information, the Project 
Sponsor anticipates that more than half of the full-time employees will earn at least $50,000 and 
benefits.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, finance personnel, information 
technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, maintenance and hotel and 
aquarium management.  As stated above, the additional 500 seasonal summer jobs will be a benefit 
to college or high school students looking to supplement their income. 
 
Comment B.169.10: Local businesses. LEGOLAND is considered an all-inclusive amusement 
park and we all saw how many places/restaurants will be available for visitors to eat in while there. 
No one will leave the park after paying close to $100 per ticket and then $17 for parking to come 
into the Village to patron our businesses.  I doubt they will need to go get a flat tire fixed at Joe’s 
Fix it, take a tumble at Kennett’s gymnastics…or visit a barber shop, or any of our local 
restaurants…This is not Disneyland where any patrons will be staying more than two nights and 
for those staying the day (which again, Merlin states that its mostly “day visitors” they are 
expecting) will want to go look for a place to eat on the way home? With tired kids no less. You 
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know what types of places will benefit from LEGOLAND? McDonalds, Burger King, Taco Bell, 
Wendy’s [and] gas stations. You know, none of the local businesses….so how is this good for 
Goshen and or my taxes?  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.5.1. The Village of Goshen local businesses include 
multiple gas stations and fast food restaurants including Burger King, Pizza Hut, Dunkin Donuts, 
as well as local counter-service restaurants including multiple pizza restaurants and delis, as well 
as full-service restaurants.  Other businesses which could also benefit from tourists include local 
hotels and drug stores are also located in the Village. In additional to businesses which park guests 
may choose to patronize, LEGOLAND itself would require goods and services from local 
businesses including restaurant and office suppliers, dry cleaners, landscaping supplies, specialty 
maintenance services, etc.   
 
The Proposed Project will also supplement the Orange County hotel bed tax and sales taxes paid 
on all purchases within the park.  The Orange County Hotel Occupancy Tax of 5% will be assessed 
to each hotel stay of the proposed 250 room hotel.  Based on approximately 50,000 hotel room 
stays per year this is anticipated to be approximately $850,000 for Orange County.  Sales tax 
receipts at LEGOLAND New York would generate approximately an additional $300,000,000 
over 30 years.  Orange County’s sales tax revenue (of which Goshen receives a portion) share 
would be $138,000,000. 
 
Comment B.169.11: Noise. [The DEIS contained] noise tests and …it states that you can hear the 
Quarry and Route 17 but you will not be able to hear LEGOLAND…I can hear Route 17 when I 
let my dog out in the backyard, the Quarry and I can hear the Racetracks in the summer time all 
the way in Middletown so I don’t need any expert on that end…It’s common sense that we live in 
a Valley and sound bounces. I have ears and those things that I just mentioned about what I hear 
is 100% the truth. My home sits up the hill in our development. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.66.8.  Additional noise analysis regarding echo effects 
around the Project Site can be found in Appendix N.   
 
Comment B.169.12: Property values. I am sure that some of my fellow Realtors will disagree with 
me …but it does not take my designation to know that home values will decrease dramatically….a 
resident in the Village had a professional appraisal done by an appraiser with several years of 
experience and it showed that her home value could drop up to 25% …I have seen it done. You 
can find information on Apraisel.org website.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.2.  
 
Comment B.169.13: Would any of the Board members want to live with this literally in your 
backyards? How about 900 feet from an amusement park? The fact that this figure has changed 
from Merlin’s original application is yet another inconsistency to which there are many in their 
DEIS the one that the Planning Board deemed as complete! 
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Response:  It is not uncommon for elements of a site plan to change during the SEQR process as 
plans evolve and in response to both public and agency comments. As proposed, the distance 
between the nearest residence and the developed area of the site is more than 1000 feet. 
 
Comment B.169.14: Residents here in Goshen will no longer be able to enjoy things in our own 
town/community.  Even getting to the supermarket will become a nightmare.  The entire area and 
surrounding communities will be affected negatively from this amusement park as well. The 
location is just wrong! I have no issue with Legos or amusement parks. It’s just the wrong spot. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.24.1 above.  
 
Comment B.169.15: I will point out some items from the DEIS that have truly upset me.  I have 
already mentioned the closeness in proximity the homes in Arcadia Hills will be to this amusement 
park.  Please think of these people.  How would you like to look at that each day?  The omission 
of the traffic study for the 17/87 location!...  Why have they not given us their profits?  Why have 
they done a cost benefit analysis? What do they have to hide? They are taking advantage of Goshen 
and I would like to think you are all intelligent enough to see this. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.12.4, A.22.2 and A.45.1. As to the remaining comments, 
and in accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. 
 
Comment B.169.16: No zone change….don’t change the zoning! You put that zoning in place for 
a reason so please respect that and leave it as is. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. An analysis of surrounding land uses shows 
residential and agricultural uses to the south and immediately east of the site, land west and north 
of the site contains educational uses, offices and various commercial uses along Harriman Drive 
and Route 17M.  Further west along Route 17A, just over 1 mile from the site are several 
manufacturing plants, medical offices, the Orange County DPW garage, a hotel and a car 
dealership.  Therefore the community character of the Town of Goshen is characterized by a dense, 
centralized village setting, surrounded by mainly small-lot single family residences with a diverse 
mix of larger commercial and industrial uses located along or immediately adjacent to commercial 
corridors such as Route 17M, Route 17A and NYS Route 17 with larger lot residential uses and 
agricultural uses filling in the remaining areas.  This characterization will remain intact with the 
construction of the proposed commercial recreation facility or other commercial uses immediately 
adjacent to NYS Route 17. 
 
Comment B.169.17: This has been moving at such a rapid pace. Why is that? How is it that a 
Project that is smaller in scale such as Amy’s Kitchen (who does not have the same amount of 
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money as Merlin Entertainment) has taken 2 years to gain approval and this is currently so close 
to approval for clear cutting trees? 
 
Response:  The LEGOLAND project has been under review for more than one year, and it is not 
yet completed its SEQRA review, or received any approvals. Amy’s Kitchen proposed 
manufacturing facility and its associated Science of the Soul Conference Center is not necessarily 
“smaller in scope” than the Proposed Project; its impacts were some of the same and others were 
different.  Further, several Project changes and expansion of that Project Site has required plan 
revisions.  The Proposed Project has adhered to all applicable Town of State laws including all 
required SEQR review time periods.  No tree clearing can occur on the site prior to the completion 
of SEQR.   
 
Comment B.169.18: It also angers me when people say we need growth in order to survive. Sure, 
growth is necessary and I am not against growth, but growth on proportionate levels. This is a tidal 
wave of growth that is not conductive to the infrastructure of this town. We are a small rural town! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to Comment A.45.1 above.  
 
Comment B.169.19: I can’t wrap my head around the fact that you are considering bringing this 
to our town.  The amount of garbage, noise, traffic and pollution along with the amount of daily 
visitors this amusement park will bring each day, visitors that are not invested in our community.  
What happened to the mock drill that was requested?  How can all of you not think that we will 
not need more police officers (being Goshen only has I believe 7-8 full time cops), fireman (ours 
are all volunteers that have other jobs) and EMT workers? It’s insane for you not to believe that 
this is a necessity! Even Chief Watts of the Village PD thinks the same! No matter how they say 
they can handle evacuation plans they will never work with what our current services are. All of 
these things will also fall on taxpayers’ shoulders. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.103.3.  Additionally, the DEIS provides an analysis of 
potential impacts to Police, Fire and Ambulance services by providing recorded calls from both 
existing LEGOLAND facilities in California and Florida and extrapolates these numbers on a 
monthly basis to determine the potential number of calls the site could generate. (See pages 116-
118 of the DEIS).  To supplement local emergency services, the Project Sponsor will have 24-hour 
onsite security personnel and EMS staff which will serve as first responders in the event of an 
emergency and to reduce the need for calls for minor incidents.  The Proposed Project will also 
have an onsite first aid station.   
 
The DEIS states, on page 118, that the Project Sponsor will hold emergency evacuation drills at 
the park to be coordinated with staff, onsite emergency services and local emergency service 
providers.  This will ensure proper training and seamless coordination in the event of an 
emergency.  Emergency evacuation plans have been provided directly to service providers for their 
review and input. 
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The Project Sponsor and its design team has met with representatives from local, County and State 
emergency service providers where various mitigations, site plan modifications and specific 
evacuation plans were provided and discussed.  The Project Sponsor will continue to coordinate 
with service providers throughout the planning process and once the Project is constructed.   
 
Comment B.169.20: Another item that has me concerned is …the issue over Reynell Andrews….it 
is very disconcerting. If indeed he was not reappointed after being a member for 18 years simply 
due to the fact that his wife is against this Project then perhaps others such as Ms. Lupinski should 
step down. I have seen her in the Welcome Group video wearing an ‘I support LEGOLAND’ 
Pin…. Every member is supposed to be neutral until every bit of information has been covered or 
uncovered. Also, Lee Burgess’s wife is a member of the Welcome LEGOLAND group…even if 
she is for this you are supposed to remain neutral and common sense would dictate that she should 
keep her position quiet until its decided. 
 
Response:  Ms. Lupinski voluntarily recused herself from making determinations on this Project. 
See responses to Comments A.60.3 and B.72.1. 
 
Comment B.169.21: I don’t understand how you can possibly grant permit to Merlin to clear cut 
all those trees without even making a decision on this. Or even grant a zoning change before 
approval. I get it that some lawyers say it’s all “legal” but what is the rush? So we will end up with 
other property just like the property that cut down all those trees for a Project that bailed on 17M? 
It’s horrible to see that. 
 
Response:  No trees can be cleared on the site, nor can any other approvals be granted for the 
Project until the completion of SEQR.  The proposed zone change would need to be granted after 
the adoption of SEQR Findings, but prior to site plan approval to ensure the site plan is consistent 
with the adopted zoning regulations.  Tree clearing will require the issuance of a clearing and 
grading permit from the Town of Goshen prior to the clearing of any trees. 
 
Comment B.169.22:  Please don’t allow [my daughter’s] quality of life to be taken away…This 
town will forever change and so much will be lost if you approve this Project. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 

  

B.170. Ruth Stellwagon, letter dated December 16, 2017  

Comment B.170.1: When was it 1940’s- 1950’s, on Sunday evenings – standing on the South St. 
overpass in Goshen, watching the back-up of traffic heading back to New York on Rt. 17. – no 
vehicles were moving, except those trying desperately to find some access to back roads out of 
their entrapment… some people say the traffic will never “spill” over into the Village – Oh really? 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3. 
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Comment B.170.2: And what about the fragile water problem – no outside watering – at all – water 
sent by pipe from Glenmere Lake to our reservoir. When was it – in the 1940’s when and auxiliary 
reservoir was dug off Conklingtown Road – it could never hold water and so was abandoned. 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen public water system is supplied by two surface water reservoirs 
in the Village of Goshen and in 2003 two groundwater wells located in the Town of Wallkill were 
added to supplement the system.   
 
Comment B.170.3: Former Village of Goshen Engineer James Caggiano who in a letter to the 
Editor of the Chronicle spelled out exactly why Merlin must not be allowed to build an amusement 
park on this land.  His letter should be read by each and every person in the Town and Village of 
Goshen.  If we would listen to him, the problem would not exist.  There are many people, especially 
residents who were living in the Village or Town of Goshen during the last 80 or 90 years and 
have the memories and knowledge not available to people who have been residents only much 
more recently. Don’t accept the rosy picture Merlin would have us believe about the marvelous 
new world they would create for us.   
 
Response:  Written comments from Mr. Caggiano are responded to above.  See responses to 
Comments B.16 and B.44.  
 
 B.171. John Lynch, letter dated January 12, 2017 

Comment B.171.1: The fiscal analysis relies on the proportional valuation approach for Projecting 
costs to the local taxing jurisdictions but goes on to note that the areas of potential effect are 
relatively few (i.e. primarily related to community services such as police, fire and EMS, and 
roadway maintenance).  Utilizing the generic approach of this methodology ignores the uniqueness 
of this commercial use, and the more unusual demands on services it might create, comparative to 
other typical types of commercial uses.  The results of the proportional valuation computations 
appear relatively low, amounting to a Projection of just under $79,000 for the County, the Town 
of Goshen and the Goshen Fire District combined.  $79,000 is roughly equivalent to the annual 
cost of one additional full-time person within the local emergency services, or within the local 
government, and is also a small amount when considering that some new equipment may need to 
be acquired by the local emergency service providers. Moreover, the analysis does not consider 
the fact that the types of costs associated with this type of development can be projected more 
accurately because they are primarily related to manpower and equipment which can be projected 
based on readily-available information and conversations with the local service providers.  
 
In addition, the Applicant has the benefit of experience in FL and CA and provides actual figures 
on emergency service calls to LEGOLAND parks in those locales. A simple analysis of the staff 
time and equipment purchases and depreciation would provide a much more accurate assessment 
of the costs which could be expected. 
 
To illustrate my point, I refer you to a June 9, 2016, memo prepared by the Goshen Village Chief 
of Police James C. Watt that enumerates specific police and security concerns and references 
discussions with Deputy Chief Brannon of the Winter Haven, FL, Police Department and which 
describes the experience of that Department with LEGOLAND…a Project that draws large 
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number of people on a regular basis would generate its own unique types of criminal and security 
concerns. Chief Watt’s concerns that a satellite security facility would be warranted – like those 
both at Woodbury Commons and at LEGOLAND in FL – should be accounted for in any fiscal 
and community services analysis. Chief Watt’s own estimate provided in a brief memo totals 
$818,000 in the first year. Despite the availability of Chief Watt’s letter and the information 
contained within, the DEIS projects the Town of Goshen to experience only $17,200 in costs. It is 
notable, too, that this cost estimate includes expenditures for new equipment, yet the DEIS also 
concluded relative to police services that “No special equipment related to the Project would be 
necessary.” 
 
Moreover, it is important to note that these estimated costs come from the Police Chief of the 
Village Police Department, not the Town Police Department. As noted, the DEIS only provides an 
estimated impact on the Town Police Department of $17,200 (an amount that itself seems absurdly 
low if the fiscal impact on the Town Police Department is even a fraction of the fiscal impact that 
was estimated by Chief Watt on the Village Police Department). The DEIS is completely silent 
regarding any impact to the Village Police Department. It simply fails to consider the fact that the 
Village of Goshen Police Department may be dispatched to the proposed LEGOLAND park, likely 
being the nearest readily-available personnel and equipment during an emergency. Remember the 
land on which the park is proposed directly abuts the Village of Goshen. The Proposed Project 
will therefore undoubtedly impact the physical and fiscal resources of the Village of Goshen, 
without the Village receiving tax revenues. None of this is addressed in the DEIS. 
 
In this instance, a more detailed case study approach would have required little additional effort, 
and would prove to be far more accurate in that it both can rely on data from the existing parks 
and on data that is readily and publicly available relative to existing annual expenditures by local 
emergency service providers, and the actual costs of new manpower and necessary equipment. 
 
Similarly, expenditures for roadway maintenance, signalization and signal maintenance for 
roadways affected by the proposal could be projected . Even the Applicant on page 119 of the 
DEIS notes that “[t]here are too many unknown variables outside the control of the Project Sponsor 
to reliably predict what revenues and costs will be generated at a future date,” presumably to justify 
use of the standardized proportional valuation approach as a means of Projecting costs associated 
with the proposal. I submit that there is more than ample data to perform simple, straight-forward 
Projections of the costs to local emergency service providers and the public works functions that 
would be impacted by the proposal. This approach would also be far more accurate. 
 
Response:  The Project is located in the Town of Goshen and would be served by the Town of 
Goshen Police Department unless an incident required mutual aid.  Chief Watt’s letter was 
prepared in June of 2016 before detailed plans or specific park information was known.  Since this 
time, the Project Sponsor and their design team has met several times with Chief Watt and other 
local, County and State emergency service providers to understand their concerns and needs 
regarding the Proposed Project.  Further Town representatives met and have had phone 
conversations with police and fire personnel in Winter Haven, Florida.  The Proposed Park will 
have its own 24-hour security, which will maintain an office at the Project Site.  Security will serve 
as first responders to reduce the number of calls for outside police services.  The Proposed Project 
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will also have a first aid station staffed with full-time certified EMTs to reduce the number of calls 
for ambulance services.  In terms of road maintenance, costs associated with the Town Highway 
Department have been calculated as part of the fiscal impact analysis. See response to Comment 
A.5.1 
 
Comment B.171.2: In addition, it appears the preparer of the fiscal impact analyses – for the cost 
projections has relied on the real property tax levy rather than the total expenditures in developing 
a Projection of municipal expenditures. While the use of the levy may be preferable in projecting 
the impact on the taxes paid by real property owners, a more accurate assessment would rely on 
the total expenditures, and then provide a breakdown of budget components including the property 
tax levy. 
 
Response:   The DEIS provided an analysis of not only the Project fiscal benefits on the Town of 
Goshen and other taxing jurisdictions, including the revenue from the proposed host community 
fee, the PILOT payments, and future real property taxes, but also provided an analysis of estimated 
costs stemming from the Project on the Town of Goshen and other taxing jurisdictions.  See 
Section III-M of the DEIS.  See also the KPMG report that was commissioned by the Orange 
County IDA and response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.171.3: The analysis of community service impacts is lacking in that a conclusory 
statement of “No additional costs are anticipated to” the Goshen Volunteer Ambulance Corps 
(GOVAC) is unsubstantiated, especially given the admission by the authors of the DEIS that they 
failed to contact a representative of the ambulance services for their input. The DEIS concludes 
that there will indeed be a substantial demand on ambulance services. How then can the DEIS 
claim that this service will be provided without additional cost to GOVAC? The conclusion lacks 
any credible basis. 
 
Response:  As mentioned above, several additional meetings have taken place between the Project 
Sponsor and emergency services, including GOVAC to ascertain potential impacts.  There has 
been no information presented that would modify the original statement, especially given the 
information that was provided by the Winter Haven ambulance calls. 
 
Comment B.171.4: The assessment of all analyzed services is based on the assumption that the 
Proposed Park will only operate seasonally from April through October. This is a false assumption, 
as the hotel and aquarium would both operate year-round. While the demands on services will 
certainly be diminished, there is nonetheless a demand that has not been acknowledged or assessed 
in the DEIS. 
 
Response:   The DEIS analyzed the impacts during the timeframes that the entire Project would 
be in operation during its season, and thus evaluated the most significant potential impacts.  Given 
that no significant impacts to services was identified during the peak season that would require 
mitigation, it follows that no mitigation would be required when the LEGOLAND park was not 
open during its off season. 
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Comment B.171.5: The assessment of all analyzed emergency services also fails to consider the 
costs associated with a worst-case scenario associated with the introduction of LEGOLAND into 
Goshen; that is, as noted in Chief Watt’s letter, that “LEGOLAND Theme Park will eclipse 
Woodbury Commons as the highest risk terrorism target in Orange County.” Clearly, police, fire, 
and ambulance services will all have to plan and prepare for this possibility in ways not previously 
warranted by conditions that currently exist in Goshen. This is also a direct impact of the proposed 
action, and must be considered in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  There is no information that was provided to support the statement that LEGOLAND 
would eclipse Woodbury Common as the highest risk terrorism target in Orange County, 
especially considering that Woodbury Common draws many times the people that are estimated 
to travel to LEGOLAND. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to 
speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data. See 
response to Comment A.84.4. 
 
Comment B.171.6. The DEIS acknowledges that the authors did not get needed input from either 
the NY State Police or the local ambulance service, and may be lacking similar information in 
other areas. This absence of information may be a direct result of rushing the preparation of the 
DEIS to meet an artificial deadline. However, it is equally clear that where information was 
provided, as in the letter from Chief Watts, it was ignored and not incorporated into the analysis 
in the DEIS. The lack of information from providers of emergency services is likely masking 
hidden costs that must be considered as part of the SEQR review. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.41.2. 
 
Comment B.171.7. A revised cost analysis as recommended above may reveal that the minimum 
$520,000 host community fee may be too low. Overall, even with the PILOT and other potential 
revenues added in, the costs left uncalculated by the DEIS may significantly exceed the revenue 
generated by the Proposed Project. There is grossly insufficient basis for the conclusory statement, 
“Given the total revenue generated from the PILOT, host community fee, hotel tax, sales tax and 
special district taxes exceed the costs to the Project’s taxing jurisdictions no additional mitigation 
measures are required.” The fact that this statement was made based on obviously incomplete 
information, and is being used to justify a lack of any proposed mitigation, illustrates clearly the 
necessity of making a sincere effort to gather complete information and produce a valid analysis. 
Proper planning dictates that this must occur. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data. See response to 
Comment A.5.1.  The Project Sponsor has met the requirements for fiscal analysis contained in 
the Adopted Scope. 
 
Comment B.171.8. The fiscal revenues associated with the proposal and the projected costs should 
be presented in one summary table at the end of the impact discussion after the revenue and cost 
Projections have been re-computed and independently confirmed by a third party. 
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Response:  The Proposed Project’s benefits are provided in Section II-C of the DEIS with updated 
information provided in Section I of this FEIS.  See also the responses to Comments A.5.1 and 
A.22.2. 
 
Comment B.171.9: It is surprising that the proximity to the Village of Goshen has not been 
considered more formally with respect to the potential for annexation of the subject lands by the 
Village. In fact, as noted in Chief Watt’s memo, this is an approach that was implemented in Winter 
Haven, FL. I believe such an alternative is warranted in this instance, both due to the proximity of 
the Village of Goshen and since County IDA tax inducements (financial incentives, tax 
exemptions, etc.) subsidize the proposed development. This should be reviewed as an alternative 
in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has indicated that it is not interested in being annexed into the 
Village of Goshen.  Without the property owner petitioning for such annexation, no annexation 
will occur. SEQR does not require an analysis of unplanned or speculative actions, and no analysis 
of any potential annexation was required in the Adopted Scope. 
 
Comment B.171.10: Industrial Development Agencies (IDAs) in New York State are intended to 
attract, retain and expand businesses in their respective areas: To do this – as outlined in a May 
2006 report by the NYS Comptroller – IDAs “attract, retain and expand businesses within their 
jurisdictions through the provision of financial incentives to private entities. IDAs are legally 
empowered to buy, sell or lease property and to provide tax exempt financing for approved 
projects. Real property owned or controlled by IDAs is exempt from property and mortgage 
recording taxes, and the value of these exemptions can be passed through to assisted businesses. 
Moreover, purchases related to IDA projects can be exempt from State and local sales taxes.” 
 
With County tax money being part of the development financing for this Project it appears 
incumbent that inter-municipal concerns should be addressed satisfactorily – that is, one Town 
should not benefit disproportionately from the Project, while another jurisdiction which borders 
the development Project being assisted – in this case the Village of Goshen – is adversely affected, 
or must tolerate the adverse effects without any tax benefit. In addition to the Village of Goshen 
which adjoins the development Project Site, other municipalities in Orange County including 
Chester, Florida, Warwick and the Town of Wallkill may be adversely affected as water for the 
proposed development may be drawn from each of these community supplies.  

Response:  The Proposed Project is located in the Town of Goshen, and the Town of Goshen 
would receive the host community benefit fee, PILOT payments, a portion of sales tax revenue, 
and once any PILOT agreement term has completed, real property tax revenue from the Proposed 
Project.  Residents of the Village of Goshen benefit from these revenues as village residents are 
also residents of the Town, and as such pay both Village and Town real property taxes.  Other 
municipalities in the County will also share in sales tax revenue generated by the Proposed Project. 
See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.171.11: It would be helpful to include information regarding whether municipal 
budgets increased overall or with respect to specific municipal services for the localities that host 
the FL and CA LEGOLAND parks. While these are likely areas experiencing other development 
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pressures, at least some of the growth experienced in municipal expenditures is likely due to the 
presence of large destination resorts such as LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.5.1. An analysis of the fiscal benefits experienced in 
Winter Haven, Florida or Carlsbad, California was not required in the Adopted Scope.  
 
Comment B.171.12: The proposed zoning amendment is written in such a manner that it appears 
to be tailored specifically to the proposal at hand. This is not a good practice as it belies any sort 
of comprehensive planning that, if done, would have identified appropriate sites for this type of 
large-scale development. Instead, it appears that “ad-hoc” planning has been done – just enough 
to facilitate the proposal at hand…while I don’t consider it my business to tell a community how 
to approach comprehensive planning (at times, working with what the market offers can be as good 
an approach as preparing a plan and waiting for the developers to come)... The fact that the zoning 
text has been written expressly to allow this particular development Project as proposed, rather 
than more generically to address the varied uses that may be present in a theme park or similar 
venue, or to address the appropriate siting standards for theme parks or similar large-scale venues 
is indicative of “ad-hoc” planning. 
 
Response:  The proposed zoning amendments have been written in a manner that will allow the 
Proposed Project to be developed at the Project Site.   However, simply because a developer has 
petitioned for a zone change does not mean good regional planning has not been considered.  Based 
on meeting minutes dated 7/25/14, the Town’s Environmental Review Board recommended this 
area of the town for commercial use as early as 2014 to make the Town, “open for commercial 
development beyond the limited areas and scope of the projects that are currently allowed” (see 
memorandum from Town Environmental Review Board in Appendix F) prior to the application 
from LEGOLAND.  While no action was taken at that time, the discussion shows that the idea was 
conceptually discussed and town representatives believed that this site was appropriate for 
commercial development.  Further, tourism-based commercial development is specifically 
recommended in the Orange County Economic Development Strategy (2015) and locating 
development in areas along major highways with access to public water and sewer services is 
consistent with the Orange County Comprehensive Plan (2010). Also, the Comprehensive Plan as 
proposed to be amended recommends that the Town consider additional zoning changes as 
necessary to attract additional commercial ventures, including those that are tourist-focused. 
 
Comment B.171.13: Will this developer or park operator ultimately want to add …a water park to 
the mix of uses, as is the case at other LEGOLAND parks, or meeting or convention facilities or 
additional hotel rooms or time-shares? If so, the proposed text as recited in the DEIS currently 
makes no mention of any of these uses. The language should be re-visited to be more generic and 
consider other theme park / large-scale resort-type permutations, and any potential growth at the 
subject property. After all, only 140 acres of the 522 acre site is proposed for development. It is 
clear that there remains ample room on this site for additional uses or growth in the theme park 
itself, while still maintaining considerable distance to adjacent properties and development. In turn, 
the impact of potential expanded or additional uses on the remaining land must also be addressed 
as part of the SEQR review of the proposed zoning changes. This is a fundamental oversight in the 
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DEIS that must be addressed either by revising and recirculating the DEIS, or via the preparation 
of a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS). 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments B.90.122, B.134.4 and B.163.2. 
 
Comment B.171.14: The same lack of comprehensive planning can be attributed to the Orange 
County IDA as well. In fact, the May 2006 report on IDAs in New York State referred to earlier 
notes that the effectiveness of IDA programs typically suffer from “[a] lack of objective selection 
and evaluation data and criteria” meaning “the criteria by which IDAs evaluate potential projects 
are not always clear and / or consistently used, and IDAs do not always seem to make an attempt 
to evaluate the potential success of Proposed projects.” Moreover, the 2006 NYS Comptroller’s 
report notes that “IDAs have extensive latitude to determine the types of projects that are eligible 
for assistance. By either stated policy or practice, some IDAs favor industrial and manufacturing 
projects over commercial and service proposals, but others use a case-by-case approach, often 
placing a heavy emphasis on the perceived local advantage of the Project. While originally 
conceived as agencies to spur industrial and manufacturing development, IDAs increasingly 
provide assistance to a wide variety of projects, including office buildings, retail, education 
facilities, transportation, sports arenas and assisted living centers. For example, while current 
statute generally prohibits IDAs from assisting retail projects, several broad exceptions severely 
dilute such prohibition.” I submit that this local desire for this Project has spurred participation by 
the Orange County IDA to ensure the bottom line of the Applicant rather than the overall economic 
development of the County. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.16.2. This SEQRA review does not include, 
and is not intended to support, a review of the economic decision-making being undertaken by the 
IDA. 
 
Comment B.171.15: As noted earlier, in this application a 140-acre theme park and related uses 
are proposed on 522 acres. None of this area is designated for future use, either to accommodate 
induced effects of the proposal or for expansion of this development node along Route 17. To think 
that a successful LEGOLAND Project would be confined to just over one quarter of the actual 
land area available at this site, and that the unused 382 acres is going to be left as “buffer” area in 
perpetuity is very unsophisticated. Either this issue should be addressed now as part of this review 
through appropriate limitations on future development or the developer should disclose what ideas 
– however preliminary they may be – are being considered for growth at this site now and these 
should be analyzed in the DEIS even if generically. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.118.1 and B.163.2. 
 
Comment B.171.16: Portions of the site and large amounts of the surrounding area are designated 
Agricultural Districts according to current Orange County mapping taken from the County’s web-
site. As I have seen numerous times in Orange County, little attention is given to the effects of 
commercial development on the agricultural uses that still form the backbone of much of the 
County’s economy…The County IDA pays lip service to agricultural uses by including it in 
[discussions on its website] but when it comes to the real threats to the use of agricultural land – 
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sprawl, large-scale developments such as LEGOLAND and the potential increases in land values 
they bring – no meaningful analysis of adverse effects is done. These perceived more “lucrative” 
developments can either directly consume lands in Agricultural Districts or can present 
development impacts that displace agricultural use in the longer term… agriculture is one of the 
foundations of the County’s economy. But also [according to the IDA’s website] tourism…is the 
primary or if not primary, the seemingly most important, objective of economic development 
activities in Orange County today. 
 
Response:  While the Project Site is located in a County Agricultural District, only haying has 
occurred on the property for more than 10 years.  The IDA, and Orange County as a whole has 
placed a significant emphasis on tourism based uses.  This is evidenced by specific goals in the 
Orange County Economic Development Strategy (2015) which targets tourism as one of the main 
industries imperative to economic development in the County.  
 
Comment B.171.17: While it is noted that onsite restaurants will likely avail themselves of locally 
grown produce, other opportunities for local connections as well as the agricultural connection 
should be memorialized in an agreement, especially if Orange County moneys in the form of 
inducements from the Orange County Industrial Development Agency are part of the funding plan 
for the Project’s development. Any development that utilizes County IDA inducements should be 
required to demonstrate specific positive fiscal benefits to the local economies, not simply stating 
generically that it would increase economic activity, spending and jobs. If some jobs or economic 
activities run the risk of being lost because the proposal shifts the focus of the local economy to 
tourism, than these should be accounted for and discussed in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The Planning Board serves as SEQR lead agency for the Proposed Project.  SEQR 
requires the lead agency to weigh and balance relevant environmental impacts; it may also consider 
economic impacts as potential offsets to environmental impacts. It is beyond the purview of the 
lead agency to recommend economic conditions to the IDA. 
 
Comment B.171.18:  Using generic modeling, the DEIS also concludes that LEGOLAND will 
produce a significant beneficial spillover effect to other offsite businesses. To support this 
contention, the DEIS cites estimations that “the LEGOLAND Resort in Winter Haven generated 
nearly $110 million in sales for off-site hotels and over $20 million in sales for off-site restaurants” 
since it was built in 2011. This is not a fair comparison, however, as the DEIS fails to mention that 
this LEGOLAND did not open its own onsite 151-room hotel and restaurant until 2015, four years 
later. The millions of people who attended LEGOLAND during those four years had no choice but 
to seek lodging and restaurant services offsite. Under those circumstances, it is almost surprising 
that the totals are not even higher. 
 
These businesses were also located on the approach roads immediately outside the LEGOLAND 
gateway. Neither circumstance will exist in Goshen. The initial phase of construction will include 
a 250-room hotel (nearly 100 more rooms than the Winter Haven hotel) and restaurant services. 
There are also no similar businesses on Harriman Drive, the only approach road to the Proposed 
Park. The nearest hotel and restaurant businesses are located at distances that are significantly 
removed from the Project Site. Depending on whether separate access is provided to the hotel and 
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restaurant, these onsite services could potentially even provide competition to established local 
businesses, reducing their revenue. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.5.1. .  
 
Comment B.171.19: The proposal is projected to generate 500 full-time, 300 part-time and 500 
seasonal jobs (900 Full-Time Equivalents or FTEs were assumed for the DEIS). While significant, 
given the likelihood of success for the Project …wouldn’t County inducements be better used for 
other projects that attract higher-paying jobs, or retain or invest in manufacturing or agriculture 
already in Orange County? In any event, should not inducements be used to attract industrial 
development that may not otherwise be attracted to Orange County or whose bottom line indicates 
that such assistance is good policy? Stated a more blunt way, this developer doesn’t need any help 
developing a successful Project nor is a location outside of Orange County likely to be selected; 
so why is County assistance being provided? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. The IDA offers a wide range of incentives to 
qualifying businesses to encourage job creation and job retention. While industrial and agricultural 
projects are equally important to the County’s economy, according to their website, the Orange 
County IDA has been actively involved in assisting projects that will attract tourists to Orange 
County as, “Tourism provides many sectors of the County business community with an economic 
stimulus that they would not otherwise be able to generate.” 
 
Comment B.171.20: Moreover, the Applicant should clarify whether the 500 full-time jobs would 
be needed for the entire year as the hotel and aquarium are not likely to need this level of staffing 
when the theme park is closed. What will the staffing levels be at the hotel and aquarium on a 
seasonal basis? 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has represented that the Proposed Project will create 500 full-
time (40 hours per week), year-round jobs.  While outdoor areas of the park will be closed, the 
hotel, aquarium and office portions of the park will be open year round.  Additionally, park 
maintenance staff will be working in the park.  Full-time jobs include management, marketing, 
finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, 
maintenance and hotel and aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and offer 
benefits.   
 
Comment B.171.21: It is also notable that while incentives are being offered to the applicant by 
the local municipality and county, in part to create new job opportunities for constituent residents, 
that the DEIS states that the applicant has committed only to hiring 85% of the workforce from 
the “local” surrounding 7-county area. This local Town and County investment will therefore 
largely be benefiting a workforce that does not even reside within the Town or even Orange 
County, but may reside, and spend their money in, towns within Sullivan, Ulster, Dutchess, 
Putnam, Westchester, and Rockland Counties. Another 15% can be hired from even more distant 
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locales, including out-of-state entirely. It would be wiser to invest that same money in businesses 
that will have a more beneficial local impact. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect. No incentives are being offered from the local municipality or Orange 
County. The requirement to hire 85% of the construction workforce derives from a policy 
established by the Orange County IDA, which was adopted in consultation with local labor unions 
and representatives.  It is beyond the purview of the SEQRA lead agency to impose economic 
conditions above or beyond such existing policies.  See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.16.2. 
 
Comment B.171.22: Once committed for a major commercial development like the proposed use, 
a substantial chunk of land (522 acres to be exact) is devoted to that purpose. In cases involving 
virgin land, this means clearance of vegetation and other disturbances and installation of new 
infrastructure, all of which carries costs, including costs to the locality if the development is 
unsuccessful or underutilized, and ultimately vacated. No guarantees are ever provided by the 
developer. 
 
Response:  The comment is incorrect.  The Project Site has been previously developed. It is not 
“virgin land”.  See response to Comment A.50.4.  Further, the Project Sponsor has committed to 
paying a minimum host community fee annually based on 800,000 visitors – regardless of the 
success of the park.  In addition, the Project Sponsor has also agreed to continue making the 
minimum host community fee payment for the full thirty year term of the host community benefit 
agreement even should the Project Sponsor cease operation of LEGOLAND New York.  
Infrastructure costs on the Project Site and for the offsite road improvements would be paid by the 
Project Sponsor, with potential assistance from New York State in consideration of the 
improvements to Route 17 and its potential future conversion to Interstate 86.  In any event, it is 
unclear what costs, if any, would be borne by the locality as stated by the commenter. 
 
Comment B.171.23: Most large development projects are developed by non-local entities, and 
operated by other non-local entities. Under such circumstances, substantial amounts of money in 
the form of profits…would be drawn out of the region. The development financing, approval and 
permitting and construction processes are good at quickly implementing projects when projects 
are viewed as lucrative and provide quick returns on investment. When economic conditions or 
tastes change or the market starts to become over-built, and the brakes are put on, it will be the 
localities that will bear the greatest burden of either unfinished sites or underutilized / unsuccessful 
developments, (including host and non-host communities alike). 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data. However, the 
Project Sponsor has represented that Merlin Entertainments operates 117 attractions across 24 
countries. There is nothing to suggest this park would not also be successful. 
 
Comment B.171.24: My final point is perhaps more subjective – the expeditious manner in which 
prospective large-scale non-residential developments have been approved in localities such as 
casino proposals in Thompson, NY (near Monticello), and the overwhelming, uncritical support 
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typically given to these types of proposals, troubles me and tells me that few are interested in 
actually considering the pros and cons of large-scale development. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data, and comments that are not relevant to identified 
impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the Project being reviewed, need no response.   
 
 B.172. Stephen Gross, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.172.1: The DEIS subject to this review is governed by a Scoping Document that was 
adopted by the Town of Goshen Planning Board on August 18, 2016. This Scoping Document 
includes a set of specific areas to be studied by the applicant. I have determined that many of these 
have not received adequate inquiry as presented in the DEIS. In addition, the Adopted Scope 
includes a set of General Guidelines that has not been followed. For instance, the Adopted Scope 
reads: “Narrative discussions should be accompanied by appropriate charts, graphs, maps and 
diagrams whenever possible. If a particular subject matter can most effectively described in 
graphic format, the narrative discussion should merely summarize and highlight the information 
presented graphically. All plans and maps showing the site shall include adjacent homes, other 
neighboring uses and structures, roads, water bodies and a legend.” 
 
While there is a fairly adequate array of exhibits, the narrative discussion that accompanies them 
is often lacking. In some cases, there is no interpretation or adequate explanation. Just one example 
is Figure III-6, “Cuts and Fills”. The figure includes a table that is neither summarized nor 
explained in the text. Critical features and impacts revealed in the figure are not described in the 
narrative, such as the presence and height of a retaining wall on the eastern edge of the theme park 
situated at the edge of a regulated wetland. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.76.3, A.102.1, and B.135.1. 
 
Comment B.172.2: In other cases, missing information makes interpreting the figures even more 
difficult or impossible, such as the missing contour labels in Figure III-6 or the missing cross-
hatching in Figure III-7 designating the differences between State and Army Corps regulated 
wetlands. 
 
Response:  A revised off-site topography map has been provided with spot elevations to assist in 
its review (see Figure 8). The wetland impact and mitigation map and the signed NYSDEC wetland 
map differentiate between NYSDEC jurisdictional wetlands and Federal wetlands on the site (see 
Appendix H).  
 
Comment B.172.3: The figures also fail to do a good job showing “adjacent homes, other 
neighboring uses and structures,” such as the Glen Arden Residential Facility on Figure III-6. It is 
difficult to ascertain what impact the regrading and subsequent development may have on the 
residents there without the structures being shown. 
 
Response:  Onsite grading has been revised and will not have any significant adverse impacts on 
surrounding properties. See responses to Comments A.76.3, A.76.4 and A.76.6. 
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Comment B.172. 4: The DEIS also fails to satisfy the directive that states, “(t)he entire document 
should be checked carefully to ensure consistency with respect to the information presented in the 
various sections.” There are many instances of inconsistent information, such as SIX different 
representations of the amount of post-development impervious surfaces, ranging from a low of 
77.41 acres to a high of 88.77 acres, and a wild discrepancy in the amount of net fill that will be 
needed, ranging from 196,187 cubic yards to 531,187 cubic yards. Many other examples exist. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.76.3, A.102.1, and B.135.1. 
 
Comment B.172.5: The authors of the DEIS have also failed to make the document and issues 
being discussed understandable by the general public as required by the directive that 
“(e)nvironmental impacts should be described in terms that the layperson can readily understand 
(e.g., truck-loads of fill and cubic yards rather than just cubic yards).” There are various ways in 
which the document is difficult to understand by the layperson, including the highly technical 
language found in the noise and air quality chapters and elsewhere. In the case of the actual 
example given, cuts and fills are depicted in Figure III-6, which follows page 39, but are not 
discussed in the narrative until page 156. Even then, the actual amount of cuts and fills are not 
identified. The only figure provided is for “net fill”, and a computation is provided for “truck trips” 
(which has a different meaning than truckloads) using a 25 cubic yard truck, which is not a standard 
dump truck and therefore provides the layperson with the wrong relevant image of the amount of 
fill discussed. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.76.3, A.102.1, and B.135.1. 
 
Comment B.172.6: This DEIS must also serve as the State Environmental Quality Review Act 
(SEQR) review for all other involved agencies, and sufficient information must be available in this 
document for these agencies, as well as the interested public, to be able to take a “hard look” at 
the pertinent issues before making a decision. As noted in the General Guidance of the Scoping 
Document, “The DEIS is intended to convey general and technical information regarding the 
potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project to the Town of Goshen Planning Board 
(as Lead Agency), as well as several other agencies involved in the review of the Proposed 
Project.” This includes the Village of Goshen, which made its sale of water to supply LEGOLAND 
conditional on the SEQR review, but supporting data confirming a sustainable water supply for 
the Project is completely absent, in particular, data regarding a proposed well that may or may not 
add capacity to the Village of Goshen water supply. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  A report from the Village’s consulting engineer confirming adequate 
capacity is provided in Appendix E of the DEIS.  Additional testing on the Village’s well site for 
a potential new Village water supply well has been provided in Appendix G, demonstrating that 
there is adequate capacity to serve the Village’s future potential build out.  However, it must be 
clarified that this SEQR review does not encompass the Village’s decision to develop or not 
develop a potential new well for the Village.  See responses to Comments A.10.5. A.102.1 and 
B.135.1.  
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Comment B.172.7: “The DEIS is also intended to convey the same information to the interested 
public. The Preparer of the DEIS is encouraged to keep this audience in mind as it prepares the 
document. Enough detail should be provided in each subject area to ensure that most readers of 
the document will understand, and be able to make decisions based upon, the information 
provided.” As noted in Comment 5, the DEIS is also hard to understand because many critical 
details are to be found only deeply buried in appendices such as for traffic, and as already discussed 
above, by not properly labeling and interpreting figures, having conflicting information, and other 
issues as noted in the examples provided. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.102.1 and B.135.1. 
 
Comment 172.8: Contrary to the directive that “the Preparer is requested to avoid subjective 
statements regarding potential impacts,” and “The DEIS should contain objective statements and 
conclusions of facts based upon technical analyses,” a definitive pro-Project bias pervades 
throughout the document. At times, it may be subtle, but it is definitely there. One such place is in 
the Land Use and Zoning chapter where the proposed action is assessed for its compatibility with 
a long list of planning documents. In each case, the authors of the DEIS conclude it is compatible 
by finding some nugget in each document by which to draw this conclusion, despite overwhelming 
evidence of incompatibility in the referenced planning documents. For instance, the Town of 
Goshen’s own Comprehensive Plan lists seven distinct goals. The DEIS only references one of the 
goals to make a case for compatibility, but fails to identify that the proposed action is incompatible 
with five of the six remaining goals. This demonstrates clear bias in favor of the Project. The same 
bias can be demonstrated in the analysis of most of the other planning documents as well, including 
those that specifically place the property into categories that identify sensitive environmental 
conditions and recommend its use for agriculture or low intensity development, but yet are found 
to be compatible by the preparers of this DEIS. 
 
Response: This is incorrect.  The Project as proposed is not inconsistent with the present 
Comprehensive Plan, and the proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan in Introductory 
Local Law 5 of 2016 clarifies and reinforces this conclusion. See response to Comment A.51.1. 
 
Comment B.172.9: Another example of bias may be seen in the assessment of wetland impacts 
where the DEIS touts the myriad of ecological functions provided by the adjacent areas around 
wetlands, noting how the proposed action avoids development within the regulated adjacent areas 
around the State-regulated wetlands, but then ignores any potential impacts from placing up to 
60+/- feet of fill and retaining walls directly at the edge of federally-regulated wetlands, completely 
destroying any protective buffers adjacent to these wetlands. SEQR is intended to be an assessment 
of environmental impacts, not a regulatory review. The fact that one is a regulated adjacent area, 
and the other is not, should not change the objective, scientific analysis of the environmental 
impact of the proposed action and the development within the areas adjacent to wetlands. 
 
Response:  Federal wetlands do not have a regulated buffer area associated with them and 
therefore disturbance can occur in this area without permitting. The Project Sponsor has minimized 
the amount of wetland and adjacent area impacts, including adjacent areas that are not currently 
regulated by the NYSDEC but are eligible for regulation.  The NYSDEC in mapping and 
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regulating certain wetlands on the Project Site, has prioritized these wetlands and identified them 
as of a higher ecological value than other wetland areas on the site.  The Project Sponsor, in 
keeping with this has also prioritized those NYSDEC regulated areas and avoided impacts and 
allowed for buffers as required.  
 
Comment B.172.10: The flaws in the DEIS make conducting an effective review of the potential 
impacts resulting from the proposed action impossible. Overall, the DEIS is incomplete, lacking 
critical information and reports necessary to allow the requisite “hard look” in accordance with 
SEQR Among the missing information is, but not limited to: 
 

 An assessment of potential impacts that would result from the development of the 
remainder of the 522 acres not included in the current LEGOLAND theme park proposal, 
but covered by the new proposed zoning overlay, 

 Certified wetland delineations from the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and the New 
York Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) (as required by the Scoping 
Document), as well as a copy of the delineation report produced by the applicant (per 
Paragraph C.1. and Technical Appendices #3 of the Scoping Document), 

 A tree survey showing all trees with a diameter of 8 inches and above (per Paragraph D.1. 
of the Scoping Document), 

 Supporting data confirming a sustainable water supply for the Project, in particular, data 
regarding a proposed well that may add capacity to the Village of Goshen water supply 
(per Paragraph E.2. of the Scoping Document), and 

 A traffic analysis that includes the Harriman interchange, which is acknowledged in the 
DEIS as currently causing traffic to back up as far as Exits 124 and 125 in Goshen. 

 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3, A.10.5, A.118.3, B.12.4, B.163.2, B.172.77, and 
B.173.4. 
 
Comment B.172.11: In addition, the DEIS is riddled with misstatements of facts, which shall be 
detailed in comments to follow. These misstatements undermine the reliability of the entire 
document, as they cause the veracity of all statements in the DEIS to be called into question. In 
short, the DEIS is woefully incomplete, lacking critical information, and unreliable. It was not 
ready for circulation and public review, and should never have been accepted as complete. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project, or to speculative comments or assertions that are not 
supported by reasonable observations or data. The Planning Board as Lead Agency found that the 
DEIS was adequate for public review based upon a proper reading of the SEQRA regulations and 
guidance documents.  See responses to Comments A.102.1 and B.135.1. 
 
Comment B.172.12: The subject action requiring SEQR review is the creation by the Town Board 
of a “Commercial Recreation Overlay District” to allow the development of a proposed theme park 
(LEGOLAND) in the Town of Goshen. The manner of potential impacts that could occur are 
unique to the new uses allowed by the Commercial Recreation Overlay District, and could not 
occur under the existing Hamlet Residential (HR) and Rural (RU) zoning for the property. This 
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overlay district is being proposed specifically to be applied to the 522 acres assembled by the 
applicant, and would essentially make an amusement park and its associated uses “as of right” on 
this land, a status prohibited by the current Hamlet Residential and Rural zoning. This action will 
allow an exponentially greater intensity of property development than that which would be allowed 
under the current Hamlet Residential and Rural zoning. 
 
In the case of a zoning decision, the guidance in the NYSDEC SEQR Handbook provides that the 
review analyzes “the potential impacts for the maximum development that could be realized on 
the rezoned parcel of land.” (SEQR Handbook Section B. SEQR and Land Use Decisions, 
paragraph 16) The DEIS states that the proposed LEGOLAND theme park will disturb 140 acres, 
but the maximum development that could be realized on the 522 acres of land subject to the zoning 
overlay may differ from the currently proposed LEGOLAND. As dictated by SEQR, the 
environmental impact analysis must anticipate the potential that once rezoned, the entire 522 acres 
could be developed by the same or a different applicant to the maximum extent allowed under the 
new zoning. Anticipating this scenario, the SEQR Handbook in fact specifically advises, “Keep in 
mind that rezoning itself may be more significant from the standpoint of SEQR than the individual 
permitting of projects since a zoning change triggers a change in the allowable use of land and 
ostensibly individual projects consistent with that change will be considered in the future in the 
rezoned area.” (SEQR Handbook Section B. SEQR and Land Use Decisions, paragraph 15) 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements that 
argue that a different procedural path ought to have been chosen by the Lead Agency; only 
substantive comments warrant a response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, 
alternatives and mitigations, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not 
previously addressed. In any event the comment is incorrect. The commenter chooses to rely on 
certain statements in the SEQRA Handbook and purposely ignoring other statements that put the 
issue in context.  No SEQRA study is required for the commenter’s speculation of what might 
occur on a project.  The SEQRA Handbook does not require that a developer invent a potential 
plan of development where none exists, simply so that a SEQRA review can be conducted on a 
hypothetical development. Under the proposed overlay district zoning, and the realities of the 
properties encompassed by such zoning, the entirety of the 522 acres cannot be developed. In the 
case of the Proposed Project, only 149.9 acres of land will be disturbed for this Proposed Project. 
See responses to Comments A.48.2 and A.118.1 and A.118.3. 
 
Comment B.172.13: It is in part for this reason that the SEQR Handbook also advises, “if the 
zoning change is proposed by a Project sponsor, in conjunction with a proposal, the impacts of 
both the rezoning and the specific development must be considered in determining environmental 
impacts.” (SEQR Handbook Section B. SEQR and Land Use Decisions, paragraph 16) While this 
DEIS focuses on the impact of the proposed LEGOLAND theme park, it completely fails to fully 
assess the impact of the overall proposed zoning change. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements that 
argue that a different procedural path ought to have been chosen by the Lead Agency; only 
substantive comments warrant a response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, 
alternatives and mitigations, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not 
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previously addressed. In any event the comment is incorrect. The DEIS discusses the proposed 
zoning for the Project Site in Section III-K beginning on page 109. The 200-acre lot size limits 
areas and requirements for public utilities and major highway access limits the areas on which this 
overlay district could be applied in the Town.  Further, in order to further mitigate potential impacts 
with respect to the adoption of a commercial zone adjacent to a residential district the zoning 
overlay will be pulled back 100 feet from all adjoining property lines. (See Figure 11).  See also, 
response to Comment B.173.4. 
 
Comment B.172.14: The SEQR Handbook also advises that in a situation like the LEGOLAND 
proposal that requires a prerequisite zone change, the use of a Project-specific DEIS is 
inappropriate. Instead, the Handbook advises, “The use of a generic EIS is the best SEQR-tool to 
analyze the rezoning actions for large-scale or significant changes.” (SEQR Handbook Section B. 
SEQR and Land Use Decisions, paragraph 15) The statute itself specifically recommends that a 
generic environmental impact statement (GEIS) be used to assess the impacts from “new or 
significant changes to existing land use plans, development plans, zoning regulations…” (6 CRR-
NY 617.10 (a) (4)).  Where there is a specific proposal, such as the subject LEGOLAND proposal, 
that generates the need for a zoning or Master Plan change, the specific impacts from that proposal 
must be considered either within the GEIS, or later in a Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (SEIS). The primary function of the SEQR analysis, however, must be to assess the full 
potential impact of the actions being undertaken by the Town Board, which may be greater than 
the instant LEGOLAND proposal.  
 
To the point, additional development for later phases of LEGOLAND development is in fact 
anticipated, but not analyzed, on page 27 of the DEIS where it states, “Any additional development 
on the site will require compliance with SEQR and site plan approvals from the Planning Board.” 
This clearly demonstrates that additional development of this land is possible, if not likely, and 
that the method of SEQR review (the DEIS) chosen by the Town of Goshen does not consider the 
potential impact of developing land left vacant by the current LEGOLAND proposal. The DEIS 
therefore obviously fails to consider the full potential impact of the broad zoning and planning 
decisions being made by the Town Board. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements that 
argue that a different procedural path ought to have been chosen by the Lead Agency; only 
substantive comments warrant a response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, 
alternatives and mitigations, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not 
previously addressed. In any event the comment is incorrect. The commenter, again, cites sections 
of the Handbook out of context, ignoring relevant guidance.  See responses to Comments A.48.2, 
A.118.1, A.118.3, B.15.8, B.167.3, and B.167.5. 
 
Comment B.172.15: Merlin Entertainments is assembling 15 separate parcels for the proposed 
LEGOLAND, totaling approximately 522 acres, but according to the DEIS, the current proposal 
only encompasses about 140 acres of that land. The business decision to purchase 382 acres of 
land beyond the 140 acres being developed strongly suggests that Merlin intends a future use for 
the remaining land, as does the presence of other amenities at its other similar parks. As noted 
above, additional development for later phases of LEGOLAND development is in fact anticipated, 
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but not analyzed, on page 27 of the DEIS where it states, “Any additional development on the site 
will require compliance with SEQR and site plan approvals from the Planning Board.” The 
suggested development of additional areas of the LEGOLAND theme park beyond what is 
currently proposed and assessed in the DEIS violates the SEQR prohibition against 
“segmentation,” defined as “the division of the environmental review of an action such that various 
activities or stages are addressed under this Part as though they were independent, unrelated 
activities, needing individual determinations of significance.” (6 CRR-NY 617.2 (ag)) 
 
The Project sponsor has a multitude of other similar LEGOLAND theme parks that would serve 
as models, and it would therefore be relatively easy to draw from these models the nature and 
extent of future development that may be proposed on the additional land. In accordance with 
SEQR as noted, the applicant must provide, at a minimum, conceptual plans as to how this land 
might be developed in the future so that the lead agency may reasonably assess what the true 
impact may be of adopting the proposed zoning changes and allowing the development of a theme 
park on this land. 
 
Response:   The Lead Agency need not rely on the commenter’s personal opinion regarding how 
a developer might or might not develop presently unused portions of the property, and SEQRA 
does not require analysis of hypothetical development. The commenter also assumes that the entire 
acreage of the site is developable, which it is not.  Site constraints include regulated areas such as 
wetlands and streams, existing infrastructure such as the transmission lines and the 
telecommunications tower, and the preference to provide sufficient buffers to existing adjoining 
uses.   
 
In addition, the Project Sponsor has offered to permanently preserve 150.1 acres of the Project Site 
by conservation easement.  See response to Comment A.25.2. 
 
Segmentation is defined by the NYSDEC as the division of the environmental review of an action 
so that various activities or stages are addressed as though they were independent, unrelated 
activities needing individual determinations of significance. Except in special circumstances, 
considering only a part, or segment, of an overall action is contrary to the intent of SEQR.  All 
facets of the Proposed Action were evaluated in the Environmental Impact Statement. Only 
development depicted on the approved site plans can be constructed on the site, which is the only 
development represented to be under consideration.  
 
The acknowledgement that any additional development on the site would require compliance with 
SEQR and amended Planning Board approvals is not to say that future expansions are 
contemplated.  No development outside of the proposed area of disturbance is proposed.  
 
Comment B.172.16: (Page 5, paragraph 5) The DEIS states, “Local restaurants and hotel 
accommodations will benefit from additional tourists in the area.” The next sentence presumably 
provides the basis from which the DEIS draws this conclusion. “Based on similar-sized parks, 
between 1.5 and 2.5 million annual visitors are anticipated. It is estimated, since its opening in 
2011 the LEGOLAND Resort in Winter Haven generated nearly $110 million in sales for off-site 
hotels and over $20 million in sales for off-site restaurants.” If so, the basis is flawed to arrive at 
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the conclusion that the same will occur in Goshen. This is not a fair comparison, as the DEIS fails 
to mention that the Winter Haven LEGOLAND did not open its own onsite 151-room hotel and 
restaurant until 2015, four years later. During the majority of the time that LEGOLAND Florida 
has operated, lodging and restaurant services were only available offsite. Under those 
circumstances, it is almost surprising that the total revenues are not even higher. This would not 
be the case in Goshen. The initial phase of construction will include a 250-room hotel (nearly 100 
more rooms than the Winter Haven hotel) and restaurant services. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.5.1. The DEIS does not state that the economic impact 
will mirror that which occurred in Winter Haven, rather an available economic impact study was 
provided as a reference to support the statement that surrounding businesses are expected to see 
an increase in tourism-based revenue. This information is only relevant to the extent, if at all, the 
Lead Agency determines to offset adverse environmental impacts owing to the presence of the 
positive economic need of a community.  
 
Comment B.172.17: (Page 5, paragraph 5) The businesses that benefited in Winter Haven are also 
primarily located on the approach roads immediately outside the LEGOLAND gateway. There are 
no similar businesses on Harriman Drive, the only approach road to the Proposed Park. The nearest 
hotel and restaurant businesses are located at distances significantly removed from the Project Site.  
 
Response: See response to Comment B.172.16. The economic data from LEGOLAND Winter 
Haven does not conclude that the only businesses that benefitted were immediately outside of the 
park’s gate.  It calculates overall economic impact on the City of Winter Haven.  Further, the 
Comfort Inn in the Village of Goshen is located less than 2 miles from the Project Site, a Holiday 
Inn is located approximately 4 miles from the site in the Village of Chester and multiple other 
hotels are located in the Town of Wallkill which is approximately 6 miles from the site. Moreover, 
LEGOLAND has stated its intent to provide shuttle service to local hotels which would both 
facilitate and encourage the use of these other local hotels.  Multiple gas stations are located on 
Route 207 approximately 1.5 miles from the Project Site and multiple restaurants are located along 
Matthews Street, West Main Street and Route 207 in the Village of Goshen which are all within 2 
miles drive of the site.  
 
Comment B.172.18: (Page 5, paragraph 5) The DEIS also states that separate access would be 
provided directly to the hotel and restaurant, thereby making these services available to customers 
without having to pay the LEGOLAND entrance fee. As such, the hotel and restaurant could 
potentially even provide competition to established local businesses, drawing away local 
customers, and reducing their revenue.  
 
Response:  Given the themed nature of the restaurant and hotel, it would be unlikely patrons would 
chose to dine at the hotel without also visiting the park.  The Project Sponsor represents that the 
main hotel restaurant is buffet style and the lounge menu is limited to lite fare.  It is not believed 
that dining options at the hotel would compete with sit down restaurants in surrounding areas. It 
would be speculation, based on no data, to determine otherwise. 
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Comment B.172.19: (Page 5, paragraph 5) Without any supporting data specific to the 
circumstances in Goshen, considering all the preceding reasons, the statement “Local restaurants 
and hotel accommodations will benefit from additional tourists in the area” must be considered 
merely speculative at best, and very possibly false. Lacking proper basis, it should be stricken from 
the DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.16.  The likelihood that local businesses will benefit 
from local tourism generated by LEGOLAND can be seen to be supported by the Orange County 
Economic Development Strategy (2015) and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development 
Strategy which specifically encourages tourism based businesses to attract tourists to the area with 
the stated purpose of improving the overall economic of the County and Mid-Hudson Region.   
 
Comment B.172.20:  (Page 5, paragraph 6) The DEIS states, “A PILOT agreement is an essential 
incentive for Merlin Entertainments to make this investment.” While it is obvious and without 
doubt that any business would benefit from an agreement to pay reduced taxes, the assertion in the 
DEIS that it is “essential” does raise questions. The lead agency must weigh the benefits of the 
Proposed Project against its potential impacts and costs. Included in that analysis is whether the 
increased costs to government (including the increased manpower and equipment that may be 
required within all the emergency services to address the location of a high-value terrorist target 
within Goshen) may actually exceed the lowered revenues generated through a PILOT agreement.  
 
The Goshen property provides it a location on a major highway that is sufficiently close to, and 
not too far from, the high population areas of New York City, northern NJ, and southeastern CT. 
It is entirely understandable why Merlin chose this location; it has calculated that a half-billion 
dollar investment here would produce a substantial return. There is no question that saving money 
on tax payments would increase the company’s bottom line, and businesses have become 
accustomed to seek incentive offers as an additional source of revenue. But would the lack of a 
PILOT that saves Merlin mere millions (a small fraction of their projected investment) truly make 
the venture unprofitable? This is not explained or justified in the DEIS. Yet, that amount that would 
be denied to local taxing jurisdictions could make a huge difference in whether the local 
governmental budgets thrive or suffer. Whether the economic/fiscal impact is adverse or beneficial 
is a central question that must be considered in the SEQR review. The speculation has been that 
the revenues would be beneficial, potentially reducing taxes for local residents and businesses, but 
if costs exceed revenues, the reverse could be true. Local residents and businesses could end up 
having to pay higher taxes to make up the shortfall. Unsubstantiated blanket statements like this 
have no place in a DEIS. The authors should support the assertion that economic assistance in the 
form of grants and PILOT agreements, which are probably more well-suited to start-up businesses 
and those that will provide a greater percentage of higher-paying full time jobs, is equally 
“essential” for an international multi-billion dollar company. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.172.16. The economic analysis provided in the DEIS 
shows that municipal costs of the development are exceeded by the PILOT payments and further 
supplemented by the proposed host community fee, hotel bed taxes and sales tax that will be 
generated by the Proposed Action (see Section III-M of the DEIS).  See also, response to Comment 
A.16.4. 
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Comment B.172.21: (Page 5, paragraph 7, to page 6, paragraph 1) The revenues to taxing 
jurisdictions that may result from the Proposed Project should be expressed in net increases over 
the existing tax revenues generated in the current condition. 
 
Response: The Existing Conditions contained in section III-M of the DEIS stated the existing 
taxes generated from the Project Site are $91,185.05.  By way of comparison, the Town of Goshen, 
in year one, would receive a $35,600 PILOT payment, plus a host community fee of a minimum 
of $520,000 plus $190,883.17 to the Goshen Fire District in property tax which equates to 
$655,297.95 in increased minimum revenue in year one.   
 
Comment B.172.22: (Page 6, paragraph 2) The statement that the host community fee would 
generate “at least $1,300,000 annually” (emphasis provided in the DEIS) is immediately 
contradicted in the same paragraph by the less-emphasized statement that the host community fee 
would pay a minimum of $520,000 annually to the Town of Goshen. Any assessment of impacts 
must therefore utilize the guaranteed $520,000 figure, not the speculative $1,300,000 figure. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.5.1. The referenced statement in the DEIS has been 
clarified in the introduction section of this document. Further, there is no basis for the commenter’s 
statement that the minimum figure must be utilized to assess positive economic impacts.  The 
higher estimated revenue is not speculative simply because it is not guaranteed. The higher 
estimate is based upon similar facilities and represented market research. 
 
Comment B.172.23: (Page 6, paragraphs 5-7) The basis for the revenue calculations should be 
provided so it can be reviewed. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.16. The Project Sponsor has represented that it 
estimated the annual hotel tax by multiplying Orange County’s hotel room occupancy tax (5%) by 
the projected cost and number of hotel rooms to be sold annually at the proposed hotel (based on 
the average number of rooms sold at LEGOLAND Windsor).  The annual sales tax receipts is 
represented to be taken from the estimation on the Orange County IDA application with Orange 
County’s share at 3.75% of the total 8.125% NYS sales tax in Orange County.  
 
Comment B.172.24: (Page 22) Like the rest of the DEIS, the description of the Project ignores the 
fact that the Project Site is 522 acres. The Proposed Park would be located in the northwest portion 
of the site, not the central, and the hotel is far from being “located in the south eastern corner of 
the site.” 
 
Response:  The first sentence on page 20 under Project Description (Section II-A of the DEIS) 
reads, “The Project Site consists of 15 total tax parcels consisting of 521.95 total acres…”.  Also, 
the first sentence on the referenced page (Section II-B of the DEIS) reads, “Merlin Entertainments, 
as Project Sponsor, proposes to construct a theme park and resort on approximately 140 acres of a 
522 acre site consisting of 15 total parcels located off Harriman Drive in the Town of Goshen.”  
Clearly indicating and acknowledging the full acreage of the Project Site.  
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The proposed hotel location has been moved to reduce the need for grading and walls in its 
previous location.  It is now proposed to be located on the western side of the site away from 
existing residences. See revised Project description and Figure 2: Project Layout for additional 
information.   
 
Comment B.172.25: (Page 24, Paragraph 1) The DEIS states “The hotel will be built into the 
naturally sloping topography so that it is two stories from the front and four stories from the rear 
elevation.” According to Figure III-6, “Cut and Fill Analysis”, this is misleading, as it does not 
address the northeastern and eastern facing facades. This figure shows the hotel sitting at about 
elevation 522 on fill over a natural elevation of from 458 to 464 feet. The color coding on the 
figure in this area is dark blue, indicating fills in the 50 to 70 foot range. This would be held back 
by a retaining wall, not a natural slope as described in the DEIS. The 4-story building sitting on a 
60+/- foot tall retaining wall would be the equivalent of a 10-story building. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.76.3. 
 
Comment B.172.26: (Page 24, Paragraph 1) [A] retaining wall is situated directly at the edge of a 
regulated wetland, both in the vicinity of the hotel, and further north along the eastern edge of the 
theme park. Given the close proximity, it is highly unlikely that the retaining wall can be built 
without encroaching upon and disturbing the wetland. Following construction, the proximate 
wetlands will also be impacted by debris and litter that will undoubtedly make its way over the 
wall, and fall into the wetland below. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment B.172.25 above.  
 
Comment B.172.27: (Page 27, last paragraph) The DEIS states, “The majority of the Project Site, 
or 444.54 acres will remain as a combination of undeveloped open space or manicured lawn and 
landscaping.” This statement provides a misleading implication that it is the proposed intention of 
the applicant to set aside this acreage in perpetuity as open space. This is not the case, as evidenced 
by other statements that the land could be developed in the future, and that there was no intention 
of placing deed restrictions or conservation easements on any portion of the land. Accordingly, 
this statement should be stricken. 
 
Response:   The statement regarding land to remain undisturbed is accurate.  Open space in this 
context does not suggest to a reasonable person that the land would be preserved. However, the 
Project Sponsor is now proposing to permanently preserve just over 150 acres of land in a 
conservation easement (see Figure 10).  
 
Comment B.172.28: (Page 27, last paragraph) The DEIS states, “Approximately 1,000 feet of 
undeveloped land will remain between the visitor parking area and the neighboring Arcadia Hills 
residential development.” According to Figure III-6, “Cut and Fill Analysis”, this is not true. A 
simple measurement taken from this figure finds 900 feet from the edge of the proposed retaining 
wall to the backyards of the closest residences in Arcadia Hills. 
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Response:  The statement in the DEIS was correct. Approximately 1,000 feet of undeveloped land 
was proposed from the edge of the parking lot to the nearest residence.  If the commenter is 
measuring from the edge of grading, this number would be reduced.  Based on plan revisions, 
which included a reduction of surface parking, the distance between the parking lot and the nearest 
residence is more than 1,100 feet.  
 
Comment B.172.29: (Page 27, last paragraph) The DEIS is also curiously silent on any potential 
buffers around the rest of the Project Site. Along the entire western property line, which borders 
on residentially zoned properties and the Glen Arden senior residence facility, the buffers only 
range between 70 and 200 feet, with the majority probably at about 100 feet. Why does the DEIS 
place an emphasis on the eastern edge of the proposed development, but not the western edge? The 
vacant property to the west is zoned to allow residential development as well. 
 
Response:  Land to the west of the property is not zoned for residential development.  Zoning 
designation is Office-Business-Hospital (OBH).  As stated above, buffers ranging from 70 to 200 
feet are provided between the Proposed Project and the shared western property line. As shown in 
the visual impact analysis in the DEIS, the Glen Arden facility is set lower on its site with large 
berms around the site’s perimeter to block views from Glen Arden into the Project Site.  
 
Comment B.172.30: (Page 27, last paragraph) The DEIS states, “The land will not be subject to 
any deed restriction or conservation easement as no such restrictions are required. Any additional 
development on the site will require compliance with SEQR and site plan approvals from the 
Planning Board.” Taken together, this pair of sentences makes no sense. The very idea of a deed 
restriction or a conservation easement is to preserve land against the possibility of future 
development. If there is desire to preserve this land, for buffers or wildlife habitat or maintaining 
rural character or the like, the very possibility that there may be “additional development” 
substantiates the necessity to consider restrictions such as these, not eliminate their “required” 
need. 
 
Response:  Actually the two sentences make complete sense.  However, and in any event, see 
response to Comment B.172.27 above. 
 
Comment B.172.31: (Page 28, paragraph 1) The DEIS states, “The site’s natural variations in 
topography will work to visually buffer the site as the development will sit lower than surrounding 
land.” According to Figure III-6, “Cut and Fill Analysis”, this is not at all true. In the vicinity of 
the Arcadia Hills community, for instance, the northeastern corner of the parking lot would be 
situated on top of 90 feet of fill at an elevation of 520 feet, 100 feet higher – not  – lower than the 
back yards of the closest residences at 420+/- feet. This would therefore be a massively altered 
landscape, towering above the residences and the tree line. From that point, the parking lot then 
keeps rising to an elevation of about 615 feet, or nearly 200 feet above these homes. Similarly, the 
parking lot for the back-of-house area will be situated at an elevation of about 470 feet, 70 feet 
higher than the backyards of the nearest homes to the east at approximately 400 feet. Proposed 
elevations within the core area of the theme park, which rise to 578 feet, are also considerably 
higher than the ground elevations at Glen Arden. Structures built on top of these elevations will 
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obviously be even higher. The claim that a visual buffer will be created for nearby residences is, 
therefore, demonstrably false. 
  
Response: The Comment is not correct.  However, the grading of the property has been modified 
in part due to providing mitigation of the impacts noted by governmental agencies and the public 
on the DEIS. See responses to Comments A.76.3, A.102.1, and B.135.1. 
 
Comment B.172.32: (Page 28, paragraph 1) The DEIS states, “Regulation of the buffers to 
adjoining occupied land will be provided through the use of mandatory setbacks that would prevent 
those areas from being utilized for park development…These setbacks would be incorporated into 
the proposed Commercial Recreation overlay district and would be enforceable by the Town of 
Goshen.” As provided in proposed law #6, the setbacks would only be 50 feet: 

“(ii) Minimum front yard setback: 50 feet 
  (iii) Minimum side yard setback: 50 feet 
  (iv) Minimum rear yard setback: 50 feet” 

However, despite the suggestion by the language in the DEIS that this is guaranteeing a substantial 
“buffer” for neighboring properties, it would in reality constitute less protection than what is 
already provided in the Town Code for Highway Commercial, Commercial, and Industrial 
Districts. Where residential uses adjoin these districts, a minimum of a wooded 100-foot buffer is 
required. 
 
Response:  While the required default setback from the property lines will be 50 feet, the actual 
setback may and will be set by the Planning Board as provided for in Introductory Local Law No. 
6. The full buffer between the Proposed Project and the adjacent residences will be a minimum of 
1,000 feet.  This land will remain undisturbed with much of the land being placed under 
conservation easement.  Further there is now proposed in a revised version of Introductory Local 
Law No. 6 to be a zoning buffer of 100 feet around the entire perimeter of the combined properties, 
which will not be subject to the permissible development of the CR Overlay District. 
 
Comment B.172.33: (Page 28, paragraph 2) The DEIS should identify whether and to what extent 
any potential development, as would be allowed by proposed law #6, could occur within the 
Town’s Scenic Road Overlay District. The assessment of the impact from the proposed rezoning 
of 522 acres cannot be limited to the current proposal for just 140 acres. 
 
Response:   The regulations regarding existing zoning overlay districts will remain applicable to 
this site. The Proposed Project is consistent with all overlay district requirements.  
 
Comment B.172.34: (Page 29, paragraph 3) There are seven enumerated goals within the Town of 
Goshen Comprehensive Plan. The DEIS cites only Goal #4, to “develop a strong and balanced 
economic base,” as being compatible with the proposed zoning change and LEGOLAND theme 
park. In examining the remaining stated goals of the Comprehensive Plan, it is clear that the 
proposed actions are incompatible with FIVE of the remaining six enumerated goals. These 
include Goal #1, to “protect and enhance the agricultural activities and rural character of the 
Town,” Goal #2, to “support existing Village center and foster Town clusters,” Goal #5, to “protect 
and enhance open space and public space,” Goal #6, to “ensure a development pattern that will 
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provide for sustainable water use,” and Goal #7, to “encourage appropriately sited development & 
protect environmental assets.” 
 
Response:  The commenter is incorrect is assuming that these goals can be judged in accordance 
with a mathematical equation, and is also incorrect that the project is inconsistent with several of 
the goals noted. The Project Site is not regularly farmed and is not anticipated to have any negative 
impacts on agricultural activities. The Proposed Project is consistent with Goal #2, as park guests 
will support existing Village of Goshen businesses.  The Proposed Project is not protected open or 
public space, the Proposed Project does not reduce the amount of public open space within the 
Town, and it will have no negative impact on such protected spaces.  Indeed, the Project will now 
protect approximately 150 acres of property by way of a conservation easement that is not now so 
protected. The Proposed Project ensures protection of groundwater in the Town by utilizing the 
Village’s Public Water Supply and the amount of open space on the site allows for groundwater 
recharge to sustain the local water table.  The Proposed Project is consistent with Goal #7 as it 
locates commercial development adjacent to a major highway on a site which has access to public 
utilities and protects sensitive environmental assets on the site including wetlands and streams.  
 
Comment B.172.35: (Page 29, paragraph 3) Goal #1 includes this specific target: “Encourage 
appropriate rural residential development.” More than half the property is included within the 
Town’s RU rural zoning district and Orange County Agricultural District #2. According to the 
Orange County government website: 
 
“The Orange County Agricultural Districts contain agricultural land that has been recognized by 
the County and the NYS Department of Agriculture and Markets as containing viable farmland 
that has been designated for protection from non-agricultural uses. According to the NYS 
Department of Agriculture & Markets, designation of a parcel within a County Agricultural 
District provides benefits such as ‘protections against overly restrictive local laws, government 
funded acquisition or construction projects, and private nuisance suits involving agricultural 
practices.’ County Agricultural Districts 1 and 2 were created in November 1972 to encourage 
agricultural activities to continue on agriculturally viable land.” 
 
Obviously, the removal of natural vegetation, complete destruction of the natural soil profile 
through massive cuts and fills, and the construction of a theme park and associated parking with 
more than 80 acres of impervious surfaces, are actions that are completely incompatible with the 
stated goal in the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan and the Town’s Rural zoning district, as 
well as the goals set by Orange County in establishing Agricultural District #2. 
 
Response:  The Comment is incorrect. The Project Site is not actively farmed and has not been 
actively farmed for more than 10 years.  The site has been previously disturbed by development 
of a cell tower, multiple dwellings, roads constructed for a previously approved residential 
development and a restaurant and inn which previously operated in the central portion of the site.  
Much of the Project Site is not suitable for other agricultural uses, and has not been significantly 
utilized for agricultural uses, with the exception of haying on portions of the Site.  The project site 
is also presently zoned for development as residential uses and some commercial uses. 
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Comment B.172.36: (Page 29, paragraph 3) Goal #2 includes this specific target: “Encourage 
development that strengthens the development of the Village of Goshen as the development center 
of the Town.”  As a self-contained destination, LEGOLAND is unlikely to have any beneficial 
impact on established businesses within the center of Goshen or encourage the development of 
any new uses in the center.  If the Proposed Park were to stimulate the development of any new 
commercial uses at all, it would be those that would fall into the category of “highway 
commercial”, such as fast food, gas stations, and convenience stores. It is more likely that these 
new uses, which would be developed in close proximity to Harriman Drive, and Route 17M, would 
further detract and siphon off business from downtown businesses, not increase their revenue… 
Further, the projected adverse traffic impacts, which, according to the DEIS itself, includes failing 
(Level-of-Service “F”) intersections along Route 17M as snarled traffic on Route 17 divert onto 
Route 17M, could inhibit even local customers from getting to local businesses and cause reduced 
revenues.  In the more than five years since it was opened, LEGOLAND Florida has done nothing 
to strengthen businesses in downtown Winter Haven, the core of the host community. Any reported 
beneficial impact on businesses seems to be limited to those immediately outside the LEGOLAND 
entrance, and these benefits may have been primarily limited to the years 2011 to 2015, before the 
onsite hotel and restaurants opened. 
 
Response: The Proposed Project is consistent with Goal #2, as it is expected that park guests will 
support existing Village of Goshen businesses.  It is noted that the referenced goal does not say 
uses should support businesses ‘in the center of the Village’ as stated above, and supporting 
businesses such as hotels, gas stations, and convenient stores would still meet the intent of this 
goal.  It has been represented by the Project Sponsor that, based on a similar analysis, since its 
opening in 2011 the LEGOLAND Resort in Winter Haven generated nearly $110 million in sales 
for off-site hotels and over $20 million in sales for off-site restaurants, with total direct economic 
output from operations to industries including restaurants, hotels, housing, real estate, wholesale 
trade and construction was Project at $467,954,651 for five year period from 2010 to 2015. The 
study does not state impacts were limited to those businesses directly outside the gate but rather 
calculates benefits on a city-wide basis.  Further confirmation of the benefits to Winter Haven can 
be found in public comment B.7, from Winter Haven Chamber of Commerce CEO Katie 
Worthington.  
 
Benefits to tourism businesses are further supported by Orange County.  According to the Orange 
County Economic Strategy, “Tourism, as a whole has a significant impact on the economy of the 
county.  In 2012, more than 4 million tourists visited Orange County, spending over $430 million.”  
 
Although the preferred traffic plan for the Project has been altered, as a result of governmental 
agency and public comments, providing additional mitigation for traffic impacts (see response to 
Comment A.2.3), it is still anticipated that some diversions of traffic from NYS Route 17 to NYS 
Route 17M will continue to support this goal with the completion of the Proposed Project. 
Certainly, no less traffic to the Village of Goshen will occur as a result of the Project. 
 
With respect to the comment on the “F” level of service on Route 17M, the revised traffic 
alternative and the proximity of the LEGOLAND Main Site Access to NYS Route 17 eastbound, 
it is anticipated to make the diversion of LEGOLAND traffic to NYS Route 17M less desirable 
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and less likely than under the previous configuration.  Regardless, improvements to the intersection 
of the NYS Route 17M and South Street, as well as signal timing modifications to the intersections 
along NYS Route 17M are proposed to address the existing and future diversions of traffic to 
Route 17M.  Furthermore, this diversion of traffic from NYS Route 17 only occurs during the Peak 
Summer Sunday Afternoon period and is limited to 8-10 Sundays per year.  Additionally, the 
removal of the toll plaza at the Interstate 87 Harriman Interchange will go towards eliminating a 
major bottleneck along Route 17 in the eastbound direction, which is a major cause of the existing 
diversions that occur during the Summer Sunday Afternoon time period. 
 
Comment B.172.37: (Page 29, paragraph 3) Goal #5 includes this specific target: 
 
“Preserve the Town’s mature forests and natural terrain to the greatest extent practicable.” The 
LEGOLAND proposal alone would result in the loss of 140 acres of naturally vegetated land and 
a number of notable specimen trees, including a 56-inch diameter sycamore and a 72-inch diameter 
oak. The natural hilly terrain is completely incompatible with the proposed LEGOLAND theme 
park, and will require massive cuts of up to 50 feet deep and fills up to 90 feet high.  Development 
of other portions of the rezoned land would require additional cuts and fills. 
 
Response:  Although it was a not a requirement of Adopted Scope, in response to public comment 
the Project Sponsor engaged a certified arborist to independently assess the health of certain trees 
on the Project Site, and to evaluate the potential impacts to trees and make any recommendations 
to improve tree habitat on the site post-construction.  See response to Comments B.15.3 and 
B.143.7. See response to Comment A.76.3 regarding revised site grading.  
 
Comment B.172.38: (Page 29, paragraph 3) Goal #6 includes this specific target: “Ensure that 
residential development does not exceed the groundwater recharge capacities of existing 
watersheds as outlined in the Town-Wide Potable Water Study.” According to the DEIS, the 
proposed LEGOLAND theme park will create an estimated peak demand of 255,394 gallons per 
day. The applicant determined that this demand cannot be sustained by groundwater derived onsite, 
and approached the Village of Goshen, the neighboring municipality, to purchase water. To 
accommodate this request, the Village of Goshen has proposed to drill a new well not only outside 
the watershed of the Project Site, but in an entirely different municipality, the Town of Wallkill. 
As discussed in a letter prepared by my colleague … the future demand for Village water resources 
with LEGOLAND will likely exceed the system’s safe yield. 
 
Response: The statement is incorrect that a possible new well is needed to accommodate the 
amount of water needed by the Project from the Village of Goshen. The Village’s water consultant 
has provided information regarding the capacity and usage of the Village of Goshen’s public water 
supply system which was presented in Appendix D of the DEIS.  The engineer then prepared a 
build out analysis of the Village’s existing district to confirm that water supply would be adequate 
for not only existing users, but future development which could occur in the district.  The results 
of the analysis show that the Village’s water supply is adequate to supply both existing and future 
users of Village water with the development of the Proposed Project, under drought conditions.  
The report from the Village’s water engineer, located in Appendix E of the DEIS stated, the 
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NYSDEC issued water taking permit of 1.3 million gallons per day is the ‘safe yield’ of the 
Village’s system.   
 
While not required for the Proposed Project, in order to supplement the water system for future 
use and/or additional buffer, the Village is exploring an additional production well on its existing 
well property in the Town of Wallkill. Initial pump testing shows the new well can yield an 
additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  
During the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing 
production wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with 
the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no 
adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated. See well testing data provided in Appendix G.   If 
the Village of Goshen determines to undertake, fund or approve the development of that well to 
supplement its system, it will be the Village’s responsibility to conduct any needed SEQRA 
review.  This well is not being studied as part of the Project’s SEQRA review because that well is 
not necessary to have the Village serve the project. 
 
Comment B.172.39: (Page 29, paragraph 3) Goal #7 includes this specific target: 
 
“Ensure that development proposals are appropriately sited considering the surrounding and 
natural topography (including factors such as soil type, elevation, natural terrain and adjacent 
development) and available/appropriate infrastructure.” 
 
As noted above, the natural hilly terrain is completely incompatible with the proposed 
LEGOLAND theme park, and development of this proposal will require massive cuts of up to 50 
feet deep and fills up to 90 feet high. Development of other portions of the rezoned land would 
require additional cuts and fills. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.56.8 and A.76.3. 
 
Comment B.172.40: (Page 29, paragraph 3) Goal #7 includes this specific target: 
 
“Protect wetlands, including, but not limited to, NYSDEC and Army Corps Wetlands.” 
The proposed LEGOLAND theme park will completely fill in at least three Army Corps regulated 
wetlands previously identified on the property while considering an earlier subdivision proposal 
(and mysteriously absent from the LEGOLAND plans), as well as encroach upon a fourth wetland. 
In addition, the grading plan developed for the proposal indicates that a wall retaining up to 60 feet 
of fill will be placed directly at the edge, providing no protective buffer for Army Corps regulated 
wetlands that may also be eligible to be regulated by the NYSDEC . These disturbed or eliminated 
wetlands are all tributary to the Otter Kill, which has been designated by both the NYSDEC and 
the US EPA as a “threatened” watercourse. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will not result in completely filling or eliminating any wetland 
areas.  The Project Sponsor’s wetland maps were reviewed by representatives from the ACOE and 
NYSDEC and representatives of both agencies walked the Project Site with the wetlands biologist. 
The NYSDEC confirmed the limits of State wetland jurisdiction with a wetland delineation map 
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that was approved by NYSDEC on December 12, 2016 (see Appendix H).  The Project Sponsor 
also requested from the ACOE a federal wetland jurisdictional determination, which request has 
been superseded by a pre-construction notice (“PCN”) for coverage under the Nationwide Permit 
program.  The PCN details the amount of disturbance associated with the development of 
LEGOLAND New York.  Based on the revised plans for the Project, particularly the revised traffic 
mitigation, a total of 2.62 acres of Federal wetlands and 0.45 acres of NYSDEC/Federal wetlands 
for a total of 3.07 acres will be disturbed for the revised layout. 
 
Retaining walls that were placed directly at the edge of buffers have now been replaced by slopes, 
to reduce impacts to habitat and topography. 
 
Comment B.172.41: (Page 29, paragraph 4) The DEIS cites the Project’s compatibility with the 
Orange County Comprehensive Plan (OCCP) by citing its location within the area generally 
designated within the OCCP as a “Primary Growth Area” (PGA). However, the DEIS fails to note 
this guidance in the OCCP regarding PGAs: “It is important to note that the Growth Areas were 
created at a broad-scale and represent generalized areas of the County where growth should 
reasonably be focused; therefore, not all land within the proposed Areas are developable or 
necessarily appropriate for development. Any development Project should seek to preserve 
important natural and cultural resources, regardless of location.” This cautionary note applies 
specifically to the instant lands. 
 
Response:  The Orange County Comprehensive Plan goes further than to simply map such land 
within the Priority Growth Areas of the County.  They also describe such areas as those areas 
within or immediately adjacent to Villages or Cities, with access to major highways, and with 
access to public utilities.  All three of these criteria are met by the Project Site further 
demonstrating that the Project Site was, in fact, a location identified by the County Comprehensive 
Plan as within the Priority Growth Area.  
 
Comment B.172.42: The Town of Goshen has long zoned the property proposed for the 
LEGOLAND theme park as Rural (RU). This classification reflects an assessment by local 
planners that the conditions of the property made it most suitable for agriculture rather than high 
intensity growth. In fact, the majority of the site is located in Orange County Agricultural District 
#2. Further, as noted in the DEIS, significant portions of the property proposed for rezoning are 
located in the Aquifer (AQ-3) Overlay Districts (and the AQ-6, though not noted in the DEIS), the 
Scenic Road (SR) Overlay District, and the Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed (SC) 
Overlay District, all imposing constraints on development. The application of all these overlays to 
the property are further evidence that, from a planning perspective, the land in question is 
environmentally sensitive, and more likely falls into the category of land not “necessarily 
appropriate for development” within a PGA as referenced in the OCCP.  The DEIS therefore fails 
to present the full guidance intended by the OCCP in regard to the parcels being considered for 
rezoning, and instead appears to highlight just those portions of the OCCP that would support the 
goals of the project sponsor.  In so doing, the DEIS fails in its designed intent to provide impartial 
factual guidance to the lead agency by which to make an informed decision on an action. 
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Response: The statement is incorrect. First, only portions of the Project Site are zoned RU. Second, 
this zoning designation does not reflect an assessment by the Town that the conditions of the 
property make it most suitable for agriculture.  Uses other than agriculture are specifically allowed 
in the RU zone. Also, the current zoning of over 271 acres on the northern end of the site, along 
Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single family 
dwellings as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings as-of-right. The HR District also 
permits commercial uses such as restaurants, service establishments, and retail and recreational 
businesses.  
 
The Project Description (Section II-A of the DEIS) states, “Existing zoning districts on the Project 
Site include Rural (RU) and Hamlet Residential (HR). Portions of the site are within the AQ-3, 
Scenic Road and Stream Corridor & Reservoir Overlay Districts. The majority of the Project Site 
is also located within Orange County Agricultural District #2.” This acknowledges the overlay 
districts and the County Agricultural District designations on the site.  This designation is further 
discussed in the Land Use and Zoning section of the DEIS where relevant zoning regulations are 
discussed. The Proposed Project is consistent with all of the relevant regulations of these overlay 
districts.   
 
Comment B.172.43: (Page 30, paragraph 1) Not only does the paragraph describing “Proposed 
Zoning” in the DEIS erroneously refer to the proposed zoning overlay law as “Introductory Local 
Law #4 of 2016”, the “Introductory Local Law #6 of 2016” that is provided in Appendix B is not 
the correct version. The correct updated version of the law is not available in any printed copy of 
the DEIS, nor on the webpage devoted to providing a complete copy of the DEIS and its 
appendices. As passage of this law is one of the key actions requiring this SEQR review, the 
absence of a correct copy of the proposed law from the SEQR documentation is unacceptable. 
 
Response:   The amended copy of Local Law #6 has been available on the Town of Goshen’s 
website and at Town Hall for review by the public since revisions were proposed by the Town on 
November 21, 2016.  The Lead Agency is well aware of the revision. 
 
Comment B.172.44: (Page 31, paragraph 2) [T]he DEIS states, “The Project will employ 500 full-
time employees, 300 part-time employees and 500 seasonal employees,” and then, “The Project 
will employ 800 full-time employees, 500 part-time employees and 500 seasonal employees.” 
Obviously, both statements cannot be true. Nor is there sufficient analysis of whether such jobs 
will be needed in the projected labor market. For instance, how will a facility that is mostly 
seasonal in nature employ 500 full-time employees? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.57.2. 
 
Comment B.172.45: (Page 32) The Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) should be listed as an 
involved agency. Given the fact that the Project will impact an archaeological site on the property 
that is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, Nationwide Permit #18 (NWP 18) is 
not automatically available for this Proposed Project, and any wetland fill resulting from the 
Project will require an individual review for permitting from the ACOE. 
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Response:   The Army Corps of Engineers, being a federal agency, is an Interested Agency as that 
term is defined by the SEQR regulations.  Wetlands have been delineated in and around the 
additional areas of disturbance by the Project’s biologist.   
 
As shown on Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and Mitigation, 0.440 acres of the federal wetlands 
disturbance is a result of the development of LEGOLAND New York.  The wetland disturbances 
resulting from the revised traffic improvement plan consist of 1.738 acres of both Federal and 
NYSDEC wetlands that are located within land currently or proposed to be located within the 
Route 17 right of way.  Wetland impacts have increased over the DEIS plans due to the relocation 
and reconfiguration of Exit 125, which plans have been advanced as a result of comments from 
the public and NYSDOT.   Previously, wetland impacts associated with the off-site traffic 
improvements were unquantified given that a preferred improvement plan was not 
identified.  However, all of the traffic improvement plans, including the DEIS traffic improvement 
plan, would have resulted in additional impacts to wetland resources.  Additionally, it was 
previously unclear whether the NYSDOT or the Project Sponsor would pursue needed approvals 
for wetland disturbances.  The NYSDOT has requested that the Project Sponsor pursue approvals 
for the wetland disturbances on behalf of NYSDOT.   
 
Wetland disturbances will require the following approvals:   
 

(1) Coverage under Nationwide Permit #39 from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 0.440 
acres of wetland disturbances resulting from the development of LEGOLAND New York;  

 
(2) An Individual Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 1.7383 acres of wetland 

disturbances resulting from the revised traffic improvement plan; 
 

(3) An Article 24 wetland disturbance permit from the NYSDEC for 0.084 acres of wetland 
disturbances resulting from the revised traffic improvement plan; 

 
(4) § 401 water quality certificates from the NYSDEC for the federal wetland disturbances.   

 
Comment B.172.46: (Page 34, Paragraph 4) The fracture traces shown on Figure III-1 appear to 
be possibly mislocated too far to the west. In each of the north-south oriented traces, a stream 
corridor is shown paralleling the mapped trace lines about 200 feet to the east. It is more likely 
that the stream corridors are surface expressions of the fracture traces, and are a true indication of 
their actual location. This is likely an error in the original source material, but should nonetheless 
be corrected. A fault line shown on Figure III-1 is not acknowledged in the discussion of geologic 
features in the DEIS, and it may be a much more significant feature than the fracture traces. Its 
location as depicted on the figure may be more accurate. 
 
Response:  The map’s data has been provided by Orange County GIS.  While parcel data and 
environmental data may not line up exactly, discrepancies are very minor and it is the best source 
of information available.  It appears from Figure III-1: Fracture Traces and Bedrock Faults, the 

                                                 
3 It is noted that this figure includes the total offsite wetland impact as the ACOE regulates NYSDEC wetlands as well 
as those that are solely under Federal jurisdiction.   
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proposed access road is the only development within an area of a fracture trace.  Based on the 
grading plan, grading in this area is minimal and bedrock would not be disturbed as a result of the 
installation of this road.   
 
Comment B.172.47: (Page 36, Paragraph 1) Under existing conditions, the DEIS states, “There is 
currently approximately 45,608 square feet of impervious surfaces, including gravel areas on the 
site.”  Gravel is not impervious, and is in fact used as a material in parking areas specifically to 
enable them to be porous.  The fact that this erroneous statement has been made under “existing 
conditions” is important in that the estimate of impervious surfaces has been overestimated for the 
pre-development condition.  This, in turn, would result in an underestimation of the increase in 
the amount of impervious surfaces for the post-development condition, and a concomitant 
underestimation of the increase in runoff for the post-development condition.  The bottom line is 
that a conclusion of “no net increase” in runoff for the post-development condition would be 
invalidated if the existing amount of impervious surfaces on the project site had been 
overestimated as this statement would indicate. 
 
Response: This is incorrect.  The NYSDEC stormwater design manual defines impervious cover 
as, “[A]ll impermeable surfaces and includes: paved and gravel road surfaces, paved and gravel 
parking lots, paved driveways, building structures, paved sidewalks, and miscellaneous 
impermeable structures such as patios, pools, and sheds.” 
 
Comment B.172.48: The DEIS (at least in this paragraph) states that “After full build out of the 
project, 3,372,130 square feet (77.41 acres) will be made impervious and 132,977 square feet (3.1 
acres) of porous pavers will be utilized in parking lot construction.” However, this statement is 
one of SIX different estimations of the amount of post-development impervious surfaces found 
throughout the DEIS. There is a margin of error of more than 11 acres between the lowest and 
highest estimates. 
 
Response:  Based on revised plans the total amount of impervious surfaces will be 79.38 acres 
after full build out of the site including the traffic mitigation.   
  
Comment B.172.49: (Page 36, Paragraph 3) When considering the responsibility of the Town 
Board to consider the full potential impacts that may result from the proposed rezoning action, all 
the acreages of “undeveloped land” are underestimated in that they fail to consider the potential 
full buildout of the entire 522 acres that are affected by the rezoning. Unless deed restrictions or 
conservation easements are proposed for the remaining acreage, full buildout must be considered 
as part of the SEQR review for the rezoning decision. 
 
Response:  Based on the revise layout plan, 73.58 acres of impervious surfaces are proposed 
leaving 433.85 acres of undeveloped land on the site including undisturbed open areas, manicured 
lawn and internal park landscaped areas. See responses to Comments B.172.15 and B.172.27. 
 
Comment B.172.50: (Page 36, Paragraph 3) When considering the responsibility of the Town 
Board to consider the full potential impacts that may result from the proposed rezoning action, all 
the acreages of “undeveloped land” are underestimated in that they fail to consider the potential 
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full buildout of the entire 522 acres that are affected by the rezoning. Unless deed restrictions or 
conservation easements are proposed for the remaining acreage, full buildout must be considered 
as part of the SEQR review for the rezoning decision. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment 172.49.  
 
Comment B.172.51: (Page 37, last paragraph) There is a statement that “blast spoils would also be 
reused in construction of new wetlands and stream relocation.” What construction of new 
wetlands? What stream relocation? There is no mention of either anywhere else in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The DEIS statement was made in error.  No blast spoils would be used in the 
construction of new wetlands, and no stream location (nor any disturbance to the onsite stream) 
would occur.   
 
Comment B.172.52: (Page 38, Paragraph 2) While the calculation of land within the slope 
categories for the entire 522 acres is required and helpful, it is also somewhat misleading in that 
probably a majority of the most level sections of the property are undevelopable due to the presence 
of wetlands or regulated wetland adjacent area. It would be more useful if the calculation of land 
within the slope categories can also be provided for just the developable portions of the 522 acres, 
as well as within the 140 acres currently proposed for development by LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  Generally, the entire 521.95 acres of the site is developable with appropriate 
permitting. Consistent with the Adopted Scope, the DEIS provides the amount of land within each 
slope category to be disturbed within the 140 acre (DEIS layout total) development area.  
 
Comment B.172.53: (Page 38, Paragraph 2) The statement, “Within the park, there will be changes 
in elevations which will follow the general contours of the land” is not an accurate representation 
of the proposed site manipulation that is required for the Proposed Project. As depicted on Figure 
III-6, “Cut and Fill Analysis”, site preparation will require massive amounts of cuts and fills. In 
total, the “Cut/Fill Analysis Table” indicates that the cuts will be as deep as 50 feet, and total 
1,620,431 cubic yards. The same table indicates that fills will be as high as 90 feet and total 
2,151,618 cubic yards. … This extraordinary degree of site manipulation is required by the need 
to convert a very hilly site with varying terrain into a series of relatively level areas suitable for 
theme park use and associated parking. The proposed post-construction topography bears little 
resemblance to the topography as it currently exists on the Project Site. It is difficult to comprehend 
that this level of site manipulation could in any way be considered to “follow the general contours 
of the land.” 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.76.3. 
 
Comment B.172.54: Figure III-5, “Off-site Topography”, is lacking labels on any of the contour 
lines, which renders the graphic nearly unusable for any practical analysis. 
 
Response:  A revised off-site topography map has been provided which has several spot elevations 
(see Figure 8).   
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Comment B.172.55: (Page 39, Paragraph 1) In Figure III-6, the undisturbed contour lines are 
labeled. However, the post-development contour lines, which are more critical, are not. Even for 
professionals with proper training, this lack of labeling makes this figure incredibly difficult to 
read and interpret. For someone without training, it is nearly impossible. For instance, the DEIS 
states that, “The proposed high point of the site will be 615 msl on the west side of the site in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Parking toll plaza. The proposed low point within the developed portion 
of the site will be 460 msl near the back-of-house area.” Looking at Figure III-6, especially at the 
scale provided in the DEIS, there is no way to confirm that the highest point is at 615 feet without 
the use of a magnifying glass, finding some obscure place where it seems like a proposed contour 
might be connecting to a labeled existing contour, and then painstakingly counting each 2-foot 
contour … until getting to the point of interest. Within the area of the theme park itself, without 
the contours being labeled, it’s essentially impossible to even determine if the contours are 
indicating whether a feature is proposed to be situated on a hill – or within a depression. Perhaps 
further illustrating this point is the fact that the reported “proposed low point” of “460 msl” in the 
developed portion of the site is incorrect. The lowest point of the developed area in the cited 
vicinity of the back-of-house area is the toe of the fill slope at 442 feet. However, even lower is 
the fill and roadway connection in the vicinity of the emergency road to Wedgewood Drive at 420 
feet, 40 feet than the “low” elevation cited in the DEIS. Presumably, even the authors of the DEIS 
found this figure difficult to interpret. 
 
Response:  Text is provided in Section III-B is provided explaining the proposed grading map.  A 
smaller-scaled grading plan was provided, broken down on to sheets L121-L127 in the full set of 
site plans to better show proposed grading on the site in more detail.  As stated above, site grading 
has been revised and therefore, so have grading plans within the full set of plans.    
 
Comment B.172.56: (Page 39, Paragraph 2) The use of linear feet to describe the amount of 
proposed retaining walls masks the impact of the scale of the retaining wall proposed. In addition 
to representing this information in feet, it should also, in accordance with SEQR’s intent of using 
plain language (see Comment 5), be presented as miles. The 13,660 feet of retaining walls around 
the perimeter and roadways equates to 2.6 miles. The 6,800 feet of internal retaining walls equates 
to about 1.3 miles. Together, the 20,460 feet of retaining walls equate to an incredible 3.9 miles of 
retaining walls. Not only are these retaining walls incredibly long for a single Project, they are also 
high. The perimeter/roadway walls are reported in the DEIS as high as 56 feet, with an average of 
about 30-40 feet … The interior walls are reported to be as high as 28 feet, or around as high as a 
3-story building. 
 
Response:  Construction of walls is not typically represented in miles, and a measurement in feet 
is clearly plain language understandable by all. In any event, this plan has been revised.  To work 
with the existing topography more closely, retaining walls are generally scattered throughout the 
site rather than being concentrated in one specific area. Walls along the guest entrance road and 
parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12-14’ high. The tallest individual 
walls on the site are tiered 23’ and 20.5’ high walls resulting in an overall grade change of 43.5’ 
located on the southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for the high-tension 
power lines spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park range from 4’ to 17.5’ high with 
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most averaging 6’-8’ high. The tallest walls interior of the park are located on the northerly side 
of the “Bricktopia” cluster and within the “Miniland” area.  Total wall length of walls has been 
significantly reduced.  Total length outside of the park itself (guest access road, guest parking, and 
Back of House areas) is 9,754 L.F.  +/-, with total wall length interior to the park is 2,607 L.F. +/- 
Also see response to Comment B.172.53. 
 
Comment B.172.57: (Page 39, Paragraph 2) As noted, it is extremely difficult to interpret Figure 
III-6 without the proposed contours labeled. However, it appears that the elevation in the vicinity 
of the hotel is 524 feet situated over existing contours as low as 458 feet. That would equate to a 
retaining wall as high as 66 feet, 10 feet more than reported as a maximum in the DEIS. This would 
be the equivalent of a 6 to 7-story building, with the 4-story hotel situated on top. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.25 above.  
 
Comment B.172.58: (Page 39, Paragraph 2) It is not clear whether the eastern edge of the primary 
parking lot would be a fill slope or a retaining wall, but it is shown with such a steep fill slope that 
it would only make sense that it would be engineered with some measure to stabilize and retain 
the fill. That being said, the northeast corner of the Proposed Parking lot would be at 520 feet 
directly above fill that extends to a natural contour of 424. A ramped access road to the parking 
lot would run along this edge of fill, breaking this fill slope/retaining wall into two sections, but 
the overall height would be as much as 96 feet, which is again much higher than the maximum 56 
foot retaining wall height reported in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.53 above.  
 
Comment B.172.59: (Page 39, Last paragraph) [T]he proposed manipulation of the Project Site 
represents massive changes to the site’s topography. Therefore, the statement that “The site is 
being designed to respect existing topography as much as possible” cannot be considered an 
objective assessment of the extent of topographic impacts. On the contrary, topographic changes 
needed to render the site usable for the Project may fairly be deemed “extreme.” 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.53 above.  
 
Comment B.172.60: (Page 39, Last paragraph) The Town of Goshen steep slope regulations 
primarily only provide subjective guidance, so it may not be readily apparent whether, as the DEIS 
claims, the Proposed Project “meets” the requirements of the law. It is certainly questionable 
whether, given the 140 acres of site clearing, which includes some notable specimen trees, the 
Proposed Project can meet the particular sections of the law that read, “Cutting of trees, shrubs, 
and other natural vegetation will be minimized.” In fact, a separate map that mysteriously does not 
appear in the DEIS, entitled “Proposed Brush and Tree Clearing Map”, dated November 4, 2016, 
indicates significant tree clearing and site disturbance that goes well beyond areas shown on Figure 
III-6 as requiring site grading. This mapping does not seem to support the conclusion that the 
cutting of trees, shrubs, and other natural vegetation has been minimized. 
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Response: The tree clearing map submitted with the clearing and grading permit actually shows 
less disturbance that the proposed grading plan because it does not include areas of the site which 
have been previously disturbed such as land containing ruins of the restaurant and inn, houses, 
barns, roadways or open fields.  The map shows 92.6 acres of tree clearing and 7.7 acres of brush 
clearing and delineates an area of disturbance which minimizes clearing to the greatest extent 
practicable.   
 
Comment B.172.61: (Page 39, Last paragraph) Given the proliferation of tall retaining walls 
throughout the park, including those that may be built on potentially unstable soils at the edge of 
wetlands, … it appears doubtful that the applicant can comply with that section of the steep slopes 
regulations that reads, “Safety hazards will not be created due to excessive road or driveway grades 
or due to potential subsidence, road washouts, landslides, flooding, or avalanches.” 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.172.53 above.  
 
Comment B.172.62: (Page 40, Paragraph 7) Certification of wetlands by the Army Corps of 
Engineers (ACOE) requires the submission of a detailed wetland delineation report. It is customary 
for this delineation report to be included as an appendix to the DEIS so that it can be reviewed. 
This report has not been provided. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has submitted a Pre-Construction Notice (PCN) to obtain coverage 
under Nationwide Permit Number 39 for the disturbances to federally-regulated wetlands onsite 
resulting from the construction of the LEGOLAND New York facility.  Confirmation of the extent 
of federal jurisdiction occurs as part of the PCN review process.  Additionally, the extent of 
wetlands onsite were verified in the field during a site visit by ACOE staff.  A copy of the PCN 
submission and report from the wetland biologist is provided in Appendix H.  
 
Comment B.172.63: (Page 40, Paragraph 7) Likewise, the jurisdictional determination and 
certified wetlands maps from both the ACOE and the NYSDEC should have been included in the 
DEIS for review…the DEIS should have been considered incomplete without them. The DEIS 
implies that the jurisdictional determinations and certified maps had not yet been received. 
According to personal communications with Tracy O’Malley and Michael Fraatz of the NYSDEC, 
these materials have been provided to the applicant on behalf of the NYSDEC. And, if they were 
not, why did the applicant not await their delivery so proper analysis might be presented? 
 
It is critical to see these materials from the agencies because the areas that are regulated are not 
necessarily those shown on federal and NYSDEC wetland maps, nor those that may have been 
delineated by representatives of the applicant. The actual boundaries of regulated wetland areas on 
a Project Site are those that have been certified by the ACOE and the NYSDEC as a result of field 
inspection. In some cases, these boundaries differ significantly from existing mapping or from 
field delineations done on behalf of the applicant. Without these certifications, there is no way to 
know if the wetland boundaries depicted on the site plan, as well as assessments of wetland 
impacts, are accurate.  
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Response: A signed map from the NYSDEC has been provided in Appendix H. See also, the 
response to Comment B.172.61. 
 
Comment B.172.64: (Page 40, Paragraph 7) In the case of the proposed LEGOLAND site plan, 
there are two particular areas of concern regarding wetlands. The first is in regard to federally 
regulated wetlands. Wetland mapping that was prepared in 2006 for a previously proposed 
subdivision, the Hamlet at Goshen, shows two federally-regulated wetlands within what would be 
the footprint of the theme park, and a third federally-regulated wetland within what would be the 
footprint of the parking lot. None of these are shown on current wetland mapping. Wetlands just 
don’t suddenly disappear. It is rather curious and suspicious that wetlands that had been shown for 
another development proposal happen to “disappear” precisely within the area of development 
proposed for LEGOLAND.  
 
The second concern involves NYSDEC-regulated wetlands. The published NYSDEC wetland 
maps are meant to be a guide. Where significant wetland resources exist, the NYSDEC requires 
that the wetland boundary be confirmed in the field by their staff. The resultant regulated boundary 
may be more or less extensive than what is indicated on the published maps, and may even include 
entirely new areas not previously mapped. To this point, there are two mapped federally regulated 
wetlands within the subject property that are large enough to potentially be regulated by the 
NYSDEC. The first of these is in the southwestern portion of the property near Conklingtown 
Road. It would not be affected by the current LEGOLAND proposal, but could be if further 
development occurs under the proposed rezoning. The second area is the large wetland in the 
extreme northern part of the property, adjacent to Harriman Drive…there is a strong possibility 
that the regulated area could include hydrologically connected wetlands situated along a 
watercourse to the south of the main body of the wetland system. If so, the proposed hotel and the 
eastern edge of the theme park… would all be within the NYSDEC-regulated 100-foot adjacent 
area. It is highly unlikely that the Project, as proposed, could obtain a NYSDEC wetlands permit 
for this degree of encroachment if this area were determined to be regulated. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.172.62.  Staff from both agencies walked the site with the 
Project Sponsor’s wetland biologist to confirm findings.  The extent of the federally regulated 
wetlands on site will be confirmed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as part of the PCN review 
process.  The NYSDEC confirmed the extent of State regulated wetlands on site in December 
2016. 
 
Comment B.172.65: (Figure III-7) In yet another example of the inadequacy of the figures 
provided in the DEIS, the key for Figure III-7 (Surface Water Resources) indicates two types of 
cross-hatching to identify federal wetlands and NYSDEC wetlands, but fails to actually use the 
cross-hatching on the figure itself. This greatly inhibits the informational and analytical value of 
this figure. In addition, to further increase its effectiveness, Figure III-7 should also depict the 
boundary of the NYSDEC-regulated adjacent area (buffer). 
 
Response:  Should a reader find Figure III-7 difficult to read, all site plans documents label 
NYSDEC and Federal wetlands. NYSDEC regulated adjacent areas are also shown on the site 
plan. 
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Comment B.172.66: Comment 69: (Page 41, Paragraph 4) The DEIS represents that the Project 
will only impact 0.075 acre of wetland, and therefore “falls under the 0.1 acre disturbance threshold 
and no individual permit nor any compensatory wetland mitigation will be required.” Although 
not identified in the DEIS, this statement refers to Federal Nationwide Permit #18 (NWP 18), but 
NWP 18, like all NWPs, is subject to an extensive list of conditions. One of these is that the 
contemplated action requiring the wetland disturbance not disturb any sites that are either listed on 
or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The DEIS confirms the presence 
of at least one NRHP archaeological site that will be destroyed by the proposed action, so the 
conditions for NWP 18 are not met. Any disturbance of federal wetlands will therefore be subject 
to Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) review, and the ACOE needs to be listed as an involved 
agency. 
 
Response:  The DEIS states that 2 identified archeological sites which are eligible for listing on 
the National Historic Register are located within the proposed area of disturbance and, “will 
require data recovery prior to any disturbance in this area in order to preserve all artifacts”, and 
therefore they will not be disturbed as is suggested.   
 
The Project Sponsor seeks coverage under Nationwide Permit #39 relating to commercial 
developments, and will comply with all conditions, including the need to obtain the concurrence 
of the State Historic Preservation Office, as previously identified in the DEIS. 
 
A total of 2.094 acres of federally regulated wetlands and 0.0.084 acres of NYSDEC regulated 
wetlands for a total of 2.178 acres of wetlands will be disturbed for both the Proposed Project and 
the revised off-site traffic improvement plan.  
 
Comment B.172.67: (Page 41, Paragraph 4) Moreover, it seems that far more than a tenth of an 
acre of wetlands are being disturbed. As noted [above], a 2006 wetland survey for the “Hamlet at 
Goshen” previously proposed on this property depicts all the same wetlands shown in the 
LEGOLAND DEIS, but also shows three wetlands that are mysteriously absent from the 
LEGOLAND plans.  Two of these wetlands are shown in the footprint of the LEGOLAND park, 
and one is shown within the footprint of the parking lot.  These wetlands would be eliminated with 
the proposed LEGOLAND construction, and, if properly included in the mapping, it is clear that 
the wetland impact would increase to an amount well in excess of 0.1 acre. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.172.64 above.  
 
Comment B.172.68: (Page 41, Paragraph 4) The Scoping Document requires discussion of “the 
extent of, and need for, any wetland disturbances.” However, there is no discussion of the location, 
description, nor any reason cited for the identified 3,267 square feet (0.075 acres) of wetland 
disturbance for the proposed action. The “additional +/- 430 square feet” of temporary wetland 
disturbance is also left as a mystery. 
 
Response:  A total of 2.094 acres of federally regulated wetlands and 0.0.084 acres of NYSDEC 
regulated wetlands for a total of 2.178 acres of wetlands will be disturbed for both the Proposed 
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Project and the revised off-site traffic improvement plan.  See Figure 9: Wetland Disturbance and 
Mitigation. 
 
Comment B.172.69: Lending further credence to the probability that the amount of wetland 
disturbance and elimination has been underestimated is a numerical calculation elsewhere in the 
DEIS. On page 43, the existing condition description describes the existence of 116.72 acres of 
wetland, whereas the potential impacts described on page 54 identify a post-development condition 
of 115 acres of wetlands. This would equate to a wetland disturbance of 1.72 acres, far above the 
0.075 acre otherwise claimed. The acreage represented by the three “mystery” wetlands could very 
well account for this discrepancy. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.172.64 above.  
 
Comment B.172.70: (Page 41, Paragraph 5) Any NYSDEC-regulated wetlands on the property 
have a regulated 100-foot adjacent area, whose benefits are touted in the DEIS, as well as the fact 
that the current LEGOLAND plans would avoid any encroachment into the adjacent area… 
Federally regulated wetlands do not have a regulated buffer, but the benefits of preserving a buffer 
would nonetheless be identical as described for the NYSDEC regulated wetlands. Similar to the 
description provided for the NYSDEC wetland, a watercourse bounded by wetlands is situated 
immediately east of the eastern edge of the proposed LEGOLAND theme park. The naturally 
vegetated area adjacent to these wetlands and watercourse provide all the same benefits cited in 
the quoted sentences, namely, stream stabilization, erosion control, filtration of pollutants which 
may be carried by stormwater, reduction of the potential for flooding, and the provision of shade, 
temperature control and critical habitat. Yet, the proposed plans would place 60+/- feet of fill 
behind a retaining wall directly at the wetland edge, completely destroying the buffer and 
eliminating these beneficial functions. Yet, while the DEIS makes sure to note that the “function 
of this buffer will not be impacted” in the case of the NYSDEC wetlands, there is no mention of 
the adverse impact that will result by the elimination of any buffer between the 
wetland/watercourse system and the proposed construction of the LEGOLAND theme park, hotel, 
and deep areas of fill. 
 
Response:  In addition to size as mentioned above, there is also a difference in quality in the 
NYSDEC wetlands and various Federal wetlands on the site. In some instances there are benefits 
to preservation of buffers around wetland areas.  For this reason, the Project Sponsor has provided 
additional undisturbed land around many of the Federal wetlands which is not required. In some 
cases, the park design does not allow for such additional areas.  While there are benefits to the 
provision of additional land, it is not required by law and disturbance of these areas are permitted.  
 
Comment B.172.71: (Page 41, Paragraph 5) It is important to note that the purpose of a SEQR 
review is to identify environmental impacts, not just discuss compliance with various 
governmental regulations. As stated in the SEQR Handbook, “An Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is a document that impartially analyzes the full range of potential significant 
adverse environmental impacts of a proposed action and how those impacts can be avoided or 
minimized.” Rather than being impartial, this DEIS demonstrates bias in favor of the proposed 
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action when the avoidance of impacts is identified, but adverse impacts, as noted, are completely 
ignored. 
 
Response:  All potential environmental impacts are evaluated as required in the DEIS in 
accordance with the adopted Scope.  Unavoidable adverse impacts were identified, analyzed and 
summarized in the DEIS.  See also, response to Comment A.77.4. 
 
Comment B.172.72: (Page 41, Paragraph 5) It should be further noted that the Otter Kill and its 
tributaries has been designated by both the NYSDEC and the US EPA as a “threatened” stream, 
in large part due to thermal increases due to development in the watershed. The overall addition 
of 80+/- acres of impervious surfaces, plus the described (Comment 73) encroachment at the edge 
of the wetlands along a tributary to the Otter Kill will exacerbate this threat. The statement in the 
DEIS that there will be no impacts to the Otter Kill only considers direct encroachment/filling, and 
is made without consideration of these potential impacts. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  According to the Orange County Open Space Plan (2004) the 
following Orange County water bodies are listed as “Priority Water Bodies by the NYSDEC”.  It 
is noted that water bodies which pass through Orange County may be listed as threatened or 
impaired in other counties but the segments which flow through Orange County are not.  The 
following table is from that document which lists each of the priority waterbodies.  
 
 

Segment  Condition  Primary Source 
Dwaar Kill  Threatened Urban runoff
Greenwood Lake  Impaired Urban runoff
Hudson River  Impaired Contaminated sediment
Longhouse Creek  Threatened On-site systems
Lower Mongaup River  Impaired Hydromodification
Mombasha Lake  Threatened Urban runoff
Orange Lake  Stressed On-site systems
Pakanasink Creek  Threatened Urban runoff
Palisades Park Lake  Threatened Acid rain
Palisades Park Pond  Threatened Acid rain
Pochuck Creek  Stressed Agriculture
Quaker Creek  Stressed Agriculture
Quassaick Creek  Stressed Urban runoff
*Ramapo River  Stressed Other source
Rutgers Creek  Stressed Agriculture
*Wallkill River  Stressed Agriculture
Walton Lake  Stressed On-site systems 
Wawayanda Creek  Threatened Urban runoff 
Wheeler Creek  Stressed Agriculture 
Woodbury Creek  Threatened Private 

 
County streams are discussed later in the plan in terms of biodiversity.  The Otter Kill/ Moodna is 
listed as a “priority” in terms of freshwater biodiversity. However, as shown in the associated map 
(labeled as #6), the classification ends further north of the Project Site.  The recommendation for 
these streams is, “land use regulations throughout the watershed as well as creating or maintaining 
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vegetative buffers along the water body itself.” The Town of Goshen has a Stream Overlay District 
which is consistent with these regulations.    

 
Comment B.172.73: (Page 41, Paragraph 5) The statement in the DEIS that there will be no 
impacts to the Otter Kill also does not consider how the impacts to its tributary…may impact upon 
the Otter Kill to which it flows. As is discussed in more detail in a separate letter by my colleague, 
Paul Rubin, Project construction will almost certainly result in degradation of Project Site 
wetlands. 
 
Response:  Road crossings over the onsite tributary to the Otter Kill have been designed with open 
bottom culverts specifically to avoid impact and protect species which may utilize this waterbody.  
Further, stormwater management plans incorporate sand filters and other water quality measures 
as required by the NYSDEC design manual.   
 
Comment B.172.74: (Page 42, Paragraph 4) The DEIS does not directly address what impact the 
use of herbicides may have on wetlands. The DEIS notes that herbicides can be carried by 
stormwater, and that stormwater would be treated, but there is no declaration that any of the 
proposed treatment would be effective in removing herbicides or otherwise rendering them 
ineffective. Stormwater treatment processes like filtration and sedimentation may have no effect 
on herbicides in solution form, so it may be possible that discharged herbicides may have an 
adverse impact on wetland vegetation. This is especially true where wetland buffers have been 
eliminated (i.e. along federal wetlands), and features receiving treatment (such as tops of retaining 
walls) are situated directly adjacent to wetlands, and may be able to directly enter the wetland 
without receiving any treatment whatsoever. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.2.18 above.  
 
Comment B.172.75: (Page 42, Paragraph 5) Salt is virtually infinitely soluble. Stormwater 
management features typically have little or no effect on removing salt. The DEIS provides no 
basis for making the conclusory statement that “It is unlikely de-icing agents would negatively 
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impact surface water resources.” Other first flush stormwater contaminants that may not be readily 
removed are also of concern, such as pesticides, hydrocarbons, heavy metals, etc. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.5.7 above.  
 
Comment B.172.76: (Page 42, Paragraph 6) The Project Site is located within both Aquifer 
Overlay Districts #3 (AQ-3) and #6 (AQ-6), so designated by the Town of Goshen Zoning Code 
for restricted development so as to protect underlying groundwater resources. While the Project is 
proposed to utilize Village of Goshen public water supplies, existing wells onsite are proposed to 
be transferred to service the neighboring Arcadia Hills neighborhood. As such, the protection of 
these groundwater resources, and maintaining their recharge from the surface, are important 
considerations that are dismissed in this paragraph in a single sentence: “The Goshen water supply 
wells are located in the Town of Wallkill; therefore water quality would not be impacted by 
development of the site.” 
 
Response:  The Project Site is not located in the AQ-6 overlay district and no reference to this 
overlay district is provided in the DEIS.  Two of the onsite wells are proposed to be dedicated to 
the Town of Goshen for municipal purposes.  The use of these wells is up to the Town. In order to 
ensure protection of these wells, a control area will also be provided to the Town of Goshen 
consistent with Health Department Standards.  The area where the wells are located are also 
proposed to be placed in a conservation easement; no development could take place in this area 
which would provide permanent protection the wetland area and the wells and therefore no adverse 
impacts are anticipated to on-site wells.  
 
Comment B.172.77: (Page 42, Paragraph 6) In that [same] sentence, however, the DEIS does 
acknowledge that the Project will be withdrawing groundwater from a wellfield owned by the 
Village of Goshen in the Town of Wallkill. Whether the withdrawal occurs within the Project Site, 
or within another municipality, the Project will nonetheless cause the withdrawal of a projected 
peak demand of 255,394 GPD. The withdrawal of such a significant volume of water still does 
pose a potential adverse impact in proximity to the point of withdrawal. The Project sponsor has 
acknowledged the need for the development of an additional well to service their water demand 
through its commitment to pay the entirety of the expenses incurred for the development of that 
well. Any impacts that may occur from the development of that new well, including any depletion 
of that aquifer, is a potential adverse impact of the proposed action and must be studied in this 
SEQR review. 
 
Response: This comment is incorrect. The DEIS does not conclude, nor does the report from the 
Village of Goshen’s civil engineer, that a new well is required to be constructed to supply the 
Proposed Project.  A new well is being evaluated to supplement the Village’s system for potential 
future use.  Even if that well is not developed, there are sufficient water resources to supply the 
Village’s present and buildout demands, and the demands of the Project, all under drought 
conditions.  
 
Initial pump testing on this potential new Village well shows the new well can yield an additional 
300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During 
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the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing production 
wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing 
wells or over utilized the aquifer.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was 
insignificant (see report from the Village’s engineer in Appendix G).    
 
Comment B.172.78: (Page 43, Paragraph 4) Paragraph D.1. of the Scoping Document requires that 
the DEIS “identify the trees deemed significant as provided by the Town Code.”… The DEIS 
instead provides a survey of only “(s)ignificant, mature trees, over 36 inches in diameter…in areas 
which are to be disturbed,” which amounts to a total of just 45 trees. This is a far cry from the 
requirement that the applicant survey the location of all trees with a diameter of 8 inches and above. 
In addition, Article IX does not limit the tree survey to just the “areas which are to be disturbed.” 
This provision was included to aid the Planning Board in locating site improvements in the most 
appropriate areas of a site. Even so, qualifying 8-inch trees within just the 140 acres of proposed 
disturbance likely number in the hundreds, possibly thousands, making this yet another example 
of the plethora of information missing from the DEIS. The fact that these trees are not shown in 
the tree survey in the DEIS radically understates the impact of the proposed action on forested 
lands, and prohibits a substantive review of this impact by interested parties. 
 
Response:  The Protocol for identifying trees on the Project Site was established in consultation 
with the Planning Board and its consultants.  The DEIS provides species data on the trees within 
the site and provides an overall total acreage of the forested habitat and the total acreage of the 
amount of this habitat to be removed.  Trees only within the area of disturbance are surveyed 
because all other trees outside of this area are to remain undisturbed.  Little environmental 
information would be gained by identifying trees which are to remain undisturbed on the site.   
 
In addition, the Project Sponsor engaged the services of a licensed arborist to evaluate trees and 
wooded areas on the Project Site.  A copy of the arborist’s report and recommendations is included 
as Appendix O. 
 
Comment B.172.79: (Page 45, Paragraph 2) The DEIS provides a curious reason, in part, to dismiss 
the presence of bog turtle habitat on the Project Site: “The on-site emergent wetlands identified 
along the Gumwood swale was not determined to be potential habitat since the NYSDEC wetland 
maps do not identify the wetland as potential (bog turtle) habitat.” The NYSDEC wetland maps 
did not identify any part of the onsite wetlands as bog turtle habitat, first and foremost, because it 
is not a function of the NYSDEC wetland maps. Bog turtle habitat, or any wildlife habitat, for that 
matter, would not be identified on this wetland map or on any other. Beyond that, the absence of 
mapping data is never a basis for concluding actual absence. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.9.23 above.  
 
Comment B.172.80: (Page 51, Paragraph 3) Given the large amount of wetland on the property 
and the presence of the Otter Kill, there is a high likelihood for the presence of eastern box turtle, 
spotted turtle, and wood turtle, all of which are “special concern” species. The wood turtle is in 
fact noted as occupying the Otter Kill in the Moodna Creek Watershed and Management Plan. The 
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DEIS is completely silent on the status of these species on the Project Site, which would lead to 
the presumption that the site was not checked for their presence. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.64.9 above.  
 
Comment B.172.81: (Page 53, Last Paragraph) Does the calculation of wetland impact include the 
off-site wetland impacts discussed on pages 52 and 53? 
 
Response:  As shown on the wetland disturbance and mitigation plan (Figure 9) both onsite and 
offsite wetland impacts have been provided and broken down as such.  
 
Comment B.172.82: (Page 54, Paragraph 1) If the pre-development amount of wetlands is 116.72 
acres, and there is less than 0.1 acre wetland impact, the post-development amount of wetlands 
should be greater than 115 acres as cited. What is the discrepancy? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.63 above.  
 
Comment B.172.83: (Page 54, Paragraph 4) The DEIS is incorrect to claim that “the forested area 
to remain will not be fragmented.” One of the most significant aspects of an unfragmented forest 
is that it provides habitat for wildlife species that depend on deep forest conditions removed from 
developed areas. The development of land within a forest will have a “fragmenting effect” deep 
into the surrounding woodland, especially where there will be heavy proximate road usage. Here, 
the proposed development will be surrounded by a ring road. The major ecological effect of roads 
has received increased attention in the past several decades and has spawned a number of studies 
… These studies have concluded that roads have a detrimental influence on wildlife populations 
due to the direct effect of road kill, but also by affecting behavior and communication due to road 
noise creating a "road-effect zone".  Increasing traffic loads leads to greater negative effects … 
The scoping document required “Discussion of fragmentation of large habitat blocks extending 
onto adjacent properties.”  The assessment in the DEIS fails to adequately address this impact. 
 
Response:  The fact that additional roads will be present on the Project Site does not affect the 
level of fragmentation of the forested areas post-construction.  Southern areas of the Project Site, 
on the opposite of the utility easement will remain undisturbed and will continue to seamlessly 
connect to properties on both the east and west of the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.172.84: (Page 56, Paragraph 1) The statement that “there are no aquifers underneath 
the Project Site” is incredibly misleading. While the Orange County GIS may not depict any sand 
and gravel aquifers underneath the Project Site, it is clear that bedrock aquifers exist by the very 
fact that there are existing wells onsite that are proposed to be transferred to Arcadia Hills. In fact, 
the Orange County Groundwater Study Map prepared for the Town of Goshen indicates multiple 
points on the Project Site that are labeled “FAVORABLE LOCATION FOR TARGETING HIGH 
YIELDING BEDROCK WELL.” 
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Response:  While the site may have been identified as having potential for high-yield wells, there 
is no aquifer beneath the Project Site. A map from the Orange County Water Authority is provided 
in Response to Comment C.1 below to further confirm this finding.   
 
Comment B.172.85: (Page 56, Paragraph 1) In the same paragraph, the DEIS first states that no 
impacts to groundwater are anticipated essentially because the Proposed Project itself is not 
utilizing groundwater, is complying with NYSDEC stormwater practices, and will have more than 
380 acres of undeveloped open space. The very next sentence goes on to say that if “the Proposed 
Project was intending to utilize groundwater for supply purposes, while also altering the land 
surface of the recharge area, a more detailed analysis would be required.” By the wording of the 
quoted sentence, the authors of the DEIS obviously acknowledge that the “altering the land surface 
of the recharge area” will have a potential impact upon groundwater, which is in direct 
contradiction to the previous statement that no impacts are anticipated…. Why would there be a 
potential impact from “altering the land surface of the recharge area” if that groundwater is used 
by LEGOLAND, but not if it used by the residents of Arcadia Hills? 
 
Response:  The DEIS provides an analysis of recharge to the site based on annual rainfall. It is 
confirmed that if the Project was intending to create impervious surfaces and utilize groundwater, 
then a more detailed analysis would be appropriate.  The Proposed Action does not evaluate the 
potential of the wells to serve Arcadia Hills, as their connection to the Arcadia Hills Water District 
will be determined by the Town Board at a later date.  The Proposed Project will dedicate two of 
the onsite wells to the Town of Goshen for municipal purposes. Any use of those well would be at 
the discretion of the Town Board.  The Arcadia Hills subdivision currently obtains water supply 
from a system of wells.  The future use of the wells located on the Project Site would not serve 
any new or additional population, but would only supplement the existing Arcadia Hills Water 
District’s supply.   
 
Comment B.172.86: (Page 56, Paragraph 1) This entire discussion of groundwater impacts is 
misplaced in the Existing Conditions section, and may be missed by a reader concentrating on just 
the potential impacts from the proposed action. 
 
Response: A discussion of potential impacts to the existing wells is provided in Section III-E 
under ‘Potential Impacts’ in the Groundwater and Water Supply Section.  This is the appropriate 
location for this information. 
 
Comment B.172.87: (Page 56, Paragraph 4) The projected water demand is based entirely on a 
single sample; the water usage at LEGOLAND Windsor in England. Any Projection based on a 
single sample must be considered unreliable, especially when that single sample is from outside 
the country and within a climate that has not been shown to be comparable. The DEIS makes no 
attempt to demonstrate how the two parks would be comparable, or in what ways they may differ.  
 
Response:  A comparison to the Windsor park to justify the water demand Projection was provided 
in the DEIS on page 56 as follows: “To determine anticipated water demand, usage from 
LEGOLAND Windsor was utilized as a benchmark due to the similar size and seasonal nature of 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-571 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

the park. LEGOLAND Windsor is a 150-acre park with approximately 2.2 million visitors per year 
with two water attractions but no waterpark such as those provided in Florida and California.”  
 
Comment B.172.88: Neither does the Projection provide for any range or deviation from the water 
demand figures from LEGOLAND Windsor. The actual water demand for the Proposed Project 
may be significantly more or less than what has been experienced at LEGOLAND Windsor. 
Obviously, the Projections used for planning the Proposed Project would be fine if the actual water 
demand turns out to be less, but given the small margin of projected surplus for the future Village 
of Goshen water supply system, underestimating the demand could have significant ramifications. 
Proper planning would require developing some method to establish a reasonable projected range 
of water demand. This could be based on a summation of Projections for the individual components 
proposed as part of the Project, or Projections that include data not only from the Windsor park, 
but also, as required by the Adopted Scope, calculations of the water demand at the LEGOLAND 
parks in Florida and California subtracting the portion of the demand created by the water parks.  
 
Response:  The comment that the Village of Goshen has a “small margin of projected surplus” is 
incorrect.  With a current permitted water taking of 1,300,000 gallons per day, the Village would 
have an available water taking of 502,562 gallons per day in reserve on the average day, and 
351,006 gallons per day in the peak month of July.  See the Report of James M. Farr, P.E. dated 
March 13, 2017 and included in Appendix G. 
 
In addition, water usage data at California and Florida broken down by specific area of the park 
was not available.  Further, given the hotter climates of both Winter Haven and Carlsbad water 
usage figures must account for increased irrigation needs.  In order to ensure a conservative 
estimate, projected water demand was based on daily demand in the peak month of July.   
 
Comment B.172.89: Traffic coming from many parts of New Jersey, including the counties of 
Sussex, Warren, Passaic, Morris, Hunterdon, and others would not utilize major highways to 
access the proposed LEGOLAND theme park as there is no favorable direct highway route to 
LEGOLAND from these areas. Most of this traffic would funnel through the Town of Warwick 
via Routes 94 and 17A. Warwick’s local economy relies on four-season tourism and agri-tourism. 
During peak periods, such as the combined fall foliage/apple picking season, traffic volumes cause 
the level of service of local road system in Warwick to fail. This would be happening during an 
active season for LEGOLAND. Any additional traffic volume in Warwick will exacerbate this 
existing problem, possibly to the point of dissuading tourism in Warwick and adversely impacting 
the local economy. None of this is considered in the DEIS. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.58.1 above.  
 
Comment B.172.90: (Page 106, Paragraph 1) According to the Town of Goshen Zoning Overlay 
Map, the Project Site is located within both the AQ-3 and AQ-6 Aquifer Overlay Districts. In fact, 
except for a small portion of the Proposed Parking lot, the entirety of the proposed LEGOLAND 
development is within the AQ-6 Aquifer Overlay District, not the AQ-3, as reported in the DEIS. 
The Town Code provides no explanation regarding the difference between the two designations. 
It appears the only practical difference may be that residential development within the AQ-6 
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district would require a minimum of 3 “unconstrained acres” per residence versus 2 unconstrained 
acres in the AQ-3 district. This implies that land within the AQ-6 district, which as noted 
encompasses the area now proposed for development, is more sensitive to development, or would 
benefit from less impervious surfaces, than land within the AQ-3 district. Given this, the DEIS 
should provide an explanation of the differing criteria for the two districts, and what implications 
that may have in regard to the proposed action. 
 
Response:  The Project Site is not located in the AQ-6 overlay district. See Town of Goshen 
Overlay Map provided in response to Comment B.2.76 above.  
 
Comment B.172.91: (Page 106, Paragraph 2) The DEIS identifies the location Stream Corridor 
and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District on the Project Site as running along the Otter Kill. This 
is an incomplete statement. As implied in its name, it also includes the entirety of the onsite 
watershed that drains to the Goshen reservoirs. The stated purpose of the Overlay District is “to 
regulate land uses within stream corridors and reservoir watersheds to protect water quality, scenic 
resources, and the overall appearance of the community, as well as to reduce the risk of damage 
from flooding.” Part of this Overlay District is directly within the area of land being developed as 
part of the LEGOLAND proposal, but this fact is ignored in the DEIS. The proposed action does 
not appear to be in compliance with the stated goals of this Overlay District. By removing 140 
acres of natural vegetation and adversely affecting the view from Arcadia Hills, the proposed 
action does not seem to preserve scenic resources and the “overall appearance of the community”. 
In addition, the introduction of vast amounts of impervious surfaces, despite the presence of 
stormwater control measures, will increase the risk of damage from flooding from the increasing 
number of storms that are now exceeding the magnitudes of 100-year storms. 
 
Response:  None of the Project Site drains to the Goshen Reservoirs.  Rather, stormwater on the 
site drains to the Otterkill and north to two culverts under NYS Route 17.  Regulations related to 
the Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District are discussed in the DEIS and the 
Proposed Project is consistent with all regulations.  The Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed 
Overlay District does not regulate views of the site nor does it regulate disturbance of land on a 
site outside of the 150-foot setback from the mean high water level of the subject watercourse.  A 
full Stormwater Management plan has been prepared to mitigate stormwater impacts related to the 
increased amount of impervious surfaces (see Appendix D).   
 
Comment B.172.92: (Page 109, Paragraph 4) The DEIS provides the conclusory statement, “As 
buffers are provided between this site and other town parcels, the zoning is not anticipated to have 
long term impacts other parcels in the Town.” This statement is made without explanation or 
analysis as to how the simple provision of a buffer might eliminate all potential impacts that might 
occur from the proposed rezoning. The conclusion is obviously simplistic, and contrary to the 
“hard look” standard embodied in SEQR. 
 
Response: The referenced language discusses impacts related to the rezoning only.  Impacts 
related to construction and operation of the Proposed Project on neighboring properties are 
discussed throughout the DEIS.  
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-573 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Comment B.172.93: (Page 110, Paragraphs 1,2) The DEIS notes the “identified affordable housing 
target for the Town of Goshen is 3,401 owner-occupied units and 1,442 rental units by 2020,” 
including both the Town and Village of Goshen. This need was largely intended to be met through 
the Hamlet Residential (HR) zoning designation applied to the subject property, which would no 
longer be available. To compensate for this lost potential, the DEIS cites that “the town permits 
accessory apartments in all single family residential units in all residential zones subject to the 
availability of adequate utilities” and “this provision could provide up to 2,980 additional rental 
units into the Town thus making it possible for Goshen to meet the Three County Housing Needs 
Assessment target for rental housing.” This calculation is based on the conclusion that 
approximately 85% of Goshen’s single family homes were eligible to have accessory apartments. 
However, to conjecture that there would be any significant number of single family homeowners 
who would even be interested in putting an accessory apartment in their home is completely 
without basis, and no reasonable analysis could draw the conclusions implied in the DEIS. Rather, 
it should be acknowledged that the proposed action will have the impact of leaving the 
Town/Village of Goshen with inadequate means to meet this need, and this shortfall must be met 
in some other fashion. 
 
Response:  The commenter’s conclusion is incorrect. The measure for the availability of a 
municipality to meet its affordable housing goals is not dependent on any particular form of zoning, 
but on whether there is the availability to provide such housing under applicable zoning.  As stated 
in the DEIS, other areas of the Town are zoned for Hamlet Residential and could be developed as 
such.  The DEIS also clearly states that the 85% assumption of accessory apartments is taken 
directly from the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Comment B.172.94: (Page 110, Paragraphs 1,2) The local labor force in Goshen and immediate 
surrounding areas will likely be insufficient to fill the projected number of jobs that would be 
created. Accordingly, at the same time that the proposed action is reducing Goshen’s ability to 
meet its projected demand for affordable housing, it is proposing to create hundreds of low-paying 
jobs that will create a new demand for affordable housing as workers are brought in from outside 
the local area. This demand will induce development of affordable housing in Goshen, which in 
turn will pose potential impacts (such as in the local school system) that are not considered in the 
DEIS. 
 
Response:  Affordable housing in the Town of Goshen and the reduction of land for multi-family 
housing as a result of the proposed rezoning is addressed in Section III-K of the DEIS beginning 
on page 109.  This section details available affordable housing in the Town (beginning on page 
110) as follows: “Based on the 2014 American Community Survey the Town and Village of Goshen 
have 1,311 multifamily housing units which are considered affordable.  Currently 5 additional 
affordable units are under Town Planning Board review (within Rolling Ridge and Maplewood 
Village residential subdivisions) and an additional 8 multifamily units are under review by the 
Village Planning Board.  To meet additional projected housing needs the Town of Goshen has a 
mandatory affordable housing requirement for all residential developments containing more than 
10 units (Section 97-24 of the Town Zoning Code).” 
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No housing is proposed as part of the Proposed Action.  It can reasonably be expected that many 
of jobs at the Proposed Project would be filled by currently unemployed residents already living 
in the surrounding area. If 1% of the Proposed Project employees were to be new residents in the 
Town of Goshen, the town’s population would increase by 13 people, or 0.09%. If 5% of the 
Proposed Project employees were to be new residents in the Town of Goshen, the town’s 
population would increase by 80 people, or 0.58%. Also, not every employee will choose to live 
in the Town of Goshen, but may choose to live in nearby neighboring jurisdictions. Any 
development of housing would need to prepare its own analysis under SEQR which would include 
school impacts.  
 
Comment B.172.95: (Page 112, Paragraph 1) The proposed action is inconsistent with the Orange 
County Water Master Plan in that it will create a large demand for water within a system that is 
currently experiencing shortages and has not demonstrated that it could be expanded to meet the 
new demand.   
 
Response:  Based on the system data provided in the Village’s water and sewer engineer, the 
Village of Goshen’s water supply system is not currently experiencing any shortage or capacity 
issue.  The supply system does not require an expansion to provide service to the Proposed Project.  
 
Comment B.172.96: (Page 112, Paragraph 4) The discussion of the Moodna Creek Watershed and 
Management Plan fails to note the importance given specifically to the Otter Kill in the Plan… 
[The plan states, “These streams, listed below, have been added to NYS’s Priority Waterbodies 
List (PWL)…Moodna Creek, Upper and Minor Tribs Category: Minor Impacts…  Otter Kill/Black 
Meadow Creek and Tribs Category: Threatened Habitat/hydrology KNOWN to be 
THREATENED Causes: Water level/flow, thermal changes Sources: Construction, Habitat 
Modification…These streams and their tributaries are in need of enhanced protections to prevent 
further degradation and to restore their integrity.”   
 
As shown, the Otter Kill and its tributaries are the only portion of the Moodna Creek Watershed 
to be given a known “Threatened” status.  It should be noted that the Plan advises that not only the 
Otter Kill itself, but also its tributaries are in need of “enhanced protections to prevent further 
degradation”.  It should be further noted that a primary cause of this threatened status is thermal 
changes caused by construction.  The proposed action will not only add 80+/- acres of impervious 
surfaces in close proximity to the Otter Kill, which will have the potential impact of delivering 
warmer stormwater into this Threatened watercourse, it will also completely destroy a significant 
portion of the buffer along wetlands and a tributary to the Otter Kill with a hotel, parking areas, 
and theme park features situated on up to 60 feet of fill behind a retaining wall.  The proposed 
action must therefore be considered to be incompatible with the Moodna Creek Watershed and 
Management Plan.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.90.42. 
 
Comment B.172.97: The statement that the “proposed Project incorporates riparian buffers of at 
least 100 feet around all onsite wetlands” is false.  The Proposed Project will encroach up to the 
edge of federal wetlands, placing fill behind retaining walls as high as 60 feet.  It will also 
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completely destroy wetlands that have not been identified within the footprint of the proposed 
development, but are shown on mapping for a Project previously proposed on the same property. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.172.40. 
 
Comment B.172.98: (Page 113, Paragraph 1)  Contrary to the conclusion provided in the DEIS, 
the proposed  action  is not in  compliance  with  the Town  of  Goshen  Open  Space  and  Farmland 
Protection Plan.  In particular, the Plan recommends that the Town of Goshen “establish and build 
a dedicated fund for the acquisition of open space including full fee title, conservation easements, 
development rights, and options for purchase where appropriate.” Specifically, the DEIS makes a 
point of stating on page 27 that “(t)he land will not be subject to any deed restriction or 
conservation easement as no such restrictions are required.” The referenced goal is repeated in 
Chapter 71 “Open Space Preservation and Acquisition” of the Town Code.  Accordingly, the 
proposed action is also not in compliance with this Town Code chapter. 
  
Response:  The referenced recommendation from the Town’s Open Space and Farmland 
Preservation Plan is a recommendation for a legislative action by the Town of Goshen to establish 
an open space fund.  This recommendation has nothing to do with development of any kind nor 
does it reference any particular purpose or property.  The Proposed Project is consistent with this 
plan as stated in the DEIS.   
 
In addition, The Project Sponsor has offered to permanently preserve 150 acres of the 522 acre site 
by a conservation easement, including wooded areas and buffers around the perimeters of the site. 
 
Comment B.172.99: The authors of the DEIS also seem to stretch to find some compliance with 
the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan, but the truth is that the proposed action is clearly not in 
compliance.  In the chapter “Results and Discussions”, the Plan advises, “Rather than dealing with 
development-related environmental concerns solely on a site-by-site, reactive basis, we must also 
proactively plan for those resources within a broader, landscape-scale context.  By understanding 
where biodiversity exists within the three towns, we can begin to plan around those resources.  
Areas of lesser importance for biodiversity are more suitable for development. ”The Plan then goes 
on to identify sectors with the study area that are “critical for biodiversity” and therefore not 
suitable for intensive development.  The accompanying map puts the entirety of the Project site, 
inclusive of the proposed LEGOLAND theme park into Biodiversity Area “2”, which encompasses 
what is described as a “biodiversity hub” that includes the Otter Kill and surrounding natural 
landscape.  Despite the curious attempt in the DEIS to find some point of compatibility, intensive 
development of any part of the high-biodiversity areas designated in the Plan is incontrovertibly 
incompatible with the Plan. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project, which maintains various measures to limit developmental 
impact on regulated wetland areas and streams, and also proposes to buffer the development from 
habitat resources and neighboring uses, meets the goal of the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan 
to balance conservation and development.  See the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan at page 22.  
See also the responses to Comments B.90.42 and B.90.89. 
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Comment B.172.100: (Page 114, Paragraph 4) The DEIS states, “The Proposed Project is designed 
to ensure consistency with recommendations in both the Open Space Plan and the Southern 
Wallkill Biodiversity Plan.”  … The proposed project is not in compliance with either plan. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect. The Orange County Open Space Plan inventories a wide variety of 
recreational and open space resources and touts their many benefits.  The plan also reinforces the 
“Priority Growth Area” concept as described in the Orange County Comprehensive Plan.  
Recommendations in this plan are County-wide and are set on a five-year horizon, expiring in 
2009.  The plan, therefore does not address present day open space goals or make any longer term 
recommendations for development of land.  See response to Comment B.90.42 regarding the 
Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan.   
 
Comment B.172.101: The DEIS does not provide any analysis of “impacts to the operations and 
maintenance costs for road maintenance including Town Highway Department manpower, 
equipment and materials” as required by Scoping Document Paragraph M.2. 
 
Response: None of the improvements to Harriman Drive or any of the other traffic related 
improvements are to be owned or maintained by the Town, and as a result, will have no impact to 
the Town Highway Department.  While the majority of visitors traveling to the Proposed Project 
will utilize non-town roads, some traffic may utilize town roads.  The proportion of vehicles 
currently traveling town roads compared to the expected increase is minimal, and as a result no 
significant impacts are anticipated to town highway maintenance costs. 
 
Comment B.172.102: (Pages 130-131, Images 3  & 4, and Post-Development Images 3 & 4) To 
assess visual impact, the DEIS provides two existing conditions views (Images 3 & 4), and then 
corresponding Post-Development Images 3 & 4 to purportedly demonstrate that the view of the 
hotel will have minimal impact.  There are several problems with these comparisons (that will be 
discussed in this and following comments) that make their analytical value questionable.  First, the 
post-development images  are located  following  page  142,  about  a  dozen  pages  later, making 
comparison of the pre-and post-development images difficult.   
 
Response:  The format of the visual impact section and resulting location of the images follows 
the same format as all other sections of the document which separates existing conditions, potential 
impacts and proposed mitigations. This format is established by the Adopted Scope.   
 
Comment B.172.103: (Pages 130-131, Images  3  &  4,  and  Post-Development  Images  3  &  4)  
Secondly, the distance from the vantage point for Image 3 is about 4,800 feet, or about 9/10 of a 
mile from the proposed location of the hotel.  Image 3 is also taken at a time of year when the trees 
are fully leafed out.  The lack of adverse visual impact from almost a mile away when trees are 
fully leafed out should come as no surprise.  
 
Response: Appendix M provides post-construction images depicting full leaf-off conditions. The 
locations from which all images were taken were established in the adopted scope. The location of 
Image 3, was chosen based on its location within the Town’s Scenic Road Overlay District, and 
the image depicts that impacts to this sensitive receptor will be minimal.  The DEIS provides a 
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discussion of each of the other images and the specific conditions which would impact to views of 
the Proposed Project. 
 
Comment B.172.104: (Page 131, Paragraph 1, and Post-Development Image 4) Likewise, 
according to the DEIS, Image 4 is taken from a distance of 2,600 feet, or about a half mile, from 
the edge of the Project site.  From that point, the hotel is about another 1,600 feet, or a total of 
about 4,200 feet distant.  The vantage point chosen is therefore more than 3/4 of a mile from the 
hotel.  The depiction of a hotel as it might be viewed as screened by fully leafed-out trees from 3/4 
mile away is of very little value in evaluating visual impact. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.103. 
 
Comment B.172.105:  (Page 131, Paragraph 1, and Post -development Image 4)  Secondly, while 
Image 4 is described as taken “with majority leaf-off conditions,” Post-Development Image 4 is a 
completely different  image,  taken  with  the  trees fully leafed out.  There is no explanation why 
the post-development image would reflect the conditions at the very time of year when natural 
screening would be in place, rather than a winter view when the maximum visual impact would 
occur. 
 
Response:  Post development image have been revised to reflect leaf-off conditions and the 
revised layout.  
 
Comment B.172.106:  The DEIS provides two existing condition images that would be much 
closer to the hotel.  Image 5 is taken from about 3400 feet from the proposed hotel, and Image 7 
is taken from about 1600 feet from the proposed hotel.  An analysis of the post-development view 
from these locations would be much more determinative, but is not provided.  This begs the 
question of why a total 16 pre-existing images are provided, while only 2 post-development images 
are provided to depict post-development conditions. 
 
Response:  The DEIS provides a discussion of each of the other images and the specific conditions 
which would impact to views of the Proposed Project including rationale for some vantage points 
having no visibility of the site.  It is also noted that the location of the hotel has been revised in the 
most recent proposed layout.  The proposed hotel is now proposed further west on the site, further 
from the adjacent residential neighborhood.  See Figure 2. 
 
Comment B.172.107:  (Pages 128-140 and Post-development images) Taken as a whole, none of 
the images successfully depict worst-case conditions to assess visual impact.  The images should 
be taken in winter with full leaf-off conditions, not “majority” leaf-off conditions and from key 
local vantage points.  This should include adjoining and nearby homeowners that will view the 
parking lot and loop road. Even the images with “majority” leaf-off conditions that were not used 
to depict post-development impacts still include a large number of trees with intact leaves that 
provide screening, and the trees in the two post-development images are fully leafed out.  In short, 
NONE of the visual impacts have been assessed in full “leaf-off” conditions, as required by the 
Scoping Document Paragraph N.2. 
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-578 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Response: Appendix M provides post-construction images depicting full leaf-off conditions. An 
additional cross section analysis is also provided in this Appendix from the closest residences.   
 
Comment B.172.108: (Page 134, Image 7) The sole focus on the impact of the view of the hotel in 
the post-development condition is also misplaced.  The single most significant visual impact will 
be from the parking lot, which would be only 900 feet away from the nearest residential properties.  
As noted earlier, the northeastern corner of the parking lot would be situated on top of 90 feet of 
fill at an elevation of 520 feet, 100 feet higher than the back yards of the closest residences at 
420+/- feet.  This would therefore be a massively altered landscape towering above the residences 
and the tree line.  The closest image presented in the DEIS that could be used to assess this impact 
is Image 7.  From that point, the parking lot then keeps rising to an elevation of about 615feet, or 
nearly 200 feet above these homes.  The DEIS should present a winter view from this location, or 
better yet, from one of the residential backyards closest to the Proposed Parking lot, depicting what 
the post-development view might look like.   
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  Existing elevations in the area of the Proposed Parking lot currently 
sit approximately 100 feet higher than the adjacent residential neighborhood.  So while this area 
is currently vacant, the landscaping would not be “massively altered”.  Further, the grading plan 
has been revised and the amount of fill and the height of the retaining wall for the eastern end of 
the parking area has been reduced.  Post development images reflect this revised layout and to 
further depict visual impact from neighboring residences, a cross section visual analysis has been 
provided (see Appendix M).   
 
Comment B.172.109: (Page  133,  Image  6) Another target  area  that  could  have  been  chosen  
to demonstrate the potential visual impact is of the “back-of-house” facilities.  As noted earlier, 
the parking lot for the back-of-house area will be situated at an elevation of about 470 feet, 70 feet 
higher than the backyards of the nearest homes to the east at an elevation of approximately 400 
feet.  The closest image provided in the DEIS looking in this direction is Image 6, which the DEIS 
notes as being about 1,800 feet from the Project Site boundary, and 3,100 feet away (my 
calculations come up with about 3,300 feet, or 5/8 of a mile) from any proposed development.  The 
choice of this vantage point is baffling when Gumwood Drive provides direct access to the 
property line, at approximately 1,200 feet from the eastern edge of this proposed area of 
development.  Again, the DEIS should depict the potential visual impact in winter from this 
location. 
 
Response:  The majority of the residential lots adjacent to the Project Site are vacant and owned 
by Orange County and therefore would not be impacted by views of the site.  This includes all lots 
along Gumwood Drive. In order to ascertain visual impacts from the closest residences, a cross 
section analysis has been prepared. See Appendix M. 
 
Comment B.172.110: (Page 128, Images 1A and 1B) Another significant point of study would be 
from Glen Arden.  As noted earlier, proposed elevations within the core area of the theme park 
will be as high as 578 feet, much higher than ground elevations at Glen Arden.  Any structures 
built in this area will therefore rise to be at even higher elevations, and certainly visible from Glen 
Arden.  Image 1B correctly shows that there is a berm located in this vicinity that provides some 
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visual buffer, but the DEIS also notes that the photos were taken from an elevation of about five 
feet above grade, or essentially the view of a very short person.  The improvements for 
LEGOLAND will rise much higher than this berm. What is also not known is what the view might 
be from the windows of the Glen Arden buildings, which are relatively tall, and whether the side 
facing the proposed LEGOLAND includes residential uses that might be impacted by the view.  
Once again, the DEIS should depict the potential visual impact in winter from this location, and 
from windows in the facility. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect. Areas of the park along the western boundary range from 510 in the 
“Knights” areas to 540 in “FRIENDS” and 570 in “NINJAGO” (more centralized on the site).  As 
depicted in the existing images taken from the Glen Arden parking area, that property slopes up 
from the buildings to the property boundary.  The area of the nearest property line sits about 30 
feet higher and is densely vegetated which will block views of the site from the buildings. 
 
Comment B.172.111: (Page 141, Paragraph 5) The DEIS provides two renderings of the proposed 
hotel and these statements regarding its visual impact:  “The tallest structure on the Project Site 
will be the four-story hotel. The hotel is designed to be two-stories from the front (south façade) 
of the building and four in the rear (north) to reduce the overall visual impact of the structure.”  
This is extremely misleading in the views depicted from the north and south are how the hotel 
would be seen from within the developed park.  Any visual impact to neighboring properties will 
occur looking at the northeast and eastern facing facades (which are not depicted),  where  the four  
story  hotel  would  be  situated  above  a 60+  foot  retaining  wall.  This could give the appearance 
of a 10-story building. 
 
Response:  The hotel has been shifted further west on the revised site layout plan (see Figure 2) 
this will reduce the visual impacts from the adjacent residential neighborhood.  Post-construction 
visual simulations have been revised based on this revised layout.   
 
Comment B.172.112:  (Page 142, Paragraph 1) There are multiple locations of potential visual 
impact, from both high and low elevations, that have not been adequately studied in the DEIS. 
 
Response: Visual impact receptor locations were established during scoping. The DEIS evaluates 
all required receptor locations identified in the adopted scope.   
 
Comment B.172. 113: (Page 143, Last Paragraph) As has been noted, the effective visual height 
of the hotel as seen from the closest neighboring properties could be as high as 10 stories.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.108. 
 
Comment B.172.114: (Page 144, Paragraph 1) This paragraph states, “The sites natural variations 
in topography will also work to visually buffer the site as the development will sit lower than 
surrounding land along Arcadia Road and lower than the adjacent Glen Arden Retirement 
Community.”  This statement is false.  As has been noted in previous comments, the proposed 
development will be situated considerably higher, not lower, than both the neighboring Arcadia 
Hills neighborhood and the Glen Arden Retirement Community. 
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Response:  Natural variations in topography will work to visual buffer the site and blend the 
development into the site.  For example, the main entrance to the is proposed to be at an elevation 
of approximately 560 but as you proceed into the park, “FRIENDS” ranges from 540 to 530, 
“KNIGHTS” is at 510, “LEGO CITY” slopes from 510 to 490 and “PIRATES” is at an elevation 
of 490.  This will reduce the visibility of the development from areas along Arcadia Road which 
reach 620 in elevation.  This is visually depicted in the Post Construction images in Appendix M.   
 
Comment B.172.115: (Page 144, Paragraph 2) The conclusion that “(n)o unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts are anticipated to visual resources” cannot be reached based on the 
inadequate analysis of visual impacts provided in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The conclusion is based on the visual impact analysis provided in the DEIS, which is 
expanded upon with additional materials in the FEIS.  See Appendix M. See response to Comment 
B.172.104. 
 
Comment B.172.116: (Page 146, Paragraph 3) The Area of Potential Effect (APE) fails to include 
a large area that would be disturbed for the northeast portion of the Proposed Parking lot and loop 
road.  As this area is close to water resources, it may be archaeologically sensitive and needs to be 
investigated. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  The Area of Potential Effect as depicted in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 
Archeological Investigation includes all land to be disturbed and extends south to the power line 
easement and east to the NYSDEC wetland buffer.  In addition to the Phase 1 and Phase 2 prepared 
for the Proposed Project, a Phase 1 study was prepared for a previously proposed development on 
the property (prepared by Hartgen Archeological Associates, 2000) which covered land to the 
eastern property line.  The findings of this study are discussed in the Project’s Phase 1 and Phase 
2 investigation in Appendix J of the DEIS.   
 
Comment B.172.117: (Page 146, Paragraph 4) The Cultural Resources analysis focuses entirely 
on archaeological resources.  The presence of a structure is noted on the 1875 Atlas.  Is this the 
same as, or associated with, the existing structure on Harriman Drive?  There is no assessment of 
cultural significance for extant structures on the Project Site at all, which is a clear gap in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Page 141 of the DEIS states the following under the Historic and Aesthetic Resources 
heading: “No designated historic resources are in the immediate vicinity of the site.  The closest 
sites on the National Historic Register are the Everett-Bradner House and the George Wisner 
House.  Also in the vicinity are Goshen’s First Presbyterian Church and its associated Historic 
District which includes properties along South Street, north of NYS Route 17.  Other Town-
designated historic resources within the vicinity of the site include the S.S. Fitzgerald House 
(Reservoir Road), George Conkling House (Conklingtown Road), N.C. Coleman House 
(Reservoir Road), Tyler House (Arcadia Road), District #6 Schoolhouse (Reservoir Road), Mabee-
Dunning Cemetery (Reservoir Road), the Young Cemetery (South Street), and the Conklingtown 
Burial Ground (Conklingtown Road).  The Project Site is not visible from any National, State or 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-581 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

local historic or aesthetic resources.”4  There is one existing residential structure on the Project 
Site, which is not listed as historic either locally or nationally.  It does not have any significant 
architectural features nor does it meet the other criteria for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  
 
Comment B.172.118: (Page 148, Paragraph 5) As two sites have been identified on the Project 
Site as eligible for the NRHP, and these sites would be eliminated by the proposed action, the 
criteria cannot be met for any of the Army Corps Nationwide Wetland Permits on this Project. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.78.1. 
 
Comment B.172.119: (Page 150, Paragraphs 1, 2) The DEIS states that no agricultural activity has 
taken place on the property in about 10 years, but also notes that two parcels are currently receiving 
an agricultural tax assessment.  That would imply active agricultural use, or very recently 
discontinued agricultural use. Can this be clarified?  What currently qualifies these properties for 
agricultural assessment?  Are they being logged? 
 
Response:  Properties which receive an agricultural exemption have been hayed only, and only in 
open areas.  
 
Comment B.172.120: (Page 150, Paragraph 1) As noted in the DEIS, both the number of farms 
and the amount of acreage being farmed in Orange County is increasing.  This property has been 
identified as land on which agricultural activity is encouraged. Its development for other purposes 
will permanently remove hundreds of acres of potential farmland from future use, and should be 
noted as a potential impact. It is therefore incorrect to conclude that “Given that no farming 
currently takes place on the site and that much of the area once suitable for farming has been 
disturbed, no adverse impacts to agricultural resources are anticipated.” 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.115. 
 
Comment B.172.121: (Page 152, Paragraph 3) This paragraph provides a conclusion with simply 
citing, “(b)ased on the type of use and the total anticipated generated traffic” without providing 
any  further  detail  leading  to  the  conclusions.  It is therefore difficult to review and assess the 
validity of the conclusions that were reached.  Based on information provided in the DEIS, my 
colleague, Brian Ketcham, who has had more than 40 years in the field of traffic engineering, 
estimated that the proposed LEGOLAND theme park will generate approximately 231 million 
miles of automobile travel per year.  Obviously, this amount of added traffic will produce added 
emissions.  In his estimation, travel to and from the site would add 90,000 tons of CO2 emissions. 
Carbon dioxide is a greenhouse emission that had been ignored until recent years.  NYSDOT has 
demanded a greenhouse emissions estimate for all new projects for more than a decade.  This DEIS 
should comply with NYSDOT standards in this regard.  
 

                                                 
4 As per the Town of Goshen 2009 Comprehensive Plan. 
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Response:  The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) are health-based standards.  
NAAQS would not be exceeded as a result of the Proposed Project. Therefore, no health impacts 
related to Project-generated air emissions can be reasonably anticipated.  
 
No mitigation for mesoscale emission increases on Route 17 and other roadways is proposed. 
There is no accepted impact threshold for the level of mesoscale emissions that would require 
mitigation.  In addition, existing countywide modeling by the OCTC indicates that interchange 
improvements generally result in a net reduction in emissions even after accounting for additional 
trip generation, due to the reduction of traffic congestion.  For example, the proposed Interchange 
15B Project associated with the Sterling Forest Resort undertook both a microscale and mesoscale 
modelling to evaluate the potential air quality impact of an additional 6.9 million visitors to that 
site in the Town of Tuxedo, and no impacts requiring mitigation were identified.  The Sterling 
Forest Resort was the only casino proposal in Orange County that had proposed substantial 
interchange improvements, akin to the Proposed Project, and had an accepted DEIS with 
associated air quality analysis of those improvements.  A copy of the air quality analysis for the 
Sterling Forest Resort is included as an addendum hereto. 
 
Taken together, the Exit 125 Relocation and New York State’s improvements at Exit 131 will 
significantly decrease the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as 
well as reducing legacy traffic congestion on Route 17.  The Exit 125 Relocation would likewise 
be subject to a regional transportation conformity determination and added to OCTC’s long-range 
plan and Transportation Improvement Plan.  
 
See the additional air quality information in Appendix Q for further air quality analysis. 
 
Comment B.172.122: (Page 156, Paragraph 3) The estimate of “approximately 196,187 cubic 
yards of fill” is in complete conflict with the table shown on  the cut and fill analysis (Figure III-
6), which yields a  net  fill  calculation  of  531,187  cubic yards (cy),  2.7  times  the  amount  
stated  in  this paragraph. 
 
Response:  A new Cut and Fill Analysis has been prepared based on the revised site layout plans.  
(See Figure 7).  Based on this plan the overall amount of grading and earthwork has been reduced. 
The plan shows a total cut of 1,712,405 cubic yards and a total fill of 1,933,281 cubic yards for a 
net fill needed of 229,138 cubic yards. Based on the projected amount of construction excavation 
volume the site (for additional earth material removed for foundations and infrastructure), the 
necessary fill can come from within the site and no soil would need to be imported from outside 
the site. 
 
Comment B.172.123: (Page 156, Paragraph 3) This paragraph also states that 196,187 cy of fill 
would require approximately 7,840 truck trips.  This calculation works out to 25 yard trucks.  
Checking with what may be the most prolific supplier of fill in the region, E Tetz and sons, they 
indicated that fill is delivered to job sites using 16 cy trucks.  Using that number would yield 
12,262 truckloads of fill.  When discussing “truck trips”, however, each arrival and departure is 
counted as one trip, so the total number of truck trips would be 24,524 truck trips, not 7,840.  
Further, using the net fill calculation derived from the DEIS’s own Figure III-6, the 531,187 cy of 
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fill would require approximately 33,199 truckloads, or 66,398 truck trips on local roadways.  That 
would be 8.5 times the amount of truck trips estimated in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.76.3 and B.3.91. 
 
Comment B.172.124: (Page 156, Last Paragraph) The proposed construction entrance would 
require that all construction vehicles cross an onsite watercourse between two wetlands.  This 
includes most  of  the  66,398  dump  truck  trips  caused  by  the  need  to  import  fill,  as  well as  
the loaders, graders, excavators,  pile  drivers,  concrete  trucks  and  pumpers,  etc. identified  in  
the  DEIS.  While the DEIS provides details on stabilizing the construction entrance itself, it is 
silent on how this crossing will be handled.  Yet, this crossing is far more sensitive and potentially 
damaged by this extreme amount of construction activity. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor will obtain a road opening permit from the NYSDOT for work 
from Harriman Drive, which is owned by NYSDOT.  Detailed construction drawings will be 
included in that application, and it should be noted that, as noted above, based on the projected 
amount of construction excavation volume the site (for additional earth material removed for 
foundations and infrastructure), the necessary fill can come from within the site and no soil would 
need to be imported from outside the site. 
 
Comment B.172.125: (Page 161, Paragraph 1) The DEIS has stated that parcels currently receiving 
agricultural assessments are no longer actively farmed.  If true, then it can be assumed that with 
no action, these parcels will lose their agricultural assessment and generate a higher tax revenue.  
This should be reflected in this analysis. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.119.  
 
Comment B.172.126: (Page 161, Paragraph 4) The population Projection utilizes the incorrect 
demographic multiplier, which has resulted in an inflated number.  The correct multiplier is 
average household size, not average family size….For Goshen, the US Census records the average 
household size as 2.683.   The projected population from the additional 101 units would therefore 
be 271, and the projected population from the Lone Oak subdivision would be 354 for a total of 
625 additional residents in the Town of Goshen. This is 135 fewer (18%) than the 760 projected 
in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The population Projection for the Lone Oak subdivision was not calculated but rather 
taken directly from the provided SEQR documents for that development.   
 
Comment B.172.127: (Page 162, Paragraph 2) A residential subdivision may not necessarily “be 
more spread out across the site.” On a site like this that is highly constrained, clustering 
development on the most developable portions of the site would in fact be more appropriate.  It 
should also be noted that this comparison is being made between a development proposal for just 
a portion of the total property against a Projection for full buildout.  Other portions of the property 
can and probably will be developed in the future.  It is therefore not justified to conclude that “a 
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residential subdivision would disturb more of the overall Project Site” and that “impacts to soils, 
topography and onsite vegetation would be greater.” 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has limited development of the Site in order to provide buffering 
to adjoining uses.  No such limitation would occur with residential development.  As a result, the 
statement that residential development would be more spread out across the site is a logical 
statement. 
 
Comment B.172.128: (Page 163, Last Paragraph, and Table V-2) …The projected population was 
inflated in the DEIS. Likewise, the projected expenditures in Table V-2 have been inflated by the 
incorrect use of a population of 760 instead of 625.  When using the correct population Projection, 
all taxing jurisdictions except the Goshen Central School District is tax positive. Combined surplus 
taxes in these jurisdictions would total $316,209.43.  The school district would still come out tax 
negative as projected in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.172.126. The overall conclusions remain the same; while 
town jurisdictions would be expected to be tax positive, the Goshen Central School district would 
experience a negative fiscal impact during a residential build-out of the Project Site.  
 
Comment B.172.129:  Based on information provided in the DEIS, my colleague, Brian Ketcham, 
who has had more than 40 years of experience in the field of traffic engineering, estimated that the 
proposed LEGOLAND theme park will result in the generation of 231 million miles of automobile 
travel. This in turn will result in the added use of approximately 9 million gallons of gasoline from 
Project traffic alone.  This impact on energy resources has not been discussed in the DEIS. 
 
Response: A mesoscale analysis of energy usage associated with vehicular trips was not a 
requirement of the Adopted Scope, and, moreover, there is no accepted methodology to analyze 
or mitigate any potential impacts from increased energy usage.  It should be noted that national 
standards for vehicle fuel efficiency are established and maintained by the EPA, which has steadily 
increased fuel efficiency requirements since such standards went into effect. 
 
Comment B.172.130: (Page 170, Paragraph 1) The assumption that the development of the 
LEGOLAND theme park will generate business outside the park, and induce commercial growth 
is based largely on the experience of LEGOLAND Florida.  However, the hotel and restaurant 
within the park were only constructed in 2015, while calculations of offsite financial benefits are 
based starting from the opening of the park in 2011.  In order to make any claims that this 
development, which will include an onsite hotel and restaurant from opening day, will have a 
similar effect of generating business for offsite locations, the DEIS should provide actual data (not 
estimates or Projections) on any beneficial impacts that have been experienced by offsite 
businesses in Winter Haven since the opening of the onsite hotel and restaurant.  It may be possible 
that overnight guests may seek cheaper offsite alternatives for lodging, but the idea that offsite 
food establishments will benefit is more questionable.  LEGOLAND will be a self-contained 
destination where guests will tend to spend their entire time with their families instead of 
patronizing other outside locations.  Under these circumstances, inducements for new offsite 
commercial uses are unlikely. 
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Response: See response to Comment B.171.18. 
 
Comment B.172.131: (Page 170, Paragraph 1) The proposed LEGOLAND theme park may, 
however, induce the growth of residential housing.  As has been greatly promoted, the new park 
will provide a significant number of new jobs, which the local available labor market will probably 
be unable to satisfy.  Workers will need to be hired from outside the local area.  Many will 
commute, but others would likely relocate to be closer, especially to cut down commuting costs. 
As most of these jobs would be part-time, seasonal, and/or lower wage jobs, the demand created 
would be for more affordable housing and rental units.  This is a potential growth-inducing impact 
that has not been addressed in the DEIS.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.72.4.  As demonstrated on the Town of Goshen Zoning 
Map (Figure III-14A of the DEIS) the Town has many large lots with additional residential 
development potential in the Rural (RU) zoning district where additional housing could be 
constructed subject to Town zoning and subdivision regulations. As further described in that 
section of the DEIS, the Village of Goshen offers smaller lot single family development as well as 
two-family and multi-family dwellings.  
 
Comment B.172.132: (Section 1.2 Goals and Objectives) The additional language is key where it 
states, “including attracting tourism/recreation related businesses at locations that can 
accommodate local and non-local tourists.” There is no question that a goal of attracting 
tourism/recreation related businesses could be beneficial to the Town, but it must be done with 
sound planning.  The type of tourism is important, as is the location….The location being 
considered in this case may also be the worst possible location in the Town of Goshen for the 
Proposed Project being considered.  Given its extreme topographic variations, any intensive 
development necessarily will require the types of massive cuts and fills that are indeed being 
projected for this Project.  It is also within the watersheds of BOTH the Village’s reservoirs and 
what has been determined to be the most biologically diverse and sensitive stream corridor in the 
entire Moodna Creek Watershed, which has been given a “Threatened” status.  There are many 
areas of Goshen that are more level and less environmentally sensitive on which the proposed use 
would be more well suited. 
 
Response:  The referenced section of Local Law does not recommend a particular site but 
recommends locations along NYS Route 17.  
 
Comment B.172.133: (C. Section 5.0(2)) As proposed, this section contains multiple inherent 
inconsistencies.  “This Plan recommends eliminating the Hamlet Mixed Use (HM) area on 
Harriman Drive (see Area 2 on Figures 5.1 and 5.2) in an effort to support the existing Village of 
Goshen village center (Goal #2).  It is recommended that the location of this area, directly adjacent 
to the Village of Goshen makes it suitable for Rural (RU) residential development or commercial 
tourism/recreation uses because of its close access to Route 17.” Development of the property 
under the HM zone, recommended for elimination, would provide an additional local population 
that would patronize and support businesses in the Village of Goshen center, while a destination 
park like LEGOLAND will attract tourists that are likely to devote their entire visit to that location 
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exclusively and then return home.  Of all the types of uses that could be developed on the subject 
property, this is the one that is the least likely “to support the existing Village of Goshen village 
center.” 
 
Response:  There is no evidence to support this statement of inherent inconsistencies.  In 
accordance with NYSDEC guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are not supported 
by reasonable observations or data need no response. 
 
Comment B.172.134: (C. Section 5.0(2))  “This change is recommended to avoid uses with a 
highway or heavy traffic orientation adjacent to an approved residential development in the Village 
of Goshen and proposed development in the Town of Goshen, except if such uses incorporate 
sufficient buffers and other mitigations.” There is no question that LEGOLAND would be a use 
“with a highway or heavy traffic orientation.” As has also been demonstrated within this letter, it 
will also have a direct adverse impact on the neighboring residential community, despite the 
retention of a buffer. This statement that includes the language “recommended to avoid uses with 
a highway or heavy traffic orientation” is also in direct conflict with the previous statement that 
claims the property IS suitable “because of its close access to Route 17.”  It is completely 
inconsistent to have both statements within a single paragraph. 
 
Response:  The statements are not inconsistent.  As noted elsewhere, the Project Sponsor has 
planned the development of the Site to maintain buffers to existing uses, and has also revised the 
traffic improvement plan to provide a direct means of access to and from Route 17. 
 
Comment B.172.135: (C. Section 5.0(2)) The final inconsistency in this one paragraph is found in 
“This area has a steeper gradient and a portion of the area also contains a substantial wetland and 
is therefore better suited for low-density residential development or a commercial 
tourism/recreation facility that are designed to accommodate to a reasonable extent the natural 
contours of the land and the protection of the wetland area.” The proposed language starts off by 
essentially recommending low-intensity development as being suitable for the property because of 
its severe environmental constraints, but then contradicts itself by recommending a high intensity 
use as well.  If this is true, then all other uses that fall within a range of intensities between these 
two examples should be considered suitable as well.  It simply isn’t true...that a high-intensity 
development, such as is proposed, is the most suitable for a property that possesses these types of 
environmental constraints.  In fact, the premise that this facility can be “designed to accommodate 
to a reasonable extent the natural contours of the land and the protection of the wetland area” is 
completely blown away by the proposed plan that would result in 1,620,431 cubic yards of cut up 
to 50 feet in depth, 2,151,618 cubic yards of fill up to 90 feet in height, the need for 531,187 cubic 
yards to be imported into the site, 3.9 miles of retaining walls up to 66 feet in height, the elimination 
of three wetlands identified on the site for a previous development proposal, and up to the 
equivalent of six stories of fill behind a retaining wall being placed at the edge of a wetland, 
completely eliminating any protective buffer.  There is no possible way to interpret such a plan as 
either accommodating the site’s natural contours or protecting wetland areas. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.76.3. 
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Comment B.172.136:  “Revised Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016”, was not provided as part 
of the DEIS, rather than the version of the law found within Appendix B. The non-availability of 
the version of the law actually being considered as part of the DEIS should be considered as yet 
another deficiency in the SEQR review. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  A draft of Introductory Local Law #6 was provided in the DEIS.  
The Town Board introduced a revised version of the local law at its meeting on November 21, 
2016, and that version has been available to the Lead Agency and for public review and comment 
on the town’s website and at town hall since that time. 
 
Comment B.172.137: (Page 3, § 97-29.1 G(3)(e)) Paragraph C. Section 5.0(2) in Proposed Law 
#5 limits would allow “uses with a highway or heavy traffic orientation adjacent to an approved 
residential development” only if such uses “incorporate sufficient buffers and other mitigations.” 
Paragraph G(3)(e) in  Proposed  Law  #6,  which  reads, “Access roads and driveways may be 
located within setback areas, including associated grading work for such roads and driveways” 
would  directly  conflict  with  this  limitation  by  allowing  roadway  development  and  grading  
up to the  property  line,  eliminating  any  potential  buffer  with  neighboring  properties.  NOTE: 
This language is not provided in the version of the law provided in DEIS Appendix B. 
 
Response:  Simply because an area of land has been graded, does not mean it cannot also provide 
buffering or would not be replanted with supplemental vegetation. Buffers and landscaping plans 
would be subject to Planning Board review to ensure they are sufficient to mitigate identified 
impacts.   
 
Comment B.172.138: (Page 3, § 97-29.1G(4)) The proposed law would provide for setbacks, or 
buffers, of only 50 feet for front, side, and rear yards.  This stands in stark contrast to a minimum 
of 100 foot setbacks for other zoning districts where these districts are adjacent to residential 
districts.  It is difficult to conceive how such minor setbacks could constitute “sufficient buffers” 
for the uses that would be allowed by the proposed overlay zone.  NOTE: These setbacks are not 
provided in the version of the law provided in DEIS Appendix B. 
 
Response:  The statement is incorrect. The proposed local law provides for default setbacks, but 
the Planning Board may require increased setbacks or buffer in its site plan review.  As proposed 
presently the setbacks/buffers are greatly in excess of 50 feet.  Further, in response to public 
comment, the Project Sponsor is requesting that the proposed Commercial Recreation Zoning 
Overlay District be reduced in size to provide a 100-foot zoning-buffer to adjacent properties from 
the Commercial Recreation Overlay uses, as shown in Figure 11. 
 
Comment B.172.139: (Page 4, § 97-29.1G(7)) Paragraph G(7) provides only generic language 
without any specifics or guidance regarding requirements for buffers, and does little to codify any 
significant assurance that buffers will provide sufficient protection.   
 
Response:  See response to comment B.172.133 above. 
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Comment B.172.140:  (Page 4, § 97-29.1G(8)) Likewise, Paragraph G(8) provides no specifics  or 
useful guidance regarding parking requirements for the proposed allowed uses. 
 
Response:  The amount of parking on the site was determined by the Project Sponsor given its 
experience in operating seven other LEGOLAND parks.  This approach is superior to providing a 
code-based standard based on typical uses, such as for a restaurant or an office.  The Proposed 
Project is not a typical use.  The Proposed Project has a total parking count of 5,063 parking stalls 
to serve 1,300 peak-season employees and a peak daily anticipated attendance of 20,000 which 
equates to 4.21 persons per parking stall which is a lower ratio than other existing facilities.  See 
also the response to Comment B.3.81. 
 
Comment B.172.141: (Page 5, § 97-10 C (1)(b)) LEGOLAND is a member of the International 
Association of Amusement Parks and Attractions (IAAPA), and it is the amusement park industry 
that the DEIS makes reference on page 22 in this statement: “According to the industry standard 
classification system, based on number of annual visitors and its family-oriented nature and the, 
LEGOLAND would be classified as a ‘family park’ ” as well as “Based on the industry standard 
rating system ‘family parks’ typically have an annual attendance of 1.5 to 2.5 million annual 
visitors” on page 30.  It is therefore questionable that LEGOLAND can be effectively and legally 
separated from the outright prohibition in the zoning code against amusement parks in § 97-10 
C(1)(b).  This would be akin to trying to exempt a specific business, like McDonald’s, from 
prohibitions against fast food restaurants by labeling that one brand as a “standalone food service 
provider.”  Simply applying a uniquely crafted label to a single member of an industry does not 
change the nature of the land use.  Zoning regulations are not crafted without forethought, and an 
underlying basis exists for the codified prohibition against amusement parks in the Zoning Code.  
By any standard definition, LEGOLAND is clearly an amusement park. In order to survive a 
potential future legal challenge, the Town Board may need to identify the basis for the zoning 
prohibition against amusement parks, and clearly establish why LEGOLAND should be 
distinguished in a separate category. 
 
Response:  This comment is not a substantive comment warranting a response, i.e. comments that 
are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations, or which raise important, new 
environmental issues that were not previously addressed. See responses to Comments A.16.4 and 
B.86.1. 
 
 B.173. Brian Ketcham, letter dated January 10, 2017 

Comment B.173.1:  The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for LEGOLAND is a huge 
document. The traffic analysis alone totals more than 6,000 pages. Most of the information about 
traffic is contained in appendices. The DEIS itself introduces the traffic analysis and summarizes 
baseline conditions, but fails to present no-build and build conditions, or conditions with proposed 
road improvements leaving that information for the reader to comb through 6,000 pages for 
answers. This failure to summarize all Project impacts in the DEIS itself is a fatal flaw that must 
be corrected.  
 
As a result, it is incredibly difficult for me to locate the information I would need as an engineer 
which would therefore make it essentially impossible for a lay person concerned about the traffic 
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impact in Goshen to read the analysis, and comprehend anywhere near enough to perform a 
reasonable review of their own. This is completely contrary to the purpose of the State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). Appendix G is more than 6,000 pages long, but 
none of the sub-appendices is referenced by page number making a review very difficult. Whether 
intentional or not, this comes across as a clever trick intended to waste the time of any reviewer 
and discourage detailed analyses. The DEIS should stand on its own and not require hundreds of 
“lookups” in order to fully understand the claims that are being made regarding impacts. The entire 
DEIS document should be revised to include all pertinent information required for decision making 
and not repeatedly cross referencing with Appendix G, making review that much more difficult. 
 
Response:  The DEIS describes the No-Build scenario beginning on page 86 and begins a 
discussion of site generated traffic and several traffic issues and scenarios which were required to 
be studied on page 88.  Technical data for each intersection for weekday peaks, Friday night peaks, 
Saturday and Sunday peaks are voluminous and therefore must be left for Appendices.   The text 
of the DEIS does provide more readily understandable summaries such as “On a Peak Summer 
Saturday the average total trips (entering and exiting) generated by the LEGOLAND facility per 
hour is anticipated to be approximately 700 vehicles per hour. During a Typical Summer Weekday 
(i.e. non-holiday) the average total trips generated by the LEGOLAND facility per hour is 
anticipated to be approximately 450 vehicles per hour. Note that these average hourly rates 
generally occur between 9:00 AM and 8:00 PM” which is provided on page 88.  The DEIS also 
contains a full list of each of the proposed mitigation measures.  Given the length and level of 
detail of the analysis, the number of intersections and the number of peak times studied, placing 
tabular data in the text of the DEIS would do little to aid in simplifying the analysis.  
 
This FEIS contains a revised traffic study with a more detailed Table of Contents noting page 
numbers for each of the Appendices to make finding data easier and direct links are provided in 
the digital version of the document.   The information is compiled for existing No-Build and Build 
conditions in Tables 1 through 9 in Appendix B of the Revised Traffic Study. Any location where 
future queues exceed available storage are noted. Improvements have been identified to improve 
any such condition. 
 
Comment B.173.2:  The DEIS claims LEGOLAND will generate at most 4,500 to 5,000 daily 2-
way auto trips under worst case conditions, or about 10,000 vehicle trips per day (DEIS, Appendix 
G, page 75). Their own data (see Table 2 below), however, shows that the Project itself will 
generate more than 15,000 new auto trips per day for summer Fridays and Saturdays. It is not clear 
whether or not these totals include trucks and buses servicing the LEGOLAND facility; their 
impacts are simply not discussed. For comparison, the Town of Goshen with its 13,300 inhabitants 
generates on average about 30,000 auto trips per day, a quarter of which are work trips. Assuming 
a Projection of 15,000 trips per day is correct; LEGOLAND would therefore increase traffic in 
and around the Goshen area by about 50% over “baseline” conditions. 
 
Response:   The number of trips generated was taken from actual counts taken at existing 
LEGOLAND facilities and therefore does include deliveries, employees, shuttle busses and any 
other vehicle that accessed the site.   
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Given the nature of the park and its higher volume on weekends, there is an important distinction 
to be drawn between peak weekday trips and peak weekend trips and it is misleading to generalize 
the projected number of new auto trips per day without differentiating between days of the week.  
However, to obtain a worst-case scenario the higher volume numbers were used for design 
purposes and to also provide a complete evaluation. 
 
That being said, the Project is not expected to generate 15,000 vehicles per day. As discussed in 
the Traffic Impact Study, on the highest peak days it is expected to generate between 10,000 and 
11,000 total vehicle trips. It should also be noted that the daily traffic on Route 17 through the 
Goshen area currently exceeds 60,000 vehicles per day so the 50% increase quoted above is not 
correct. 
 
Comment B.173.3:  According to the LEGOLAND DEIS Traffic Appendix G, “Other 
Development” is estimated to generate an additional 18,000 new daily trips on a typical weekday 
to as much as 33,000 new auto trips on a summer Sunday (and perhaps a great deal more since no 
details are provided on how these numbers were derived). Based on data presented in the DEIS, 
Goshen is looking at a huge increase in traffic over the next couple of years.  The LEGOLAND 
study area in and around Goshen appears to have plenty of intersection capacity for existing 
conditions...the DEIS demonstrates, available capacity will not be sufficient for “Other 
Development” traffic, let alone trips generated by LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  Trip generation data for ‘Other development’ as outlined in the Scoping Document, 
was taken from publically available SEQR and other traffic studies for each of the studied projects 
and their assignment to the roadway network. Most significant of these is the traffic related to the 
Montreign Casino.  Regardless of the LEGOLAND traffic, background traffic in the area due to 
other developments including major generators such as the Montreign Casino in Sullivan County 
are expected to significantly increase traffic along the Route 17 corridor. Since the majority of the 
trips to and from LEGOLAND are also expected to arrive via Route 17, the largest increases in 
volumes will occur on that roadway. Further, the access improvements for the Proposed Action 
are being designed to accommodate total flows to and from the development. As noted in the 
Revised Traffic Study, the current access design has been developed to limit potential increases in 
traffic on the local roadway network by providing a new Exit 125 which allows for a more direct 
route into the Project Site.  The design addresses existing capacity constraints at the Exit 125 
interchange. These plans were developed in conjunction with the NYSDOT to serve the area and 
facilitate the future conversion of Route 17 to I-86. 
 
Comment B.173.4:  The DEIS suggests severe traffic congestion at the I-87/Rt. 17/6 interchange 
for existing conditions. 58.5% of LEGOLAND traffic is projected to use I-87 arriving from and 
departing to the south (another 4% is assumed to travel along Route 6 east and west). Yet, 
mysteriously, the I-87 Exit 16 has not been analyzed in the DEIS. Exit 16 is a critical part of the 
puzzle in trying to sort out how LEGOLAND will affect the area. 
 
Response:  The revised Traffic Study contained in this FEIS includes additional Projections and 
analysis of the I-87/Exit 16 interchange with Route 17. It should be noted that NYSDOT is 
currently advancing their plans for the reconstruction of the Exit 131/Route 17 interchange and the 
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area connecting to and from I-87/NYS Thruway. This design/build Project is expected to be 
completed by the end of 2019. The design will include the conversion to cashless Tolls similar to 
what has recently been implemented at the Tappan Zee Bridge. These improvements should help 
reduce traffic delays in the area.  The removal of the toll plaza at the connection of Route 17 to the 
NYS Thruway will go towards eliminating queuing and allow improved efficiency of traffic flow 
from one roadway to the other, which will improve the overall capacity.  It is projected that 
LEGOLAND will add additional traffic through the interchange area.  Based on traffic volume 
projections through the interchange area for each of the study time periods, an evaluation of the 
capacity and merge and diverge for key movements was undertaken.  The traffic volumes 
associated with the interchange under Existing, No-Build, and Build conditions are summarized 
in Table TC-12A contained in Appendix B of the Revised Traffic Impact Study.  The results of 
the analysis of the key movements are summarized in Tables No. 1-I87 through 9-I87 also 
contained in Appendix B of the Revised Traffic Impact Study.  Based on this evaluation, the Build 
conditions indicate that the LEGOLAND traffic can be accommodated at this location.  It is 
important to note that the peak arrival direction is westbound during the AM peak hour and 
departure is eastbound during the PM peak hour, which is opposite the peak flow direction on both 
Route 17 and I-86 during critical commuter time periods. 
 
Comment B.173.5:  Trip generation is made up of three parts: a 1% per year growth rate between 
2016 and 2021 for existing traffic, “Other Development” trips that are included in no-build 
conditions, and Project generated trips (build condition).  The [traffic study] appendix entitled 
“NYS Route 17 Mainline Traffic Volume Projections” … provides insights into the magnitude of 
future traffic volumes on Route 17 without LEGOLAND in place. For example, Table TC-8 
(Route 17 Mainline Traffic Volume Summary, Summer Friday) reports total traffic along Route 
17 from … “Other Development” in and around Goshen. “Other Development” (listed on page 86 
of the DEIS) is reported to produce between 15,000 trips on a typical weekday to 33,000 trips on 
a summer Sunday. (Table 1) It should be emphasized that this is new future traffic not traffic 
already carried by Route 17. Taken together “Other Development” and “LEGOLAND Site 
Generated” traffic could total more than 30,000 new vehicle trips on an average weekday to as 
many as 50,000 auto trips on a summer weekend day east of the LEGOLAND site, traffic not only 
moving along Route 6 and 17 but connecting with NY Interstate 87 to and from the south 
(completely ignored in the DEIS). Again, to put this into some perspective, residents in the Town 
of Goshen are estimated to produce about 30,000 auto trips on weekdays, only a quarter of which 
are work trips. Since these impacts are not discussed in the LEGOLAND DEIS, it is not clear how 
Goshen will handle these impacts, of which will travel on local town roads. 
 
Response: LEGOLAND traffic projections are discussed in detail in the Revised Traffic Impact 
Study. As noted, there will be other significant increases in background traffic due to growth and 
other development traffic. The preferred access plan addressed in the FEIS has been designed to 
keep the majority of the site generated traffic off of the local roadways and provide convenient 
access to and from the Route 17 mainline for the Project and other existing land uses along 
Harriman Drive. As noted in the Traffic Impact Study, during many hours of the day, the 
distribution of trips to and from LEGOLAND will take advantage of the directionality on Route 
17 during many of the hours of the day. As noted in the comment, the peak direction of exiting 
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site traffic from the Project on Sunday would be in coincidence with current peak flow direction 
on Route 17. See Traffic Study for further discussion. 
 
Comment B.173.6:  The LEGOLAND DEIS reports there would be approximately 5,000 cars 
entering and leaving the Project Site on a typical day. (DEIS, page 85) However, a review of Table 
SGT-5, “NYS Route 17 Hourly Site Generated Traffic Volumes East and West of the Study Area,” 
[shows] as many as 7,900 are reported to be entering and 10,750 exiting the site on a typical 
summer Saturday. While these numbers appear to be in error (they should be approximately the 
same), Table SGT-5 reports the number of vehicles entering and exiting the site for weekdays and 
weekends for average days and peak summer days. Correcting for obvious errors, we still find (see 
Table 23) that LEGOLAND, according to Table SGT-5, would produce about 3,200,000 auto trips 
annually. 
 
Response:  The reference to data in Table SGT-5 focuses on the daily volumes. The peak daily 
total vehicle trips generated at LEGOLAND will be between 10,000 and 11,000 vehicle trips per 
day but this is only during peak days during the peak season. Thus, the annual auto trips computed 
is not accurate and the annual auto trips would be less than half of that quoted. The Traffic Analysis 
and the design of the interchange Exit 125 improvements are predominantly focused on peak hours 
as required by NYSDOT. The evaluation contained in the revised Traffic Impact Study addresses 
these peak hour design conditions.   See response to Comment B.3.8. 
 
Comment B.173.7:  Since [the trips referenced in table SGT-5] are one way trips and the DEIS 
suggests car loads of 4 people per car, the number of person-visits per year would total well in 
excess of 6.4 million, more than double what is reported as a maximum based on reported 
experience elsewhere. Something clearly is amiss. Either the DEIS is over reporting traffic impacts 
or it is under reporting annual visitors. So, are the Projections wrong? Are the traffic impacts a 
half of what is reported thereby undermining the financial analysis or are the traffic numbers 
correct and the number of visitors double what is reported? (Table 2) Clearly, the LEGOLAND 
support team has to sort out this inconsistency and correct the DEIS. 
 
Response: The comment takes daily peak Projections and improperly extrapolates the traffic to an 
annual basis.  The information contained in the tables represents the peak days for design purposes. 
These do not occur each and every day and cannot be used to project annual volumes.  The Park 
is proposed to be a seasonal park.  All outdoor portions of the park would be closed during winter 
months and hotel attendance is greatly reduced.  Therefore, peak summer conditions would not be 
generated all year long. The projected annual attendance data provided in the DEIS is an accurate 
Projection, not the false extrapolations stated by the commenter.   
 
Comment B.173.8: Table SGT-5 is a clear example of a myriad of deficiencies that exist in the 
LEGOLAND DEIS and the Appendix G Traffic Study. The information contained in Table SGT-
5 is critical to understanding the traffic impacts that would be generated by LEGOLAND….this is 
the table that presents the actual projected amount of traffic generated by the proposed 
LEGOLAND, both arriving and leaving, that would be added onto Route 17. Of all the information 
that would be generated by an analysis of the traffic impact resulting from the proposed 
LEGOLAND, the amount of cars arriving and leaving on Route 17 may be of the greatest interest 
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to all involved parties and the public. Accordingly, this table should be presented in the body of 
the DEIS, where it can be easily found and studied, and the information contained within it should 
be summarized and discussed in the text of the DEIS. Instead, the table is buried deep within a 
sub-appendix to an appendix of the DEIS, found on what is electronically page 727 of the 6006-
page Appendix G. This is absurd, and it is so out of the ordinary for what is expected in a DEIS, 
that it is difficult to believe that it is not by design. 
 
Response:  The fact that a table was not included in the text of the DEIS does not mean the DEIS 
was deficient.  SEQRA states in Section 617.9(b), “…highly technical material should be 
summarized and, if it must be included in its entirety, should be referenced in the statement and 
included in an appendix.”  This was the case for the traffic study tables.  
 
Comment B.173.9: Upon achieving the challenging task of finding this needle buried in the 
haystack, the table only provides the raw data with no summary or interpretation, leaving just those 
knowledgeable enough to understand its significance to do the math, and add up the columns to 
get the actual totals. Even then, it appears that there must be some flaw or error in the data. Not 
only do the totals exceed what is reported in the DEIS, they illustrate and highlight errors in the 
analysis. For each day, with minor exception to account for some amount of hotel guests and 
overnight workers, the total number of vehicles estimated to enter the site should obviously equal 
those leaving the site over a 24-hour period. They do not. Some, for a typical Saturday and a 
summer Saturday are significantly different, suggesting serious errors in the analysis. 
 
Response: The 24-hour volumes presented in these tables represent peak design days. Since many 
hotel guests will stay on the property, the entering and exiting traffic on a peak day may not be 
equal. For example, the entering volume on a Friday may be higher than the exiting and similarly 
this would likely occur on a Saturday also. Also, note that the arrival/departure percentages are 
also rounded so over the course of the day, it would result in some minor differences in the totals. 
These differences on a daily basis are not significant since the Traffic Analysis is based on peak 
hour conditions.  See response to Comment B.3.8. 
 
Comment B.173.10:  Nevertheless, even with its obvious flaws and deficiencies, Table SGT-5 still 
does confirm that the impact upon Route 17 will be more than significant. In what may be a further 
attempt to downplay the traffic impacts of LEGOLAND, the DEIS compares this Project to three 
much larger projects: Woodbury Common, The Galleria at Crystal Run and the Palisades Center 
reporting that each of these “…facilities generate daily volumes between 15,000 and 25,000 
entering vehicles” or two to three times what can be expected from LEGOLAND. (DEIS, page 85 
and Table SGT-4 in Appendix G) However, what the DEIS fails to note is that these large retail 
projects already compete for area wide roadway capacity that the equally large amount of no-build 
(“Other Development”) traffic and LEGOLAND will just make more congested. Moreover, what 
is also not reported is that large retail developments produce substantially more traffic during 
heavy shopping periods. 
 
Response: The comparison of trip generation for retail facilities was to provide an order of 
magnitude of the peak hour volumes generated at these facilities versus those expected at 
LEGOLAND. The daily volumes are also provided for comparison purposes only. 
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Comment B.173.11:  To further illustrate the problem, NYSDOT recently issued a “Blocked Lanes 
Alert” for the most recent Black Friday shopping splurge near Woodbury Commons: “W/B State 
Hwy 17 Ramp to Exit 131 Route 32 Ramp” closed. With the growth in traffic through the 
Woodbury Commons area predicted in the LEGOLAND DEIS, and reported on herein, these 
occurrences of over-capacity roads can be expected to increase. LEGOLAND has got to take these 
matters into consideration. Even with the expansions proposed by LEGOLAND and NYSDOT 
(when Route 17 becomes I-86), there will quickly come a time when traffic volume will exceed 
reasonable roadway capacity if unlimited growth continues. 
 
Response:  LEGOLAND will not be fully operational during the peak holiday shopping season.  
However, the long term 30-year analysis required by NYSDOT indicates that with or without 
LEGOLAND the conversion from Route 17 to I-86 will eventually require Route 17 to be 
upgraded to three lanes per direction further to the east off the Project Site. 
 
Comment B.173.12:  Use of the trip generation factors reported in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Trip Generation Manual, Land Use 480, Amusement Parks, suggest much greater traffic 
impacts than reported in the DEIS and discussed above. Using ITE rates for a 140 acre amusement 
park, an average Saturday would generate 25,228 vehicle trips a day and 2,640 for the average 
Saturday peak hour; for an average Sunday, ITE rates generate 23,943 trips per day and 2,486 trips 
for an average Sunday peak hour. All figures are greater than reported in the [Traffic Study] even 
for a summer weekend peak period. 
 
Response: The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) data was referenced, however, it has a 
limited database for amusement parks and the generic amusement parks are different operations 
than what is proposed at LEGOLAND. Consistent with the ITE guidelines, the appropriate 
approach to computing the expected trips for a development like this is to use actual data based on 
existing operations. The attendance data and traffic volume figures for LEGOLAND California 
were used to estimate the trip generation for the Project. The summer peak traffic volumes are 
based on the anticipated peak attendance figures. 
 
Comment B.173.13:  The distribution of LEGOLAND trips looks reasonable with 22% to and 
from the west through I-84/Route 17 where there appears to be capacity to accommodate these 
trips. And, while the DEIS reports plenty of capacity for current traffic volumes, commuters 
traveling along this segment of Rt. 17 report significant delay today west of Goshen. However, 
more than 62.5% of Project traffic will [travel] to and from the east [then] using I-87 to and from 
the south (of which 4% pass over Exit 16 and move east and west of I-87 along Route 6). This is 
a problem that LEGOLAND does not address and perhaps for good reason: The NYS I-87 Exit 16 
interchange with NY Route 6/17 is huge and complicated and would require a sophisticated 
simulation to fully understand the impact from no-build and Project traffic. But, first, they would 
have to secure detailed traffic counts that neither NYSDOT nor the Thruway Authority appear to 
have at any level of detail (hourly, seasonal, up-to-date). 
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Response:  Additional information regarding the I-87/Route 17 interchange area has been 
compiled and included in the revised Traffic Impact Study contained in Appendix E.  See also, 
response to Comment B.173.4. 
 
Comment B.173.14:  LEGOLAND engineers attempt to make it appear that this Project will have 
little impact on the Goshen community. However, [the] proposed a flyover connecting the Project 
directly with Route 17 westbound as well as [providing] direct access to Route 17 eastbound. 
According to the NYSDOT, installation of the proposed flyover would likely prevent Route 17 
from becoming I-86 as proposed, so it is unlikely NYSDOT will permit such a crossing.  
 
Response:  Based on input from NYSDOT over the course of several meetings, the proposed 
access modifications include a relocation and reconstruction of Exit 125 interchange to serve the 
Project and other developments along Harriman Drive. In order to accommodate this, lands under 
the control of the Applicant will be used together with State or Town controlled Right of Ways to 
allow the relocation/ reconstruction of the interchange which are also designed to accommodate 
the future conversion to I-86. This reconstructed interchange will improve the existing substandard 
and/or constrained conditions at the Exit 125 connections to Route 17 and will help facilitate the 
future I-86 conversion. 
 
Comment B.173.15: As a backup, to try to minimize Project impacts, LEGOLAND proposed 
directing 45% of peak hour Sunday traffic exiting onto Route 17M eastbound (Appendix G, Figure 
43-D), a road with limited capacity that is one lane in each direction for much of its length and 25 
miles from Exit 15A to the south, the nearest SB entrance to I-87. Plus, from the terminus of 17M 
motorists would have to travel Route 17 through Southfields, Tuxedo and Sloatsburg, which are 
not designed to handle heavy traffic flows. Moreover, motorists with any knowledge of the local 
road system, may head west to 17A, and take that south through Florida, Warwick and Greenwood 
Lake, getting on 17 at Tuxedo. This possibility has not been investigated in the LEGOLAND 
DEIS. 
 
Response:  The Traffic Study does not propose directing traffic onto Route 17M but rather a 
diversion scenario was studied to evaluate potential impacts which could occur given the Sunday 
conditions on NYS Route 17.  Other than during Summer Sundays when the Route 17 eastbound 
is capacity constrained, traffic will be accommodated on the roadway network. Existing and 
potential future diversions that occur during this time period are addressed in the Traffic Impact 
Study. No significant diversion of LEGOLAND traffic to Route 17A is expected even during this 
time period. 
 
Comment B.173.16:  Sub-appendix L, [of the Traffic Study] Sample of Traffic Simulation Outputs, 
provides snapshots of the Project area surrounding the South Street Bridge. It is impossible to tell 
the difference, let alone to show how the model demonstrates effects of no-build and build traffic 
on the area. LEGOLAND should provide a full simulation zooming into specific problem 
intersections to see these effects and to demonstrate the effectiveness of mitigation using the 
SYNCHRO/SIMTraffic model. What is shown appears to be existing conditions and not, for 
example, conditions with Project traffic or with the proposed traffic circle off of Exit 125. 
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Response: SYNCHRO simulation files for the Exit 125 relocation scenario for No-Build and Build 
conditions have been provided to the NYSDOT for their review of the design as part of the 
Highway Work Permit.  The SimTraffic Model files were provided to the Town’s traffic 
consultant. Since these files require proprietary software to execute, they are not included in the 
FEIS.   
 
Comment B.173.17: Regarding the level of service (LOS) calculations, what you do not see, and 
what is not reported, are the effects of spill back from one intersection to the next. Spillback will 
block nearby intersections and, over time, can bring on area wide gridlock. LOS calculations by 
themselves can be misleading. Simulation modeling done with SYNCHRO/SIMTraffic must be 
provided for public review to insure the surrounding traffic network can actually accommodate 
no-build and LEGOLAND traffic combined. 
 
Response: SYNCHRO and SIM Traffic Analysis has been compiled and the results are included 
in Appendix D and L of the revised Traffic Study of this FEIS.  The SimTraffic Model files were 
provided to the Town’s traffic consultant. Since these files require proprietary software to execute, 
they are not included in the FEIS.   
 
Comment B.173.18: The LEGOLAND DEIS provides an enormous data base (more than 6,000 
pages) some of which provides insights that are not discussed in the report, either in the DEIS 
proper or in the traffic appendices. But, as the LEGOLAND DEIS demonstrates, LEGOLAND 
will produce a very significant impact in and around Goshen and particularly along Route 17 and 
at its intersection with NY State Route 87 at Exit 16. Table TC-9 (Route 17 Mainline Traffic 
Volume Summary, Summer Saturday).  The DEIS does not present the traffic impacts of no-build 
(5% back ground growth plus traffic from “Other Development”) or for LEGOLAND traffic 
impacts. These effects are buried in Tables 1 to 9, Appendix G, pages 597 to 679, along with the 
effects of Project mitigation. No-build and Build traffic impacts must be summarized in the DEIS 
in a Table like that presented on page 83 of the DEIS (Table III-2: Existing Level of Service). 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.173.1 above.  
 
Comment B.173.19: In addition, no-build and build Project impacts must be flagged for 
intersections where any intersection approach demonstrates a LOS D or worse and/or that exhibit 
spill back conditions that might interfere with traffic moving through a nearby intersection. The 
same reporting must be done for Route 17 mainline weaving movements near the site where 
Appendix G reports LOS F for certain locations.   
 
Response: The information is compiled for existing No-Build and Build conditions in Tables 1 
through 9 in Appendix B of the Revised Traffic Study. Any location where future queues exceed 
available storage are noted. Improvements have been identified to improve any such condition. 
Any approaches with LOS D or worse are identified in these tables.  Also, improvements were 
identified to accommodate future queue lengths that exceed storage lanes. 
 
Comment B.173.20: Route 17 weaving, and on and off ramps should be modelled using 
SYNCHRO/SIMTraffic to better show the effects of increasing traffic volumes along Route 17 for 
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a summer PM hour from 6,085 vehicles per hour (VPH, both directions) for baseline conditions to 
8,565 VPH (+41%) for no build conditions to 9,690 (+18%) with LEGOLAND traffic (Figures 7-
B, 31-B and 49-B). This is typical for summer conditions with other time periods showing traffic 
growth in similar or greater proportions. 
 
Response: The increases in background traffic volume as well as traffic generated by 
LEGOLAND are analyzed in the revised Traffic Study contained in the FEIS. These include the 
weaving, merge, and diverge at the interchange connections to Route 17. 
 
Comment B.173.21: With traffic growth like what is reported in [the traffic study], it is difficult to 
believe LEGOLAND will not have traffic impacts much greater than reported…Moreover, as one 
example, Figure 49-B reports 5,155 vehicles traveling in the westbound direction, approaching 
Exit 125. Much of Route 17 is two lanes in each direction and may accommodate 2,000 vehicles 
an hour per lane but at speeds of about 30 to 40 MPH with luck. What is reported in the DEIS with 
3 lanes WB east of Goshen, travel speeds would be significantly reduced and weaving movements 
attempting to exit Route 17 WB would be impeded to a far greater degree than reported. 
 
Response: The relocation/reconstruction of Exit 125 to the east increases the interchange spacing 
between Exit 125 and Exit 124 which reduces the need for weaving and improves the sufficiency 
of Route 17 mainline in this section. Note, that as part of the proposal, an additional lane westbound 
will be provided between the relocated Exit 125 westbound on-ramp and the existing three-lane 
section approaching Exit 124. This will not only serve LEGOLAND traffic, but will accommodate 
other peak hour traffic including commuter traffic destined westbound during the PM peak hour. 
 
Comment B.173.22: The LEGOLAND DEIS reports on page 86 that “…background 
developments results in total background (traffic) increases on NYS Route 17 of between 18% and 
48%.” It would be helpful if LEGOLAND provided both a map showing the locations of the 13 
developments listed on page 86 but also describe how they derived and distributed “Other 
Development” generated trips. Moreover, total trip generation from both background traffic 
growth, “Other Development” and Project generated trips produces even greater impacts than 
discussed in the DEIS reported above. Tables 3 and 3A summarize the resulting overall growth in 
traffic along Route 17 west of Exit 123 and east of Exit 125 as presented in [the traffic study]. 
Table 35 summarizes the overall growth in traffic for the time periods studied. Table 3A presents 
the data taken from Sub-Appendix A and how Table 3 was developed. Table 3 shows that total 
growth in traffic along Route 17 could exceed 100% for some locations. Given the totals reported 
…one has to question how all of these numbers were derived. LEGOLAND must undertake a 
reassessment of all Projections for both no-build conditions and for Project generated traffic. 
 
Response: As stated above, the background traffic Projections for the No-Build conditions 
included traffic to be generated by the ‘Other Developments’ outlined in the Scoping Document. 
The traffic volumes were based on information from studies of those specific developments and 
their assignment to the roadway network. Most significant of these is the traffic related to the 
Montreign Casino. The other background growth and individual developments are also fully 
accounted for in the Traffic Impact Study as per the requirements of the Scoping Document. The 
peak hour trip generation for the LEGOLAND facility is based on the peak attendance generating 
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days. During other time periods, traffic volumes can expect to be significantly lower based on 
historical attendance data from other existing LEGOLAND facilities.  Attendance data was 
provided directly to the Town and its traffic consultants to confirm these conclusions.  
 
Comment B.173.23: Level of Service (LOS) calculations for intersections, freeways, freeway 
weaving movements and on and off-ramps appear to under report traffic volumes, assume 3 lanes 
where 2 exist, and thereby under report Project impacts. LOS calculation sheets also under report 
the percentage of heavy trucks and buses when compared with NYSDOT ATR counts. 
Calculations for expressway, weaving and ramp movements generally assume 5% trucks; for 
intersection LOS calculations the DEIS generally assumes 2% trucks and 2% recreational vehicles. 
In comparison, the NYSDOT traffic counts report bus and truck numbers between 10% and 25% 
including heavy truck proportions of between 6% and 8% along Rt.17 in 2012 (note also that these 
figures are greatest during the times LEGOLAND claims are peak Project traffic volumes). And 
these truck numbers are likely conservative as internet shopping has skyrocketed in the past four 
years and with this trend the number of heavy delivery trucks has increased significantly as well. 
 
The effect of the proportion of heavy trucks along Route 17 and at connecting intersections is 
significant. Under reporting the proportion of heavy trucks will make expressway, weaving 
movements and on and off ramp and intersection performance appear much better than if more 
accurate proportions of trucks and buses were utilized. There is every indication that the 
LEGOLAND DEIS traffic analysis suffers from this error. See DEIS Appendix G, NYSDOT ATR 
Count Data, electronic page 5584. Note also that other NYSDOT counts included in Appendix G 
were taken in 2008 right at the early stages of the Great Recession when the economy tanked and 
truck traffic was likely under reported. 
 
Response:  The Traffic Analysis has been updated to reflect the current and proposed lane 
geometry on Route 17. The analysis accounts for the presence of trucks in the traffic stream. It 
should be noted that during the peak time periods analyzed, the percentage of trucks is lower than 
during some other hours of the day. The 5% trucks for the Route 17 mainline during these peak 
time periods is reasonable based on actual observed data compiled and contained in Appendix D 
of the Traffic Study Appendix. 
 
The analysis has been revised to reflect current and proposed lane geometries on NYS Route 17. 
Under existing conditions, the analysis includes three through lanes on Route 17 west of Exit 125 
in both the eastbound and westbound directions and two through lanes at the Exit 125 eastbound 
on-ramp and westbound off-ramp, as well as on the mainline east of Exit 125. Under proposed 
conditions, the analysis similarly indicates that there will be three lanes along Route 17 in the 
eastbound direction, west of the current Exit 125 eastbound ramp location where the mainline will 
taper to two lanes. The two lanes in the eastbound direction from this point will continue through 
the proposed relocated Exit 125 interchange. In the westbound direction, NYS Route 17 will have 
two lanes east of the proposed relocated Exit 125 interchange and will be carried through to the 
proposed location of the Exit 125 on-ramp. At this point, the Exit 125 on-ramp will become an 
added lane on NYS Route 17 westbound matching into the existing three lane section in the vicinity 
of the existing Exit 125 location. This is reflected in the revised analysis for the Exit 125 relocation. 
Heavy vehicle percentages on Route 17 are based on the NYSDOT information and ATR count 
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data collected along Route 17 as part of the Traffic Impact Study and is provided in Appendix E 
of the TIS. 
 
Comment B.173.24: As noted elsewhere, the DEIS fails to consider Project impacts at Exit 16 of 
the I-87 interchange with Routes 6/17. The following is an attempt to fill this gap. It has been 
difficult to secure a detailed set of traffic counts for this location, and the following analysis should 
be replaced by one that uses actual physical traffic counts taken in the field as part of this SEQR 
analysis. Appendix G, NYS Route 17 between Exit 131 and Exit 131A, beginning on electronic 
page 5489 provides detailed NYSDOT counts for the primary study area reported on in the DEIS. 
While data for the Exit 16 interchange that is available from the Thruway Authority has not been 
formatted in a usable manner, I have been able to piece together an approximation of an annual 
average daily traffic network for existing conditions sufficient to approximate the effects of no-
build and LEGOLAND traffic impacts. These impacts are significant and are presented in the 
attached Figures 2, 3 and 4. Note: Data for I-87 traffic was not available north of exit 16, so this 
analysis is limited by the absence of information regarding traffic coming from or turning onto I- 
87 towards Newburgh. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.173.13 above.  
 
Comment B.173.25: Assuming the assignments in the LEGOLAND DEIS, 4% of traffic is 
assigned through to and from Rt. 6 EB and WB crossing over I-87 and 58.5% to and from I-87 to 
and from the south and assuming no-build traffic has the same approximate distribution as for 
LEGOLAND, we can estimate Project impacts. Figure 2 reports the approximate average daily 
baseline traffic volumes for this interchange based on very limited data. 
 
Figure 2 is a rough attempt to illustrate baseline traffic at the NYS I-87/Exit 16 interchange for 
baseline conditions that have been ignored in the LEGOLAND DEIS.  Limited data included in 
the LEGOLAND Appendix G provided by the New York Department of Transportation and data 
provided by the New York State Thruway Authority for average daily travel are presented for 
those sections of the interchange most affected by LEGOLAND traffic.  This interchange will be 
more impacted by LEGOLAND traffic than any other location in the region, yet LEGOLAND 
ignores it. 
 
Response: The expected distributional split at Route 6 and I-87 is correct. See revised Traffic 
Impact Study, Appendix A, which provides additional information regarding LEGOLAND 
generated volumes for the peak hours.  See also, response to Comment B.173.4. 
 
Comment B.173.26: For no-build conditions, including the “Other Development” traffic volumes 
reported along Route 17/6 we find that no-build traffic will increase EB traffic through the Exit 16 
toll booths by 24%; traffic SB along I-87 will increase by 16%. In the northbound direction 
approaching Exit 16, no-build traffic along I-87 will increase by 17%; traffic exiting the I-87 ramp 
to Route 6/17 WB will increase by 28%. According to the LEGOLAND DEIS, these figures could 
double for a summer weekend (see attached Table 1, Figure 3). The LEGOLAND project will add 
about 3,500 daily EB vehicle trips and 3,500 WB vehicle trips through the Exit 16 toll booths and 
onto I-87 south of Exit 16.  Those figures are 58.5% of total daily auto trips reported in the DEIS 
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for average weekdays.  These figures could double for a summer Sunday (Table 2, Figure 4).  The 
resulting increase in the daily traffic at the Exit 16 toll plaza would be 11%.  The increase along 
the NB exit ramp to Route 6/17 WB would increase by 13% from no-build conditions.  WB trips 
will increase the Exit 16 on ramp to I-87 southbound traffic volume by 12%.  The overall impact 
of the combined no-build and build traffic added to I-87 Exit 16 interchange would be as follows: 
Combined, the no-build and LEGOLAND Project will add about 9,550 EB vehicle trips and 10,550 
WB trips along Route 17/6. All of these trips are expected to travel to and from the south via I-87 
(as noted earlier, data to and from the north via I-87 was unavailable). The resulting increase at 
the Exit 16 toll plaza would be 40%. The increase along the NB exit ramp from I-87 NB to Route 
6/17 WB would increase by 53% from baseline conditions. The combined effect on I-87 south of 
Exit 16 would increase traffic in both directions by 24% from baseline conditions. 
 
Figure 3 provides an estimate of daily impact along those links of the I-87/Exit 16 most impacted 
by no-build and “Other Development” traffic.  Again these impacts are ignored in the 
LEGOLAND DEIS. 
 
Figure 4 provides an estimate of LEGOLAND traffic impacts along the links reported in Figures 
2 and 3 estimated the resulting total daily traffic and reporting the percentage growth in traffic 
volume from the LEGOLAND project.  Because the growth in traffic at this interchange from both 
no-build and Project traffic is so severe, a detailed study for hourly impacts is required before any 
action is taken on the LEGOLAND project.  Based on data provided in the DEIS and by NYSDOT, 
it is likely project impacts will be greater during peak travel hours than for daily averages. 
 
Response:  This information is correct as per the data provided in the Traffic Study.  It is noted 
that New York State has advanced the $150 million reconstruction of the Woodbury Transit and 
Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The transit and economic development hub 
Project will significantly reduce congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-Hudson region.  
  
Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 corridor, replace 
the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State Thruway 
(I-87), and add a solar-powered bus station, an expanded commuter parking lot, and an intelligent 
transportation system that adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements, 
including the addition of cashless tolling, will improve access and reduce delays due to traffic 
congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 131 interchange has long functioned as a 
bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 and the Thruway. 
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will significantly 
decrease the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as 
reducing legacy traffic congestion on Route 17. 
 
Comment B.173.27: Given these impacts, looking at the complexity of the Exit 16 interchange, it 
is no mystery why the LEGOLAND traffic analysis ignores NYS I-87 Exit 16. It is complicated 
and difficult to analyze but with approximately 2/3rds of LEGOLAND traffic flowing through this 
interchange combined with a large proportion of “Other Development” traffic flowing though the 
interchange as well, one would expect at least the NYSDOT and the New York State Thruway 
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Authority might be concerned. This is particularly troubling when the Rt. 84/Rt. 17 interchange is 
included in the analysis when just 22% of LEGOLAND traffic moves through the Rt.84/Rt. 17 
interchange, compared with about 58.5% of LEGOLAND traffic through the I-87 Exit 16 
interchange. The entry/exit ramps for the Exit 16 Thruway ramps are at or near capacity during 
peak hours today and the impact as demonstrated above could be significant. Again, these effects 
are not included in the LEGOLAND traffic analysis, Appendix G.  The DEIS reports no significant 
Project impact at the I-84/Rt. 17 interchange…this is not the case with the I-87/Rt. 17 interchange. 
The impact will be significant. The DEIS must be augmented with a full traffic analysis including 
simulation for all Exit 16 ramps and I-87 through traffic movements. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.173.13 above. 
 
Comment B.173.28: The LEGOLAND DEIS reports that a large part of departing trips will be 
rerouted from Route 17 to Route 17M via South Street. This is because under existing conditions 
traffic backs up from the I-87/Route 17/6 toll plaza at Exit 16. How no-build traffic (i.e., “Other 
Development” traffic) will impact this toll plaza is not described. How diverted trips will gain 
access to I-87 is also not described. Considering the hourly magnitude of the combination of “Other 
Development” traffic with LEGOLAND traffic, it can be expected that a significant amount of 
traffic will divert onto Route 17 south of Harriman, either directly, or via Route 17M. This 
additional traffic could easily exceed the capacity of the existing Route 17 south of Exit 16. If so, 
the DEIS cannot ignore this problem. And, since the DEIS already reports the use of the 
SYMCHRO/SIMTraffic simulation model to check other locations, the entire roadway network 
including Route 17 and the ramps and through traffic along I-87 must be simulated as well and 
reported to the Goshen community. 
 
Response: This is inaccurate.  The Traffic Study does not suggest traffic will be rerouted onto 
Route 17M.  Rather a diversion study, to ascertain potential impacts of a possible diversion 
scenario was completed as required by the Adopted Scope.  This diversion scenario would only be 
expected to occur under Summer Sunday conditions on Route 17 when traffic historically has back 
up in this area of Route 17 East bound.  The removal of the Harriman Tolls by NYS will help 
improve operation at the Thruway interchange. Any project traffic destined to Route 17 south of 
Harriman will exit via the Exit 131 interchange, (note that this interchange is planned to be 
reconstructed by New York State) and/or travel along Route 17M to Route 17. Other than that, 
traffic will tend to follow patterns similar to that occurring today. 
 
Comment B.173.29: The description of Interstate 87 (DEIS, page 74) is misleading. It reports an 
AADT of approximately 49,000 vehicles per day south of Exit 16. The New York Thruway 
Authority reports 2-way traffic volumes as much as 95,000 daily trips for this section of I-87. 
Perhaps the DEIS is referring to traffic volumes north of Exit 16 connecting with Route 6/17. As 
noted above background growth, “Other Development” growth and Project growth will add about 
20,000 vehicles per day to I-87 south of Exit 6 (in the north and southbound directions), more than 
a 20% increase, yet no evaluation or analysis is provided for these impacts at the I-87 Exit 16 
location along I-87 itself. 
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Response: To clarify the statement in the DEIS, “In the vicinity of the NYS Route 17 interchange, 
the roadway has four 12-foot wide travel lines and a paved shoulder per direction with an AADT 
of approximately 41,900 vehicles per day.” 
 
Comment B.173.30: Since the DEIS reports that the developer has already shared SYNCHRO/ 
SIMTraffic results with the Town of Goshen, it should be easy to share these results with the public 
especially for the South Street corridor where LEGOLAND will add more than 1,000 vehicle trips 
an hour to no-build conditions (plus a modest additional amount of “Other Development” traffic) 
for much of the day. Level of service calculations using SYNCHRO/SIMTraffic that are provided 
in Appendix G are complicated to review, and without more refined intersection drawings with 
traffic volumes and turning movement assignments, are hard to compare with the way existing 
data is presented (Appendix G, Sub-Appendix D). Without simulation it will be hard to convince 
anyone that adding upwards of 3,500 vehicles an hour to the affected roadway network can be 
accommodated with the limited alignment and capacity improvements that have been suggested. 
 
Response: The comment misstates the expected peak hour traffic generation for LEGOLAND. 
Based on actual traffic counts and Projections for the development, the peak hour total of volumes 
for the site is expected to be less than 1,700 vehicles on the highest peak hour time period and not 
3,500 vehicles in an hour. The preferred access alternative accommodates these vehicles as part of 
the proposed design.  See also, response to Comment B.173.16. 
 
Comment B.173.31: Because the traffic analyses presented in the DEIS covers a large area, we 
have decided to focus on the two intersections that appear to be the most impacted by LEGOLAND 
traffic: South Street at Rt. 17M and South Street at Harriman Drive. And we will pick the time 
period during which LEGOLAND may have the greatest impact, Sunday afternoons (although 
other time periods produce equal or greater traffic volumes when combined with no-build 
development traffic). For baseline conditions, these two intersections are reported to operate at 
acceptable Levels of Service (LOS). This is also true for no-build conditions since few no-build 
trips are assigned to South Street although it should be noted that during the period in question, 
traffic volumes along Route 17 will increase by more than 2,400 vehicles (total, both directions) 
during that single hour taking up a great deal of any available capacity along Rt. 17. Still, for the 
intersections in question, service levels appear acceptable. 
 
Response: The amount of the LEGOLAND generated traffic through these intersections is 
expected to be significantly less based on the proposed Exit 125 interchange relocation (preferred 
access improvement) as described in the revised Traffic Impact Study and in Section I above.  
 
Comment B.173.32: For build conditions, LEGOLAND will add another 1,691 vehicle trips, 1,538 
exiting with the rest entering the site. Because of congestion problems along Rt. 17 EB and at the 
Exit 16 toll booths described in the DEIS, LEGOLAND is proposing to divert about 45% of exiting 
traffic from Rt. 17 EB to South Street and onto Rt. 17M EB. The DEIS describes capacity changes 
at both intersections in minimalist detail along with tiny sketch drawings of proposed roadway 
changes. No proper engineering drawings are included but one proposed change, widening the 
bridge connecting these two intersections, is critical to the success of this proposal. It is not clear 
that NYSDOT will actually approve the proposed changes, and there are significant indications 
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that the proposed flyover would in fact be denied in order to allow the conversion of Route 17 to 
I-86. Even if the flyover was approved, LEGOLAND diverted traffic will cause breakdown 
conditions (LOS F) at the South Street/Route 17M intersection with traffic backing up through the 
South Street/Harriman Drive intersection. 
 
Response: LEGOLAND is not proposing to divert traffic exiting from Route 17 eastbound. 
Rather, the DEIS analysis provided a distribution of potential diversions based on the current 
conditions which occur on Route 17 during Sunday peak afternoon time periods. Furthermore, the 
preferred access alternative which incorporates the relocated Route 17 Exit 125 interchange was 
developed based on input from the NYSDOT to accommodate the Project traffic as well as to 
accommodate the future conversion of Route 17 to I-86. This scenario reduces the traffic volume 
increases at the South Street/Harriman Drive intersection located west of the site and also at the 
South Street/Route 17M intersection. 
 
Comment B.173.33: As noted elsewhere in this report, it would help to see the 
SYNCHRO/SIMTraffic models to more precisely visualize these conditions. And, of course, this 
is true for all locations analyzed in the DEIS including intersections, freeway movements, weaving 
movements and on and off ramp conditions. Without the South Street reconstruction (widening) 
the diversion scheme proposed by LEGOLAND will not work, and LEGOLAND will have to 
return to assigning departing EB vehicles to the Exit 125 scenario adding to the huge amount of 
EB no-build (mostly “Other Development”) traffic facing heavy EB travel delays that are inferred 
in the DEIS. One final note, “Other Development” traffic along Route 17 in both directions is 
particularly heavy from about 10 AM to about 8 PM, the same time periods for peak LEGOLAND 
traffic. Moreover, as noted elsewhere, NYSDOT classification counts included in Appendix G 
show very heavy truck traffic on Route 17 for this same time period, especially for weekdays. The 
intersection LOS calculations for the period in question assume 2% or no truck traffic compared 
to a much greater proportion of trucks and buses reported by NYSDOT elsewhere in this report. 
All DEIS LOS calculations must be conformed to actual NYSDOT traffic data. Doing so will 
reveal just how much greater LEGOLAND traffic impacts are likely to be. 
 
Response:  The traffic volumes arriving and departing LEGOLAND have been assigned based on 
the distributions identified in the Traffic Study. Also, using actual count data, the peak hour traffic 
volumes include limited additional truck traffic that is expected during peak hours at the facility. 
However, most deliveries will be scheduled for off peak hours. These percentages are expected to 
continue and are reflected in the revised Traffic Study Analysis. In order to accommodate the Exit 
125 relocation, LEGOLAND will be dedicating a significant portion of their land to NYSDOT to 
accommodate the ramps, roadway widening, and new bridge structure over Route 17. 
LEGOLAND is coordinating these improvements with NYSDOT as part of the Highway Work 
Permit.  The Project Sponsor is committed to fully permitting and constructing all off-site roadway 
improvements, which will be in place prior to the opening of the LEGOLAND facility. Also, the 
NYS Route 17 Heavy Vehicle Percentages were obtained from the NYSDOT historical data, as 
well as the ATR data collected for Route 17. This information is contained in Appendix E of the 
Traffic Impact Study.  See also, response to Comment B.173.16. 
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Comment B.173.34: The question of who pays for infrastructure improvements is not stated 
clearly. However, on page 93 of the DEIS, it states “The Project Sponsor plans to pursue any 
available funding for the study area infrastructure improvement…the Project Sponsor has 
requested that New York State and Orange County fund the cost of these improvements.” So it is 
apparent that LEGOLAND is looking to taxpayers to pay for road improvements needed to 
accommodate the proposed changes listed on pages 93 to 96 in the DEIS. Many of these 
intersection and Route 17 capacity increases appear reasonable, but all are subject to NYSDOT 
approval especially those that might be very costly like the proposed westbound overpass that 
would exclusively service LEGOLAND. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.63.3.  The Project Sponsor is committed to fully permitting 
and constructing all off-site roadway improvements, which will be in place prior to the opening of 
the LEGOLAND facility. 
 
Comment B.173.35: The LEGOLAND DEIS fails to provide a parking occupancy analysis for 
worst case conditions demonstrating sufficient parking capacity. Parking analysis should include 
a simulation of exiting vehicles that will have to pay for parking as they leave LEGOLAND. The 
DEIS must demonstrate how they can accommodate 1,500 departing vehicles in one hour along a 
single lane and how 2 lanes of access road 3,000 feet long can accommodate 500 vehicles. DEIS, 
page 92. 
 
Response: An analysis of parking demand is provided in the DEIS on page 90.  The proposed exit 
from LEGOLAND is not expected to be a single lane. The exit connection to Harriman Drive will 
include a three lane exit i.e. one left and two right turn lanes which can easily accommodate the 
level of exiting volume anticipated during peak periods. 
 
Comment B.173.36: Traffic accident data provided by the New York State Department of 
Transportation are summarized in Table III-3: Accident Data (DEIS, Page 85). The data shows 
that accident rates in and around the Goshen area are considerably greater than state-wide averages 
for similar highway facilities. As reported “Based on a review of the accident summaries, a 
significant portion of the observed accidents were found to be left turn and rear-end accidents as 
well as a result of excessive speed.” That is it. That is the sum total of accident reporting for this 
Project. What is reported is bad enough (that is, accidents rates considerably higher than state-
wide averages). What is not reported are the number and severity of accidents that Project-
generated traffic will produce and their resulting societal costs born not only by motorists but by 
all residents of the region affected by this Project. 
 
Response:  Print out sheets from the NYS Police with detailed accident descriptions were provided 
in the Traffic Study Appendix. The improvements to the Exit 125 interchange will reduce accidents 
which currently occur at those ramp intersections. Additionally, intersection improvements have 
been identified to address existing short comings at the South Street/Route 17M intersection. These 
types of improvements including separate left turn lanes at the intersection would likely be 
required regardless of the Project. 
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Comment B.173.37: The DEIS provides just enough information to estimate these impacts. Table 
SGT-5, “NYS Route 17 Hourly Site Generated Traffic Volumes East and West of Study Area”, 
provides site generated trips along Route 17 between Exit 130A and Exit 131. As noted earlier, 
while the data is flawed [as discussed in earlier comments] these data represent about 62.5% of 
total Project generated trips. Thus, dividing the numbers by 0.625 you get an approximation of 
total Project generated trips by time of day. There is sufficient data here to estimate average annual 
trips associated with this Project (assuming the data is accurate—a summation of the columns 
demonstrates this Project will generate considerably more trips than reported in the DEIS). Still, a 
reasonable estimate can be made from this data to estimate the total number of trips this Project 
might generate...since the DEIS fails to provide a month by month summary of activity at the 
LEGOLAND site, we have made some conservative estimates: 16 weeks of summer activity, 20 
weeks of “typical’ activity and 16 weeks of a significantly reduced winter activity. It is understood 
that the LEGOLAND Park will be closed for winter months leaving only the hotel and aquarium 
open for business.  
 
Note that Table SGT-5 has some serious flaws.  Table 2 highlights these in red.  The problem is 
that the total number of trips east and west should be roughly equal.  For a Typical Saturday, EB 
total trips does not match WB trips; the same is true for a Summer Saturday.  These errors need to 
be corrected. 
 
Response: The commenter’s discussion regarding annual traffic generation for the facility is not 
accurate. As stated above, daily attendance figures have been provided to the Town of Goshen to 
provide rationale for projected annual attendance and for projected trip generation.  The evaluation 
of traffic impacts is focused on the peak hour design conditions for the facility as per the Project 
Scoping Document as well as NYSDOT requirements under the Highway Work Permit.  See also, 
response to Comment B.3.8. 
 
Comment B.173.38: In order to estimate annual vehicle miles of travel, the DEIS also provides a 
lead: Table GM-1, Gravity Model, provides sufficient data to estimate average regional trip length: 
70 miles one way. Multiplying 3.2 million one-way trips by 70 results in annual Project generated 
vehicle miles of travel of 224 million. And, as the DEIS suggests, this can be expected to grow as 
LEGOLAND becomes better known regionally and visitations increase. 
 
Response: The computation of vehicle miles of travel can be misleading. The design conditions 
for the site are based on full build out and as previously noted, the traffic analysis is focused on 
peak hour operations as it relates to roadway and intersection capacities. The annual vehicle miles 
of travel is an interesting statistic but is not germane to the design of the Project. 
 
Comment B.173.39: Based on NYSDOT traffic accident rates for the New York Metropolitan 
Area, LEGOLAND will increase auto and truck accidents by more than 1,800 a year within a 200 
mile radius of the Project Site. Adding 3.2 million auto trips a year entering or leaving the 
LEGOLAND site will increase the number of auto accidents to 1,822 crashes annually with 3 dead 
and 609 persons injured and approximately 1,210 more cars and trucks damaged. Including the 
cost of property damage the cost to motorists and society would total $79 million in 2021. Table 
5 summarizes this data. These numbers are conservative when compared with the accident rates 
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presented in Table III-3 of the DEIS (Page 85) are compared with the rates used in Table 5 to 
compute direct and indirect costs of accidents generated by LEGOLAND traffic. 
 
Response: The design of the access improvements on Route 17 will meet current NYSDOT design 
standards and are being designed to minimize any accidents. Moreover, the modifications to the 
Exit 125 interchange should help reduce accidents resulting from substandard characteristics of 
the existing interchange. Also, the improvements identified at the intersection of South Street and 
Route 17M, which include the provision of separate left turning lanes on Route 17M and the North 
Road Connector, should also reduce some of the rear end accidents which occur at that location. 
 
Comment B.173.40: Auto accidents are just one element of the societal costs of adding 224 million 
miles of travel to the LEGOLAND study area. [I have estimated it] would total $301 million each 
year born by both motorists and non-motoring taxpayers. The external or hidden costs to motorists, 
their passengers, and visitors, residents and workers within the study area due to increased 
vehicular use by travel to and from LEGOLAND include the costs of lost travel time (congestion), 
physical injury, health effects, noise impacts, damage to our roads and utilities. 
 
Response:  There is no technical or factual basis for the statements in this comment.  
 
Comment B.173.41: Other costs related to LEGOLAND traffic are paid through taxes such as the 
control of water pollution, oil spills, greenhouse gas emissions, the lost value of highway land 
removed from tax rolls, and, most apparent today, the foreign policy and defense costs of 
protecting the supply of imported oil. But taking them together, even using a low range of vehicle 
related costs due to LEGOLAND, car and truck use greatly reduce the realistic local economic 
benefits of the Project. The costs are based on the well-documented costs per vehicle of mile of 
travel published by the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (VTPI) as well as independent cost 
accounting that I have undertaken over the last three decades. For this report, the most conservative 
(i.e., lowest) results have been reported for the social costs of LEGOLAND traffic. These totals 
significantly exceed any benefits of this Project to the Goshen and other nearby communities. A 
full cost- benefit analysis must be completed for LEGOLAND before any action can be taken on 
this Project. Without a fully vetted cost-benefit analysis, Goshen cannot, in good conscience, act 
on this Project. The fact that these effects are not even required in a full impact assessment is a 
disservice to all residents and taxpayers. The costs are real and are borne out by over four decades 
of research. They cannot be ignored. 
 
Response: A fiscal impact analysis was completed for the Project consistent with the Adopted 
Scope.  The analysis was consistent with generally accepted planning methods and consistent with 
the level of analysis prepared for other large projects in the County.  The SEQR criteria under 
requirements for an Environmental Impact Statement state in § 617.9(b)(2), “EISs should address 
only those potential significant adverse environmental impacts that can be reasonably anticipated 
and/or have been identified in the scoping process”.  The requested analysis above does not meet 
this standard.  
 
The purpose of the environmental impact process of SEQR is to allow “environmental” issues to 
be injected into the decision-making process by the Planning Board and the Town Board.  
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Environmental issues are defined broadly under SEQR, but they do not include every impact of a 
Project. Purely economic factors cannot form the basis to either approve or deny a Project.   
 
For additional evaluation purposes, the Orange County IDA commissioned KPMG to conduct an 
independent analysis of the fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project.  A copy of the KPMG report is 
included in Appendix K. 
 
Comment B.173.42:  The LEGOLAND DEIS must address its effects on global warming and how 
these effects can be mitigated.  At a time when 97% of the scientific community agrees that global 
warming is [a] serious threat and unless addressed will result in catastrophic effects worldwide, 
and that nearly 200 nations have committed to reducing CO2 emissions in order to keep worldwide 
ambient temperatures from increasing by more than 2 degrees Celsius over preindustrial 
temperatures, LEGOLAND cannot ignore the issue.  The only way to accomplish this is to reduce 
the use of fossil fuels.  All new development must be done in support of these goals.  The 
LEGOLAND project will increase gasoline use by about 9 million gallons a year producing 90,000 
tons of CO2 emissions annually. 
 
In the final analysis, this project is remote from major population centers.  It is auto dependent at 
a time when the only way we will reduce the staggering effects of global warming is to reduce the 
use of fossil fuels.  We should be building projects that are transit accessible, not dependent on 
attendees driving up to 200 miles to get to the site.  The LEGOLAND DEIS must address this 
increasingly disruptive development. 
 
Response: The adopted scope did not require a study of global warming and there is no evidence 
to support the assertion regarding increases in gasoline use.  In accordance with NYSDEC 
guidance, speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or 
data need no response.  The DEIS discusses several means of reducing vehicular trips to the Project 
Site including coordinating shuttle service to the Project Site from local area hotels and bus service 
from regional tourism destinations such as Manhattan or Woodbury Common and regional transit 
hubs such as Harriman and/or Beacon.  LEGOLAND also proposes to implement a Transportation 
System Management Program (TSMP) which will encourage use of mass transit during peak 
times.   
 
Comment B.173.43: The LEGOLAND DEIS does not make a convincing case that this Project 
will not have a significant traffic impacts on the Goshen and nearby communities that can be 
mitigated. It is incomplete in that the DEIS itself is not a standalone document: It does not present 
a full accounting of Project impacts but focuses on presenting baseline conditions and presenting 
potential mitigation measures that may or may not be approved. It relies on extensive appendices 
that are a jumble of pages (more than 6,000) that are referenced throughout but not summarized in 
the DEIS proper making review time consuming and cumbersome (and impossible for the general 
public to review). And those numbers presented in Appendix G for the transportation impacts are 
inconsistent and incomplete. 
 
Response:  All materials need not be contained in the body of a DEIS.  Rather, SEQR provides 
that, “Highly technical material should be summarized and, if it must be included in its entirety, 
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should be referenced in the statement and included in an appendix.” The DEIS does provide a 
summary of each of the technical reports appended to that document consistent with the approved 
Adopted Scope.  However, it the interest of providing a more user-friendly and easily readable 
Traffic Impact Study, a more detailed Table of Contents has been provided in the revised study in 
Appendix E.   
 
Comment B.173.44: Tables presenting trip generation do not add up. Some days, LEGOLAND 
reports 10,000 vehicles entering and 15,000 leaving the site in a single 24 hour period. They should 
be approximately the same. Level of service calculations ignore that very high truck volumes 
reported by NYSDOT and included in Appendix that, if applied, would show Project impacts much 
greater than reported. Indeed, truck and bus activity servicing the LEGOLAND site are ignored. 
LEGOLAND lists numerous mitigating measures that are poorly illustrated and for which they 
rely on local and state funding. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.173.9 above.  
 
Comment B.173.45: No-build traffic… is poorly documented and produces huge impacts alone 
that could dictate widening Route 17 from Goshen to the Exit 16/I-87 interchange.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.42.1 above.  
 
Comment B.173.46: There is no convincing case made that parking is adequate for even the modest 
demand for parking let alone the much greater demand that the numbers contained in [the traffic 
study] reveal. There is no parking accumulation study that supports the claim that parking is 
adequate and the 3,000 foot long storage area for arriving vehicles will accommodate 300 vehicles, 
not 500 as claimed.  
 
Response: The DEIS provides rationale for the proposed number of parking spaces on page 90, 
“Based on an average rate of 4 persons per car, the parking lot could accommodate approximately 
18,920 patrons with its main guest and hotel parking areas Given that the peak daily attendance 
day was assumed to be 20,000, it is anticipated that Proposed Parking could accommodate the 
peak attendance day with the remaining guests (1,080 or 5.4%) arriving via shuttle from 
surrounding hotels or via bus from regional train stations or the New York Metropolitan Area”. 
The DEIS also provides parking totals for both California and Florida parks which shows the 
proposed site has more parking than either of those sites.   
 
The access is proposed as a boulevard with two lanes in both directions.  Therefore, the estimate 
of the number of cars that could be stacked took the use of two lanes into the site into consideration.   
 
Comment B.173. 47: The route most relied on for access/egress to and from the site is ignored 
entirely: the NYS I-87 Exit16 interchange that could experience a 25% increase in traffic from the 
combined impact of no-build and Project impacts is not studied.  
 
Response: See response to Comment B.173.4 above.  
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Comment B.173.48: LEGOLAND traffic will produced hundreds of millions of miles of additional 
vehicle miles of travel adding to the State’s severe accident record and producing externality costs 
that far exceed the benefits of this Project alone to the Goshen community, including adding 
significantly to global warming’s catastrophic problems that mankind may not be able to stop... it 
is clear that the LEGOLAND DEIS does not report fully on Project impacts and cannot support an 
approval of this Project with the many flaws and omissions now contained in the report. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.173.41 above.  The Proposed Project proposes several 
means of reducing individual vehicle trips to the Project Site including offering shuttle service 
from local hotels and from local and regional tourism destinations.  The Project also incorporates 
several sustainable stormwater management practices and a recycling program which resulted in 
LEGOLAND Florida Resort being recognized as the 2016 Environmental Champion, in Polk 
County, by Keep Polk County Beautiful, Inc. at their 20th annual awards ceremony for leading the 
way in environmental efforts amongst fellow nonprofit organizations, businesses, municipalities, 
and communities.  LEGOLAND Florida Resort now has 20 recycling streamlining methods in 
their arsenal which resulted in increasing landfill diversion rate by 15% over the previous year.  
LLFR also operates an Energy Conservation Program which managed to save an energy 
consumption equivalent to 21 homes’ electricity use for one year over its last operating year and 
they also installed an electric or hybrid vehicle charging station in front of the LEGOLAND Hotel 
which is also proposed at the LEGOLAND New York Park.   
 
 B.174. Annmarie Rolo, letter undated  

Comment B.174.1: Local Laws 8 & 9 These laws are concerning the change in zoning and there 
is no SEQR available for the full 523 acres suggested to be rezoned.  So you are rezoning without 
the full analysis of the suggested area... You have an (incomplete) analysis of 140 acres (number 
from the DEIS Master Executive Summary) but you are being asked to prescribe a zone for a 
largely uninvestigated area. 

Response:  For clarification, the proposed laws are numbers 5 and 6 of 2016.  The statement above 
regarding the DEIS is misleading, the habitat assessment, wetlands delineation, soil and 
topography mapping, stormwater analysis, visual impact analysis and ambient noise readings 
evaluated conditions on the entire 522 acre property.  No SEQRA study is required for the 
commenter’s speculation of what might occur on a project on the area under its control but not 
designated for development.  SEQRA does not require that a developer invent a potential plan of 
development where none exists, simply so that a SEQRA review can be conducted on a 
hypothetical development. Under the proposed overlay district zoning, and the realities of the 
properties encompassed by such zoning, the entirety of the 522 acres cannot be developed, and the 
only requirement under SEQRA is to study what is proposed; SEQRA review is not to be 
conducted on speculations. 
 
Comment B.174.2: These laws are written for one entity, which is Merlin Entertainment, defined 
by the structure of the law, which says the law will be rescinded in six months if the Project is not 
approved. Since there is no other Project in the works, it can only refer to this entity. So the law 
by nature is unbalanced since it is being specifically written for Merlin.  If there is no other Project 
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moving forward in six months, concerning the balance of the 380 acres, would they resume their 
previous zoning? 
 
Response:  Should the Project Sponsor not obtain necessary approvals the subject parcels would 
retain their existing zoning, and the Commercial Recreation Overlay District would expire of its 
terms.  In any event, the proposed CR zoning is an overlay zone, which means that the underlying 
zoning presently existing for those properties remains unchanged. 
 
Comment B.174.3: Water information is not provided in the DEIS as the Village has 
commissioned to take over the provision of water to the Project. However, this is a critical factor 
in making a determination about rezoning 523 acres for a commercial recreation overlay district. 
 
Response: This is incorrect. Ground Water and Water supply information is provided in Section 
III-E of the DEIS with supplemental on-site well testing data provided in Appendix D and a report 
from the Village’s water and sewer engineer regarding the capacity and ability of the Village’s 
water supply system to serve the Project Site in Appendix E.  
 
Comment B.174.4: The law clearly states that the land can be used as rural or commercial, these 
zones with opposing definitions.  The land within this zone also is considered AG and will be 
subject to AG roll back taxes when sold, I have never seen the estimate of what will be due the 
Town in same. 
 
Response:  The above statement is incorrect.  As stated in Local Law #6 of 2016, “The purpose 
of this overlay zoning district is to allow the construction of, and provide standards for, a 
Commercial Recreation Facility.”  Although there is no plan to do so, the Project Site could also 
potentially also be developed under its underlying zoning which is split between Rural and Hamlet 
Residential, which together allows one-family, two-family, and multi-family housing, as well as 
certain commercial development.  
 
Portions of the Project Site are located in Orange County’s Agricultural District #2 and are 
currently subject to associated agricultural tax assessment reductions.  As stated in the DEIS on 
page 150, “Once construction is underway on the Project Site, none of the parcels will be permitted 
to seek an agricultural assessment reduction as two of them currently do today.  As per the NYS 
Department of Taxation a payment for conversion of the land will be required which is equal to 
five times the taxes saved in the most recent year that the land received an agricultural 
assessment.  In addition, interest of 6 percent per year compounded annually will be added to the 
payment amount for each year that the land received an agricultural assessment, not exceeding 
five years.”  
 
Comment B.174.5:  The local law defies the Master Plan which prohibits Amusement parks, and 
Merlin has used this same definition for its other parks in applying to Winter Haven and Carlsbad 
- the site plans were entitled "LEGOLAND Amusement Park." Using Google's search engine 
LEGOLAND defines itself as an Amusement park…Theme parks and Amusement parks are both 
insured under Amusement Industry Insurance, therefore, they are the same genre, and the terms 
can be used interchangeably. 
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Response:  The Comprehensive Plan does not prohibit amusement parks; a provision in the Zoning 
Code prohibits permanent amusement parks, but allows temporary amusement parks.  As set forth 
above, “amusement park” is not defined in the zoning code and the term as commonly used does 
not fit well with the theme park concept environed in the proposed zoning change, which is why 
the proposed zoning change clarifies that a commercial recreation facility will not be deemed an 
amusement park or circus.   
 
Comment B.174.6: There has been no market research data presented to conclude that 
LEGOLAND will be successful in this area.  We know of several grocery companies that tested 
this area with market research and concluded Goshen could not support a grocery store.  Where is 
the market research analysis that concludes this area is desirable for this activity and will be 
sustainable in this region?  To change zoning to accommodate one entity that has not provided this 
kind of preliminary research to the Town is putting the cart before the horse. 
 
Response: A market analysis was not required by the adopted scope.  See response to Comment 
A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.174.7: Merlin has no previous experience in the last twenty years of building an 
amusement park in the Northeast in a non-resort area and making it sustainable and successful. 
They have not built any theme/amusement park from the "ground up" much less in a non-resort 
community. Since there is no track record for Merlin for a similar venture it continues to be risky 
for the town, coupled with the lack of market research data. 
 
Response:  While Winter Haven, Florida is outside of the greater Orlando area, none of the other 
host communities are considered “resort” communities. The Project Sponsor represents that Merlin 
Entertainments operates 117 attractions across 24 countries.  There is nothing to suggest this park 
would not also be successful. See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.174.8: The LEGOLAND DEIS submitted for review to the public has not followed 
the Final Scoping Document as required, as the Planning Board already has noted there are many 
items missing to be inserted into the FEIS.  I … note that Merlin failed to produce the data asked 
for consistently in the scope … I believe the Project should have an objective hard look, that all 
data requested should be presented and left to the Board for scrutiny to decide its relevance. No 2-
year crime study of Winter Haven and Carlsbad was submitted in any format in the DEIS, yet was 
required by the final Adopted Scope.   
 
Response:  This information is provided on page 116 of the DEIS. See also, the response to 
Comment A.102.1. 
 
Comment B.174.9: The Village of Florida and Town of Warwick, whose local "through" traffic 
on Route 94 and Route 17A will be impacted were not listed as an interested agency in the DEIS 
and as a result, ignored by the DEIS as to their own current population growth and projected 
commuter traffic. 
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Response:  The Adopted Scope enumerated various intersections to be studied as part of the 
applicant’s Traffic Impact Study.  Also, as part of that study, and because of the potential impact 
areas outside of the immediate vicinity, the applicant was required to also study any intersection 
where traffic volumes would increase by more than 100 vehicles.  This is a standard required by 
the NYSDOT for large development projects.   
 
Additionally, the Village of Florida and Town of Warwick did not express interest in being 
Interested Agencies under SEQR, despite their inclusion on the Planning Board’s notice of intent 
to serve as SEQR lead agency. 
 
Comment B.174.10: The reopening of the Orange County Government Center in Goshen was not 
listed as a Project that would affect cumulative traffic in the final Adopted Scope and hence has 
been ignored by the DEIS. This is a HUGE oversight as the County government center business 
draws from within and without the county and New York State and this must be corrected.  The 
Orange County Government Center also uses water, that has probably not been taken into account 
by the Village, in Projecting water usage for the future. 
 
Response:  The list of additional projects to be studied in the ‘No-Build’ scenario was 
development by the Town’s traffic engineer and was subject to public review and comment during 
the scoping process.  Further, the majority of Orange County Government Center employees are 
currently working in the Village of Goshen at other locations and would simply be relocated to 
that building upon its completion.   Thus, the traffic and water usage remains largely constant. 
 
Comment B.174.11: The final Adopted Scope and DEIS did not list the Chester Union Free School 
District as an interested agency, yet 2/3 of the residents immediately impacted by the Project are 
included in that school district. 
 
Response: As no school children will be generated by the Proposed Project, no impacts would 
occur to the Chester Union Free School District.  All SEQR documentation was sent to the Town 
and Village of Chester to voice any concerns if they so desired.  
 
Comment B.174.12: Comparison to both parks has not been done concerning a 3 year traffic 
accident data at both Winter Haven and Carlsbad (p. 14 Final Scoping Document H. Traffic 
Section 1, bottom paragraph.  
 
Response:  The Scoping document requests accident data for “Study Area Locations”, meaning 
each of the intersections within the Project Study Area.  That information was provided in the 
Traffic Impact Study and summarized on page 85 of the DEIS.   Accident data was not required 
from intersections around other parks.   
 
Comment B.174.13: Data on visitors and ridership for Winter Haven and Carlsbad not presented. 
(Final Scoping Document, page 16, Section 3, paragraph 2) 
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Response: Daily attendance numbers for other parks were provided directly to the Town for their 
use.  As this data is considered proprietary, this data was not made available publically, and the 
Planning Board will not consider such data in making its SEQRA determinations. 
 
Comment B.174.14: Data from NYSDOT on Priority Investigation Locations within the Study 
Area must be prepared for each associated location, page 16, Section 3 paragraph 10. 
 
Response: Highway Safety Investigations for Priority Investigation Locations that may have been 
conducted within the study area were requested from the NYSDOT by Maser Consulting as 
indicated in the August 15, 2016 letter contained in Appendix F of the Traffic Impact Study. The 
NYSDOT responded to this request in a letter dated August 24, 2016 (also contained in Appendix 
F of the Traffic Impact Study), indicating that there were no recent Highway Safety Investigations 
completed within the Study area. 
 
Comment B.174.15: Data on impacts to Chester Union Free School District on p. 21 of the Final 
Scoping Document not provided. 
 
Response: As no school children will be generated by the Proposed Project, no impacts would 
occur to the Chester Union Free School District.  A discussion of Impacts to the CUFSD is 
provided in the fiscal impact analysis of the DEIS (see page 120). 
 
Comment B.174.16: All public road improvements would be owned and maintained by the 
respective agency which currently has jurisdiction over the road. (p. 27 DEIS) This sentence 
throws the proposed road improvements cost and management back to the municipality and off of 
Merlin.  The Traffic section has no estimate in proposed cumulative costs of such improvements, 
only that they will be paid for by the taxpayers/municipalities. 
 
Response:  The referenced statement does not state the improvements would be the responsibly 
of the respective agency, it says, once constructed, the roads would be owned by the respective 
agency. For example, NYS Route 17 will be improved as part of the proposed traffic mitigation 
plan but all improvements and the highway itself will be owned by the NYSDOT and, moving 
forward, road maintenance would be their responsibility as is currently the case. 
 
As noted above, the Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to 
the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project.  The Project Sponsor has 
requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 
improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the conversion of 
Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New York State 
with this future conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding 
contributions for the future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86. 
 
Comment B.174.17: The Village has been recommended to drill a third well, however a new well 
drilled into the same aquifer will not produce more water, it will be putting "a third siphon into the 
same tank of gas." (p. 27 DEIS) 
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Response:  This is inaccurate.  First, whether or not the Village decides to supplement its water 
system by a third well has no impact on the Project. The Village has sufficient water resources to 
supply present Village demand, Village buildout demand, and the Project, all under drought 
conditions. Second, initial pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons 
per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During the testing, the 
existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout 
the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based 
on the data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing 
wells is anticipated should the Village make a decision to undertake, fund or approve adding this 
well to its system.   
 
Comment B.174.18:  The buffer proposed (p. 28 DEIS) has three problems.  First, trees suggested 
as a buffer in the northeast are bare from November until May. Second, the proposed buffer will 
not buffer the elevated areas of the park, which will be extremely visible from the surrounding 
area. Third, there is nothing in any law, or sale of the property putting the buffer into a protected 
conservation easement. As the buffer has shrunk to 900 feet from the homes on the perimeter in 
Arcadia, there is good fear that lack of construction expertise and planning may cause the buffer 
to shrink even further after the Project moves forward, due to unforeseen circumstances… 
whatever they may be. 
 
Response:  Photographs provided in the visual analysis of the DEIS demonstrate that even under 
leaf-off conditions the dense vegetation will buffer the site and visibility of the development will 
be minimal.  Also, it is noted that outdoor areas of the park will be shut down from November 
until April each year.   
 
Based on revised plans, the total distance from the proposed development to the nearest residence 
is more than 1,000 feet.  A conservation easement will be placed over 150.1 acres of the site, 
including land within this buffer area to protect the wetland areas in perpetuity.  
 
Comment B.174.19:  Clearing and Grading Permit- LEGOLAND DEIS is written around a figure 
of 140 acres but the permit requires 180 acres, which is 40 acres over the area that was studied in 
the DEIS. 40 acres is a substantial difference and should be examined, and qualified by the 
applicant.   I would ask the board to refrain from clearing and/or grading this land due to the myriad 
of unresolved issues in the DEIS and the immediate health crisis we will be facing world-wide 
with the ZIKA virus. 
 
Response:  The Clearing and Grading Permit cannot be issued until SEQR is completed.  See 
response to Comment B.172.59 above.  
 
Comment B.174.20: We cannot afford to lose bat population unnecessarily due to their control of 
the mosquito population, and the expanding threat of this virus. We also have the West Nile virus 
present in New York State, also carried by mosquitos, which population is controlled by bats. Bats 
are a natural prevention of these carriers, and do not threaten the human population the same way 
as pesticides do….the presence of bats will be diminished with any clearing of trees.  
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Response:  As stated in the DEIS, no pesticides will be used outside of the park area to protect the 
insect population which serves to support bats and other birds on the site.  250 acres of forested 
area will remain on the site to allow the site to continue to provide habitat for bats, birds and other 
tree-dwelling species. As stated in the DEIS on page 54-55, “All onsite tree clearing will be 
conducted during the bats hibernation period, generally between November 1 and March 31 
during the hibernation period of the Indiana and Northern Long Eared Bats to avoid impacts to 
any active roost trees.  Indiana and Northern long-eared bats generally hibernate in communal 
caves or old mine shafts, many of which have already been identified and protected by New York 
State.  The Project Site does not provide hibernacula potential.  Therefore, until the bats disperse 
to their summer range, tree clearing in the winter months will not negatively impact bats usage of 
the site.  To off-set any potential incidental take of the Indiana and northern long-eared bat due to 
indirect effects, the Proposed Project would avoid disturbance of approximately 265.79 total acres 
of woodland on the Project Site that would maintain Indiana and Northern long-eared bats with 
potential foraging and roosting habitat.” 
 
Comment B.174.21: Our wildlife neighbors need a place to live, and if we continually ravage the 
land, we will not have their participation in our natural ecosystem.  Our shrinking farmland is 
actually more needed now than ever to feed a growing population of humans.  We do not know 
what jeopardy farming may be across the nation in the future, or the trade of goods whether nation 
to nation or globally. We need to be able to rely on our own area to produce food. We need to 
respecting and protect our natural resources. If you do not plan carefully, you, as a municipality, 
become unable to provide for oneself. To an extent this is already true of Goshen. We already rely 
on supermarkets and big box stores to supply us with what we do not manufacture here, and we 
are not so different from other towns in this way. New York City, once a huge island with farmland, 
did not plan for growth and lost every inch of its ability to produce food and water for its unwieldy 
population. This can happen anywhere. In fact it does. It is up to the government in place to protect 
its municipality and court the type of growth that does not unsettle the area into a wasteland devoid 
of resources and a dependency on neighbors for water and food. 
 
Response:  According to the 2015 Orange County Farmland Protection Plan, farming remains a 
dynamic, growing, and viable industry in the County. Between 2007 and 2012 there has been a 
2.5% increase in the number of farms and a 9% increase in the number of acres being farmed.  
None of the land on the Project Site is being farmed in the manner described by the comment, to 
wit:  to produce food.  Only a portion of the site has been used for haying over the past ten years, 
which is not a high value farming activity. 
 
 B.175. Dawn Ansbro, Orange County Arts Council, letter dated January 5, 2017 

Comment B.175.1: The Orange County Arts Council, by vote of the majority of its Board of 
Directors, is writing to express its support of the proposed LEGOLAND Project in Goshen.  The 
Mission of the Arts Council is to champion the arts, connect artists with audiences and foster the 
growth of the county’s creative resources.  Our vision is to help build a community that celebrates 
artistic diversity and inspires creating participation.  It is hard to think of a global brand that 
represents creativity better than LEGO.  LEGO teaches motor skills, spatial skills and problem 
solving…These skills are the precursors to more advanced STEM learning or, as we prefer, 
STEAM learning which also incorporates the Arts.  The Arts Council has long supported education 
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in the arts and creative industries. LEGOLAND represents both a proven methodology for teaching 
those skills and a place where our children might one day work and apply those skills.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.11.3.    
 
Comment B.175.2: Merlin has announced plans to have a strong educational component as part of 
its project both by bringing students to LEGOLAND and by sending employees to visit children 
in their schools. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project. 
 
Comment B.175.3: Merlin has also announced plans to provide support to local nonprofits.  As a 
county-wide 501c3 organization, we certainly look forward to working with Merlin and envision 
a partnership which might include financial support of arts opportunities for elementary school 
students, collaborative opportunities for Orange County artists, public art support and marketing 
support for the Arts Council.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.65.1.   
 
Comment B.175.4: The Arts Council is well aware of the concerns about traffic, water, taxes and 
other issues.  It expresses no opinion on these issues because they are beyond our fields of 
expertise.  Assuming those concerns can be adequately addressed, the majority of the Arts Council 
Board of Directors believes LEGOLAND would be an exceptional culture and educational 
resources that would considerably improve the quality of life and the local economy here in Orange 
County.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  The DEIS prepared addressed traffic, water, fiscal impacts 
and other relevant environmental issues as per the Adopted Scope.  Mitigations have been 
proposed for all potential impacts as required and several proposed revisions have been proposed 
in the FEIS to address public and agency concerns.  
 
 B.176. Debra Corr and Christine Miele, letter dated December 21, 2016 

Comment B.176.1: The Town Engineer, Attorney for the Town, Planning Board Attorney and 
consulting Traffic Engineers each paid their own expenses for the site visit. These are probably 
1099 workers and this is a tax-deductible expense. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed. This comment warrants no response. 
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Comment B.176.2: The entry access is shorter than the access drive proposed for Goshen. The 
site also includes a number of features that are not proposed for Goshen (waterski shows, wildlife 
nature preserve and water park).  It should be noted that Merlin does not own the botanical gardens 
or the Pope Mansion. It is a state owned historic site. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the 
proposed Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not previously 
addressed. This comment warrants no response.  However, the be factually accurate the botanical 
gardens are owned by the State of Florida and are a historic site which are maintained and protected 
by LEGOLAND at its cost.  The Magnolia Mansion (not Pope Mansion, as stated) is owned by 
LEGOLAND Florida and is not a historic site.  
 
Comment B.176.3: Although the Goshen Park is much larger in total area, the area of 
development is similar, and the parking areas are comparable. Either it is or it is not comparable 
– Goshen Project is larger, parking lot is larger, stacking lanes are longer. 
 
Response:  As stated in the Town’s summary report on their trip to LEGOLAND Florida, the size 
of the park (not the property itself) is comparable to the Proposed Park as is the total parking lot 
area, although there are several parking areas as opposed to one single guest parking area which is 
proposed at the site. Longer stacking lanes were proposed to keep traffic from backing up onto 
local roads which will improve operations over LEGOLAND Florida.   
 
Comment B.176.4: They also felt that LEGOLAND’s onsite health clinic was well operated.  
LEGOLAND Winter Haven uses off duty EMS workers for staffing the first aid station. Goshen 
has an existing shortage of EMS workers. Who is paying for the additional staff? 
 
Response:  Medical staff at LEGOLAND will be LEGOLAND employees of the site and therefore 
will be paid by LEGOLAND.  The paid onsite EMS staff will serve as first responders and will 
reduce the need for calls to local EMS services.   
 
Comment B.176.5: In April 2016, the land of the park and some surrounding area was annexed 
into the City of Winter Haven. The same year and month that Lone oaks was denied because of a 
sensitive environmental location and infrastructure deficiencies. Phil Royle told us that Winter 
Haven asked LEGOLAND to annex the property across Cypress Gardens Blvd. The Town of 
Winter [Haven] having told us that LEGOLAND asked them for the annexation. The annexation 
allows LEGOLAND to develop housing in its expansion as a resort brand in that location. 
 
Response:  No housing is provided at LEGOLAND Florida Resort and no housing is proposed at 
the Project Site.  The statement regarding Lone Oak is incorrect; see responses to Comments 
A.24.4, A.88.6 and B.39.3. 
 
Comment B.176.6: The Police Chief advised they received 47 calls from April 2015 through 
October 2016.  First of all that is the off-season. David Castle provided us with the complete list 
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of calls to LEGOLAND which [show 689 calls for police services from 10/27/2015-10/27/2016; 
799 calls from 10/27/2014-10/27/2015; and 900 calls from 10/27/2013-10/27/2014]. 
 
Response:  It is unclear who provided the data obtained by the commenter and therefore its 
accuracy cannot be validated. It appears that the provided data includes Fire/EMT calls as well as 
more than 250 hang-ups which were likely not included in the data provided to the Town.   Town 
representatives met with the Chief and Captain of the Winter Haven Police Department whose 
information covered more than a 12-month period and therefore is not only ‘off-season’ 
information.  The DEIS contained information regarding police calls to LEGOLAND Florida 
Resort from 2014 to 2015  
 
Comment B.176.7: It was reported that there has been no problem regarding pedophiles at the 
park. The population demographic is nothing like Goshen. Just north of LEGOLAND there was a 
mass arrest of Disney and Sea World employees as sexual predators. 
 
Response:  It is correct that population demographic as well as crime rates are different between 
the City of Winter Haven and the Town of Goshen, with the Town of Goshen being much lower, 
which is likely why the number of calls for police service would be less at the Proposed Park.  
 
Comment B.176.8: The result of this first bomb threat at the park was an initiative for additional 
training that has been scheduled. David Castle advised us that because of this bomb threat (which 
he called very troubling) they revamped their training. In January 2017, they have a new drill 
scheduled with table top exercises, and on the ground actual training. It should also be noted that 
they have 88 full-time officers in Winter Haven with full arrest powers. Back up is provided by 
Polk County, State Police and other town police organizations. He also noted that Cypress Gardens 
Blvd is still under the jurisdiction of Polk County Police. 
 
Response:  Local emergency services do run drills at the park to ensure emergency preparedness 
and coordination between park staff and emergency personnel.  This has been discussed with local, 
County and State emergency services providers for the Proposed Project, and this will occur at the 
Proposed Park as it does at other locations.  In the event of an emergency at the Proposed Project, 
there are more than sufficient police officers in the area, consisting of the Town of Goshen, County 
Sheriff’s Department, State Police, and Village of Goshen police. 
 
Comment B.176.9: Traffic has never backed out to the public road and they have never observed 
the parking lot full.  They rarely needed the assistance of police for traffic control because 
LEGOLAND hires off duty police officers to do traffic control on their days of high attendance. 
LEGOLAND pays $30 per hour for these off duty officers: $28 per hour of that is for the officer’s 
pay and the balance for workman’s comp and vehicle cost. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has represented that this is accurate with respect to operations at 
LEGOLAND Florida Resort for days of high attendance.  On all other days there appears to be no 
such additional hires present, and there appears no information or data that puts the quoted DEIS 
statement in question.  
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Comment B.176.10: They advised that building lots on Lake Summit with a direct view of the park 
have recently been developed with some of the highest value residential properties in the area.  
We observed some nice houses on Hartley Road. It should be noted that this is a lakeside resort 
community adjacent to a park that was developed in the 1930’s and has no comparison to the 
situation in Goshen. 
 
Response:  This information was provided by the Project Sponsor in the DEIS to directly respond 
and dispute the false comments such as Comment A.102.10 above which claims, “There is not a 
single high-level ratable next to an amusement park in this country.” The DEIS comment was 
obviously not meant to directly compare the demographics of surrounding neighborhoods that 
exist in both locations. 
 
Comment B.176.11: They reported that rarely does a community event occur that LEGOLAND is 
not involved with in some manner. LEGOLAND recently sponsored a 5K run for a charity, a gold 
tournament, and they bring every 2nd grader in the county to the park.  This is a tax advantage for 
Merlin as much as it is community relations. No doubt Merlin takes full tax credit for these 
activities at retail price. Let us not be stupid and remember this is an enormous for-profit 
corporation with financial goals and dividends to pay. 
 
Response: Regardless of tax implications, community and charity events are a benefit to the 
surrounding community and region.  
 
Comment B.176.12: It was reported that local realtors note that there are increasing home sales, 
with increasing values, in the area, especially in the vicinity of LEGOLAND. Did they tell you that 
LEGOLAND was driving the home values or the fact that this is a lakeside resort community? We 
saw bankrupt strip malls, trailer parks and shacks within the immediate vicinity of LEGOLAND 
as well – so you can say that LEGOLAND created these situations as well? 
 
Response:  The purpose of the information was not to suggest that LEGOLAND was responsible 
for any specific development, only to say that the existence of the park had not had an overall 
negative impact on surrounding average home values. See response to Comment A.2.2. 
 
Comment B.176.13: II.A. There appeared to be no large rush of traffic either entering or exiting 
the park at one time. This is the off-season. Did they share their daily attendance figures with you? 
They did not share them with us but did indicate that they have the attendance counts for every 
day and every hour. Phil Royle said that it was accurate to note that 80% or more of the park 
visitors arrive between the hours of 10 noon-each day. 
 
Response:  Daily attendance data from LEGOLAND Florida Resort was provided to the Town for 
review.  While the trip to LEGOLAND did not occur during the park’s busiest month of the year, 
it did occur over a holiday weekend (Halloween) while the park had special events planned to 
allow Town representatives to see a high attendance day in the shoulder season which was 
equivalent to an average day during the peak season.   
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Comment B.176.14:  Attendance in the park was 8,051 visitors and 1,350 vehicles plus hotel 
patrons and employees and their respective vehicles on October 29, 2016, which may approximate 
an average day for the Goshen Project, although it is estimated that the park will have significantly 
more visitors during peak days. The attendance on the day before [the town] visit was well below 
Saturday. Entire areas of the park were empty and the only place we saw people was waiting on 
line for the Dragon Ride and for the Auto School. 
 
Response:  This information is accurate.  Generally Saturdays have higher attendance than 
Fridays, and the total attendance provides a good guide for average Saturday attendance outside 
of various peak holiday weekends such as Memorial Day or Labor Day.  Further, as stated above, 
the number of guests per vehicle (5.96) was higher than the assumption used in the Traffic Study 
of 4 persons per vehicle and therefore that study represents a conservative estimate of parking 
demand.  
 
Comment B.176.15: In discussions with City of Winter Haven Officials, they indicated that traffic 
congestion in the area is minimal during the months that the LEGOLAND New York Project will 
be in full operation. Is this a serious statement? Who wants to be in Florida in the summer? Who 
are you kidding with these ridiculous comparisons? Compare the traffic and congestion over 
Christmas and the February school holidays. 
 
Response: While Winter Haven officials were asked for opinions on various topics related to the 
Winter Haven park, the Traffic Impact Study utilizes attendance data and peak traffic volumes 
from LEGOLAND California park which experiences higher annual attendance. Annual 
attendance for this park is provided in Appendix B of the traffic study to justify the dates and peak 
volumes utilized in the study.  
 
Comment B.176.16: Traffic Safety is reported to be at a very high-level and the local police 
authorities report minimal calls to the park on traffic related matters. Define “minimal” in relation 
to what? Remember Cypress Gardens Blvd is a different police department. 
 
Response: This characterization is the opinion provided by the Police Chief of the City of Winter 
Haven, which has jurisdiction over the park.  
 
Comment B.176.17: Deliveries occur to a back of house facility. The BOH facility in Florida is a 
separate building with a separate entrance. 
 
Response:  This will also be the case at the Proposed Project.  
 
Comment B.176.18:  In LEGOLAND Florida, the back of the house area alongside the roadway 
could use some clean up. We felt that the entire park could use some cleanup. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition do not 
require a response. 
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Comment B.176.19:  The only unique operation we discussed was the washing of LEGO bricks. 
This is accomplished in a standard laundry wash or in a dishwasher. We were told that the formula 
was “special”. We hope they are using bleach for those Legos. The frequency of cleaning was not 
mentioned. 
 
Response:  LEGO bricks are washed with standard laundry soap. The frequency of cleaning varies 
based on the use and location of the particular LEGO bricks.  
 
Comment B.176.20:  The taller structures with potential for offsite visibility include the four story 
hotel and the approximately 40-foot high dragon roller coaster. The dragon coaster is a signature 
ride in all LEGOLAND’s and it was both visible and audible from outside the park.  [The town] 
found these have very limited offsite viewing impacts. How was this determined? We found it to 
be significant offsite visibility. 
 
Response:  The Dragon Coaster is proposed at LEGOLAND New York and will be approximately 
40 feet tall.  Park layout and site topography and vegetation are different in LEGOLAND Florida 
and LEGOLAND New York.  The Dragon Coaster in LEGOLAND Florida is located at the 
extreme perimeter of the property immediately adjacent to the park fence. Given the proposed 
location of the Dragon Coaster for LEGOLAND New York on the far western side of the park, in 
an area of the park lower in topography, it is not likely to be seen, and will not be heard, from 
neighboring properties.  The noise analysis prepared for the Project specifically took readings from 
the area of the Dragon Coaster, at the LEGOLAND California park, to ascertain impacts from this 
ride.  See Appendix H of the DEIS. 
 
Comment B.176.21: Additionally, the stores and eating facilities remain open as the guests leave. 
This results in the last of the patrons staying for up to an hour or so after the listed closing time. 
More income for Merlin, zero income for the Goshen restaurants. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, no response is needed for speculative 
comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data. However, the 
purpose of this comment was to note that guests, and therefore traffic, leave the park gradually 
rather than all at once.  
 
Comment B.176.22: If the park is supposed to be closed at 8PM in Goshen, that means no 
fireworks because it will not be dark enough. Be sure to clarify this and fines should be in effect 
for violation of this policy. Other than, the brief time that there are fireworks displays.  Previously 
it was stated that there were frequent fireworks displays – so why are you trying to make them 
look good? Fireworks on the proposed site will have extreme detrimental effect on the endangered 
species in the area, especially the bat population. You need to consider the animals currently 
inhabiting the proposed site. 
 
Response:  It is unclear what specific ‘policy’ is being referenced above.  As stated in the Project 
Description in Section I above and confirmed by Comment B.176.21 above, while park rides shut 
down at 8PM people are not forced out at once.  As stated in the DEIS, Fireworks would take place 
on weekends only for special occasions (i.e. Fourth of July) at approximately 8pm (as guests are 
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making their way out of the park) and would last approximately 20 minutes.  Times and dates 
would be coordinated with, and permitted by, Town officials as necessary.  The NYSDEC does 
not place any restrictions on the use of fireworks related to environmental concerns.  
 
Comment B.176.23: [The town reported] pockets are emptied and every person is scanned by a 
hand held magnetometer, with no exceptions. We were wanded on entrance however; we were 
scanned only to our waist – that is cursory and dangerous. Josh Sommers of Focus Media was not 
scanned at all, neither was Phil Royle. I had business dealings with heads of state and CEO’s of 
Fortune 500 companies and was taught that there are NO exceptions or assumptions in security. 
 
Response:  The commenter is incorrect regarding scanning of persons entering the Park.  The 
Project Sponsor has represented that all guests entering the Park pass through a metal detecting 
security arch for the initial screening.  To enhance that initial screening, guests may thereafter be 
wanded by hand, either fully or partially.  Such additional wanding is done both randomly and 
individually at the discretion of the security personnel. Merlin's leadership team, including Mr. 
Royle, has unrestricted security access to the Park.  Mr. Sommers had been previously screened 
earlier that day, and Mr. Royle thereafter accompanied him during re-entry.  Merlin executives 
and security have the discretion to not require re-screening of a guest under these circumstances. 
 
Comment B.176.24: The [Winter Haven] Planners recommended PUD zoning to allow for 
reasonable development conditions. PUD zoning in Florida which has plenty of water and no 
severe drought restrictions. More income for Merlin. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, no response is needed for comments that are 
not relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the Project. With respect to PUD 
zoning in Florida, PUD stands for Planned Unit Development which is similar to an Overlay 
District, which is being proposed in Goshen, in that it allows for an overall plan to be developed 
for a single site or several contiguous parcels which allows a uniform set of development 
conditions (as referenced above) such as design, landscaping, density, setbacks and a range of 
permitted uses.  It does not necessarily permit more or less development than any other zoning 
designation.  
 
Comment B.176.25:  Require that Stormwater quality basins that are visible to the public. Did 
LEGOLAND give you runoff volume statistics? Did they ask for them? 
 
Response:  The DEIS contained a full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) consistent 
with NYSDEC requirements that calculates both current and proposed runoff volumes from the 
site.  A revised SWPPP has been prepared for the revised Project layout. See Appendix D herein.   
 
Comment B.176.26: [The town asks that] plans confirm adequate fire protection and safety 
provisions. How many GPM for fire hydrants; how many hydrants, how much response time? 
[What] happens when the response time is lacking because of traffic? Keep in mind that there are 
9 hospitals in the Winter Haven area. One is 3.5 miles away and the other is 4.2 miles away. 
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Response:  As stated on page 117 of the DEIS, “Fire alarms, suppression systems, and sprinklers 
would be provided as required. Water storage will be provided with a 522,000 gallon, glass-fused-
to-steel potable water storage tank to be located on the west side of the property.  …  Fire hydrants 
will be installed at all water main high points and at a maximum spacing of 600’ along the length 
of the water mains.”  Base on the revised plans, height of the water storage tank is proposed to be 
38’ plus a dome, and 50’ in diameter.  Final design will be in accordance with NYSDOH, OCDOH 
and AWWA and would be completed prior to final Site Plan approval and submitted to the Town, 
Village and County for review and approval. 
 
All three of Goshen Fire District Stations are less than three miles from the site.  The length of the 
main guest access road will allow vehicles to stack on the site and not back up onto Harriman 
Drive and block traffic.  An emergency access to the site has been provided from Arcadia Road in 
the event Harriman Drive is blocked and an emergency connection from the main guest access 
road has been provided so emergency services can directly access the inner loop road without the 
need to travel through guest parking areas.   The new traffic improvement plan provides access to 
the Park and the back of house areas from Harriman Drive in both direction - whereas the DEIS 
traffic plan provided access from only one direction. 
 
Excel Urgent Care is located on Hatfield Lane in Goshen approximately 2 miles from the site.  
Emergency/ Urgent Care services are also provided at both ORMC on East Main Street and Crystal 
Run on Crystal Run Road in Middletown. Neither facility has reported capacity issues and both 
have recently expanded.  A letter from Hal Teitelbaum, MD, JD,MBA, Managing Partner, of 
Crystal Run in support of the Project dated December 15. 2016 is provided herein (see Comment 
B.35 above).   
 
Comment B.176.27: It is particularly disturbing that plans are moving ahead on this Project when 
you are missing so many key elements needed to make an informed decision. A cost/benefit 
analysis needs to be done as you have no idea what the real dollars are here. You need to have an 
independent company identify the cost of additional personnel, additional road maintenance, the 
realty of having no water for residents, the impact on the hospital, the cost of adding full-time 
services, the cumulative impact of all the projects being developed at the same time. How about 
the impact and environmental issues when they go to develop the remainder of their 523 acres? 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.5.1. A fiscal impact analysis was prepared for the Project 
(see Section III-M of the DEIS) which calculates both revenue from the site and potential costs on 
each of the site’s taxing jurisdictions.  This included costs to the Town Highway Department. A 
report from the Village of Goshen’s independent civil engineer has provided a report detailing the 
existing water supply system and demonstrating the system has the capacity for the Proposed 
Project under a full build out scenario.  The traffic study analyzes cumulative impacts from a range 
of projects proposed in the area as required by the Adopted Scope.   
 
The purpose of the environmental impact process of SEQR is to allow “environmental” issues to 
be injected into the decision-making process by the Planning Board and the Town Board.  
Environmental issues are defined broadly under SEQR, but they do not include every impact of a 
Project. Purely economic factors cannot form the basis to either approve or deny a Project.   
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For additional evaluation purposes, the Orange County IDA commissioned KPMG to conduct an 
independent analysis of the fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project.  A copy of the KPMG report is 
included in Appendix K.  A discussion of hospitals is provided in Comment B.176.26 above. No 
other development than which is shown on the site plan is contemplated at the site.   
 
 B.177. William Landa, Letter dated January 4, 2017  

Comment B.177.1: Goshen is at a historical moment when one event will change its course for 
generations. … How did Merlin a foreign corporation, that was summarily dismissed from other 
areas in New York, become such a negative force when it decided to pitch this Amusement Park 
of the absurd in Goshen. Especially when years of hard work and tens of thousands of taxpayers’ 
dollars were spent to establish Zoning laws and a Comprehensive Plan created to protect the 
citizens and environment of Goshen. Merlin should have been thrown out the first day, for 
proposing this absurdity. Because of all this turmoil caused by the proposed LEGOLAND Project, 
this town is now ravaged with division, anger, and mistrust.  If there ever was a Project that does 
not belong on a site, it is this proposed LEGOLAND Amusement Park. It belongs on a flat terrain, 
not a site like this with very steep gradients throughout. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, no response is necessary for general 
statements of objection or opposition to the Project. See responses to Comments A.1.2, A.25.1 and 
A.25.3. 
 
Comment B.177.2: Page 28 of the DEIS describe LEGOLAND as sitting lower than the 
surrounding areas, thus buffering it from neighbors like Arcadia Hills. This is completely false, 
when on Merlin’s site map pages it shows that a large part of Project is way above in elevation of 
100’ to 150’ to the adjacent Arcadia Hills neighborhood. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.56.2. 
 
Comment B.177.3: During Merlin’s presentation at many of the board meetings, they stated that 
the site would have at least a 2000-foot buffer zone from Arcadia Hills, when in fact it is going to 
be less than 1000 feet. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.56.3. 
 
Comment B.177.4: The proposed 523-acre property is an important watershed for Goshen. It is 
also known to flood and has contributed to flooding to other areas in Goshen and beyond. These 
watersheds are described in page 62 of the DEIS as Areas A & B. During the Sept. 8th, 2011 Town 
Board Meeting, convened a few weeks after Hurricane Irene caused so much damage to our area 
including the Arcadia Hills sewer and water pump stations. It was declared that the majority of the 
water comes from high elevations like Goshen Hills into watersheds. When the watersheds over 
flowed, it flooded out Harriman Drive, continued flooding across Route 17, flooded across 17M, 
and over the top of Old Chester Road. Most likely those watersheds are the same Watersheds as 
A&B which includes the LEGOLAND site as described in the DEIS page 62. 
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Response:  Watersheds include networks of rivers, streams, and lakes and the land area 
surrounding them. Watersheds are separated by high elevation geographic features (mountains, 
hills, ridges).  There are 17 major watersheds in New York State.  The Project Site lies within the 
Lower Hudson River Watershed which consists of 4,982 square miles of land.  Within this 
watershed there are more than a dozen subwatersheds.  The Project Site is within the Moodna 
Creek Watershed and the Lower Otter Kill subbasin of that watershed.  On the Project Site itself, 
there are 2 distinct drainage areas, or watersheds, separated by area of higher elevation on the site 
at the utility easement.   
 
The Project Site contains a flood zone on the east side of the site which extends into Arcadia Hills 
and is subject to occasional flooding.  This area of the site will not be disturbed.   
 
Comment B.177.5: After construction, some 3.4 million sq. ft. of the site will be impervious to 
water and cause major runoff. Merlin in their EAF submission, page 6 checked off that all Storm 
Water runoff will not flow to adjacent properties and will remain on the site. But in their DEIS 
they say overflow from their detention basins will discharge into the Otterkill and other tributaries 
flowing to adjacent properties. This added volume of storm water will cause worse flooding and 
damage then what happened during Hurricane Irene and other storms. 
 
Response:  The DEIS provides an analysis of stormwater impacts which may result from an 
increase of impervious land on the site and a full stormwater management plan was provided 
consistent with NYSDEC regulations.  Stormwater will not flow to adjacent properties.  
Stormwater from the site currently discharges into the Otterkill and eventually to two culverts 
which run underneath NYS Route 17.  This will continue unchanged post-construction.   
 
Comment B.177.6: In their DEIS they state that LEGOLAND will require 6,000,000 sq. ft. of site 
disturbance. In page 52 of the DEIS, it shows a site map and table of the proposed earthwork of an 
incredible 3.7 million cubic yards of cuts and fills with depths up to 90’. Many structures, including 
the parking lots will be built on this fill, instead of virgin ground. These cuts & fill totals will leave 
a deficit of about ½ a million cubic yards of fill material to be imported to the site. Thus requiring 
1000s of truckloads of fill running day and night throughout Goshen. 
 
In Page 39 of the DEIS it states that some 20,600 feet or nearly 4 miles of retaining walls are to be 
built, like below, reaching in heights from 15 feet to 56 feet. These immense walls are an integral 
part of building this Project; without them, it could not be built. So why isn’t anything shown in 
their submissions of any engineering or construction details of these important structures. These 
walls have been known to collapse, causing property damage and human injury. Why is this crucial 
information missing? Some of these walls line the main entrance road and are only 100 feet from 
Glen Arden property line. 
 
Response: The grading plan has been revised to reduce the overall amount of disturbance and 
earthwork, and reduce the need for and height of various retaining walls. 
 
To work with the existing topography more closely, the revised plans reduce the amount and height 
of retaining walls on the LEGOLAND New York site.  Generally, retaining walls are located 
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throughout the site rather than being concentrated in specific areas. Walls along the guest entrance 
road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The 
tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade 
change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for 
the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park range from 4’ 
to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high.  By comparison the DEIS plan showed a maximum 
retaining wall height of 56’, and the majority of walls in the park ranged from 30 to 40’. 
 
Comment B.177.7: Unfortunately, this proposed excavation work, if nothing else is complete 
devastation of a beautiful property and an important environmental area. In no way does, this 
proposed excavation work, “ACCOMMODATE TO A REASONABLE EXTENT THE 
NATURAL CONTOURS OF THE SITE”. As required in the new Amendment to the 
Comprehensive Plan known as proposed Town Law #5. And also to Town Code, Chapter 53, 
Clearing and Grading.  “§ 53-4. Conflict with existing regulations.  Where this chapter imposes 
greater restrictions or requirements than are imposed by the provision of any law, ordinance, 
including Chapter 83, Subdivision of Land, and Chapter 97, Zoning, regulation or private 
agreement, this chapter shall control.  Where greater restrictions or requirements are imposed by 
any law, ordinance, including Chapters 83, Subdivision of Land, and 97, Zoning, regulation or 
private agreement than are imposed by this chapter, such greater restrictions or requirements shall 
control.” 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.56.8. 
 
Comment B.177.8: A very important aspect of this Project is offsite improvements like Harriman 
Dr. But in the DEIS and Site Plan, nothing is really discussed or shown on what type of 
improvements are to be made. It supposed to be widened, but what about drainage, curbs and 
sidewalks. If this road is going to be four lanes, then it probably will need to infringe on other 
properties, like Glen Arden and BOCES. In chapter 53 of the Goshen Codes, it states projects need 
to have in place a Performance Guarantee before the Project can begin, but nothing in their DEIS 
or other submitted documents show anything about this very important requirement. Heritage 
Estates on Old Chester Road had to put up a $4.08 million bond for their site improvements. 
LEGOLAND’s then should be in the 10s of millions of dollars. If they do not put up any 
Performance Guarantee, it will be the taxpayers who will be left to foot the bills to complete any 
infrastructure Merlin was supposed to do if they walk away or possibly go bankrupt. 
 
Response:  Town approvals for the Project would include standard conditions compelling the 
Project Sponsor to post performance guarantees in compliance with all Town requirements. 
 
It should also be noted that the revised traffic improvement plan no longer requires widening of 
Harriman Drive in front of BOCES and Glen Arden. 
 
Comment B.177.9: How does 5,500-car parking lots proposed for LEGOLAND, not violate this 
Goshen Law is beyond reason. Especially when they are going to be built on 40’ to 90’ feet of fill. 
These parking lots because of the elevation variation will loom way above Arcadia Hills. 
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Response:  The guest parking area has been reduced in overall area to reduce impervious surfaces 
and the need for the large retaining wall in this area. See response to Comments A.56.6 and A.56.8.  
 
Comment B.177.10: What’s very disturbing to many Goshen taxpayers is the corporate welfare 
that Merlin is requesting by trying to obtain a 30-year PILOT from the IDA. Nowhere in any of 
their submitted documents including the DEIS, is any documentation on what they should be really 
paying in property taxes without the PILOT. We need to see this. They say it’s going to be a 
$500,000,000 facility. If so, then they should be paying a lot more than $1,4000,000 in taxes per 
year.  In reality they are shortchanging Goshen hundreds of millions of dollars over 30 years. The 
proposed 250 room mega hotel alone should be paying for what they want to pay for the whole 
523 acre property, with LEGOLAND on it. This is the ultimate scam, and has made many in the 
town extremely suspicious that there is a lot more involved than just an approval process. 
Eventually everything will come out. There will be accountability. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.16.2 and A.22.2. 
 
Comment B.177.11: In a normal world, this Project would have never gotten this far, but 
unfortunately Goshen for some reason has let it get to this point. 
 
Response:  The review process has been consistent with all applicable Town Site Plan review 
procedures and all SEQR procedures and timeframes.  See response to Comment A.55.1. 
 
Comment B.177.12: Local Law #5, if approved it will give Merlin, a multi-billion dollar foreign 
corporation a green light to do whatever it pleases, including illegal spot zoning, just to benefit 
them.  This will also open the flood gates for future development with no regard to the Goshen’s 
laws and citizens. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.6. 
 
Comment B.177.13: Unfortunately the reality of what Merlin is proposing is in no way 
“accommodates to a reasonable” extent the natural contours of this site.  Actually what’s proposed 
by Merlin is not excavation and site preparation but complete devastation.  In a normal world, 
projects are designed to fit best into the land, not the land to fit the project.  That’s good engineering 
and construction practices that most communities welcome.  All this excavation work will destroy 
the natural contours that were meant to be protected.  LEGOLAND in no shape or form belongs 
on this very steep gradient site, it belongs on a relatively flat site.  I think Merlin too realizes that. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.56.8.  
 
 B.178. Lynn Allen Cione, Orange County Chamber of Commerce, letter dated 

January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.178.1:  Please note that at the September 15, 2016 Board meeting of the Orange 
County Chamber of Commerce the Board of Directors passed the following resolution in support 
of the LEGOLAND NY Project proposed for the Town of Goshen:  “The Orange County Chamber 
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of Commerce hereby gives full support to the LEGOLAND NY Project proposed to be located in 
the Town of Goshen as it would offer the greatest economic benefit to our entire region bringing 
millions of dollars in economic growth and hundreds of jobs.”  We strongly urge you to support 
this Project for the benefit of Goshen and the surrounding region.  Thank you for your hard work 
and consideration of this vitally important Project.   
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.179.  Debra Gitner, letter dated January 13, 2017 

Comment B.179.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater Orange County 
community.  Please remember the Goshen Central School District will receive $38.4 million of 
$52.6 million in PILOT payments over the course of 30 years.  In the first year of operation, $1.022 
million in the first year would go to the Goshen Central School District, $210,000 would go to the 
Town of Goshen and $168,000 would go to Orange County. These amounts will increase each 
year over the PILOT’s 30 year term. LEGOLAND New York would also pay the Town of Goshen 
a host community fee for every visitor to the park. The Town of Goshen will receive 65 cents for 
each visitor up to 2 million visits and 20 cents for each ticket thereafter –with no cap!  This would 
provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1.3 million annually, based on 2 million visitors, and 
substantially more depending on the park’s success! Think of all the worthy community projects 
that will finally become a reality with these funds!  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity 
to bring tax ratables to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the 
Goshen School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic 
multipliers. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.179.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.7.3. 
 
Comment B.179.3: I believe Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in its 
environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed to 
being transparent in this process. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.7.2. 
 
Comment B.179.4: I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding member of the 
Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in Goshen. 
We need to take advantage of this opportunity! 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See responses to Comments A.5.1 and B.80.4. 
 
 B.180. Henry Gitner, letter dated January 13, 2017 

Comment B.180.1: Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because of 
the tremendous economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater Orange County 
community.  Please remember the Goshen Central School District will receive $38.4 million of 
$52.6 million in PILOT payments over the course of 30 years.  In the first year of operation, $1.022 
million in the first year would go to the Goshen Central School District, $210,000 would go to the 
Town of Goshen and $168,000 would go to Orange County. These amounts will increase each 
year over the PILOT’s 30 year term. LEGOLAND New York would also pay the Town of Goshen 
a host community fee for every visitor to the park. The Town of Goshen will receive 65 cents for 
each visitor up to 2 million visits and 20 cents for each ticket thereafter- with no cap!  This would 
provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1.3 million annually, based on 2 million visitors, and 
substantially more depending on the park’s success! Think of all the worthy community projects 
that will finally become a reality with these funds!  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity 
to bring tax ratables to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the 
Goshen School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic 
multipliers. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.180.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire local 
construction labor.  This project is an economic boon to Goshen.  As you know, LEGOLAND 
New York’s initial investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment 
reaching $500 million in its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. See response to Comment A.7.3. 
 
Comment B.180.3: I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.7.2. 
 
Comment B.180.4: I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding member of the 
Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in Goshen.  We need 
to take advantage of this opportunity! 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See responses to Comments A.5.1 and B.80.4.  
 
 B.181. Amanda Schiffmacher, letter dated January 13, 2017 

Comment B.181.1: When I first heard of the proposed LEGOLAND Project, my hearty sank… I 
could not understand when anyone in this community would want such a monster of a Project right 
in the middle of our beautiful area.  I still cannot understand why, even after seeing opinions in 
favor of LEGOLAND.  We did not choose to live in Goshen to be bombarded with traffic and 
tourists as a result of a giant amusement park.  I am extremely concerned about the zoning changes 
and domino effect that will result if the Project is approved.   

Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  See response to Comments A.1.2, A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
Comment B.181.2: I am equally concerned about the detriment it will have on the environment 
around us, including water supply and wildlife.   

Response:  See response to Comment A.7.2. 
 
Comment B.181.3: The magnitude of the Project and the proposed location – an important 
ecosystem surrounded by residential properties- is extremely ill fitting…. LEGOLAND would 
negatively affect our quality of life.  So we ask you …to say no to LEGOLAND.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, general statements of opposition require no 
response.  See also, response to Comment A.12.4. 
 
 B.182. Debra Corr, letter dated January 8, 2017  

Comment B.182.1: I sell homes, farms and land.  Today I received a phone call to see one of my 
listings in Middletown, the person asked if this was near where they were planning to build an 
amusement park, LEGOLAND.  I told him, yes, he said that is going to screw up the traffic and 
he was not interested in a home if it was near where the amusement park, LEGOLAND, would 
be…. So even before you make a decision on this amusement park, it has affected the real estate 
sales in the County.  This is not the first time this has happened.  Any property in Goshen and 
Orange County will lose value because of LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. While personal preferences 
and opinions do play a roll in where individuals choose to live, they are not substitutes for 
substantive real estate analyses. Anecdotal statements are of little to no probative value in this 
regard.   
 
Comment B.182.2: Why have you not done an independent cost benefit analysis, including real 
estate values? 
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Response: A fiscal impact analysis was prepared as part of the DEIS (see section III-M).  That 
analysis concluded that the PILOT payments paid by the Project Sponsor will exceed the costs 
from the site’s various taxing jurisdictions. This total will be further supplemented by Host 
Community Fees, sales taxes, hotel bed taxes all paid by the Project Sponsor. 
 
The purpose of the environmental impact process of SEQR is to allow “environmental” issues to 
be injected into the decision-making process by the Planning Board and the Town Board.  
Environmental issues are defined broadly under SEQR, but they do not include every impact of a 
Project. Purely economic factors cannot form the basis to either approve or deny a Project.   
 
For additional evaluation purposes, the Orange County IDA commissioned KPMG to conduct an 
independent analysis of the fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project.  A copy of the KPMG report is 
included in Appendix K. 
 
See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.182.3: Why have you not done an independent GEIS to determine what effects of the 
world’s largest LEGOLAND amusement park will have on our environment and our home values. 
   
Response:  See responses to Comments B.15.8 and B.167.5, and response to Comment A.11.4 for 
documentation on recent home sales in Polk County in close proximity to LEGOLAND may 
impact property value. 
 
 B.183. Cecile Ayres, letter dated January 16, 2017 

Comment B.183.1: I am writing this to let you know that I am in favor of LEGOLAND.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  
 
Comment B.183.2: Whether one is for or against it, the two main issues appear to be water and 
traffic.  It seems that the water situation has been taken care of. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.10.5 and B.40.3 above. 
 
Comment B.183.3: The traffic situation is a larger issue that will involve the State of New York 
and I would think the Federal Government because of the change form Route 17 to Interstate 86.   
 
Response:  This is correct.  See response to Comment A.2.3.  The NYSDOT has permitting 
authority over all work on Route 17 and within the State Right of Way.  While the FHWA does 
not have permitting authority over the relocation of Exit 125 they have received all SEQR 
documents and have been consulted on the revised traffic improvement plan to ensure the design 
meets Federal Standards and does not preclude NYS Route 17 from being converted to Interstate 
86 in the future.   
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Comment B.183.4: I have listened to and read the comments of those opposed and much of their 
information is incorrect.  I am tired of hearing how this Project will change the quality of life here 
in Goshen.  I have lived in the Village since March, 1968 so I remember the days when we had a 
variety of stores (businesses) downtown as well as grocery stores…Our Village needs a shot in the 
arm.  LEGOLAND will bring people to our area and it will help not only us, but other attractions 
as well.  So people will return.   
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1.    
 
Comment B.183.5: The naysayers fail to realize that Merlin Entertainments is a Class A act and 
knows what they are doing.  We are not getting a business that is going bankrupt a month after it 
opens.  It will be a wonderful opportunity for teenagers and college kids to get jobs in the summer.  
The company may even offer internships to college students which could lead to future 
employment. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  The Project Sponsor represents that Merlin Entertainments 
operates 117 attractions across 24 countries and operates all venues which they own. It further 
represents that it will foster relationships with local educational institutions and plans to offer 
internships. LEGOLAND New York will partner with local schools and colleges to train and 
employ students interested in careers in hospitality, business, mechanical engineering, among 
other fields, and higher education institutions within Orange County are already exploring the 
development of programs for students that would incorporate internships at LEGOLAND New 
York. 
 

B.184. David Church, Orange County Department of Planning, County Reply- 
Mandatory Review of Local Planning Action as per NYS General Municipal Law 
§239-1, m, & n, dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.184.1: Topography: The proposed site will require a considerable amount of cut and 
fill given there are variations in elevation within the 140 acre areas to be developed. Table III-I: 
On Site Slopes should include an additional column that indicates the percentage of land 
LEGOLAND is disturbing within each of the three slope categories. Rather than flatten and evenly 
grade the entire 140 acres, architects and engineers should aim to incorporate some variations in 
terrain into the overall design of LEGOLAND or better document why this could not happen. 
 
Response:   See response to Comment A.56.8 and Figure 7: Cut and Fill Analysis.  
 
Comment B.184.2:  DEIS Section III. C. 2. Surface Water Resources: Orange County, along with 
the Town of Goshen and others is an active partner in the Moodna Creek Municipal Watershed 
Council.  Future plans must include a buffer protecting the Otter Creek, a NYSDEC class C stream 
and a tributary to the Moodna Creek flowing to the Hudson River. Additionally clarity should be 
provided in the DEIS for crossing the Otterkill and associated wetlands regarding the emergency 
access road, with best options for minimizing or mitigating impacts. 
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Response:  The Town of Goshen Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District 
zoning requires a minimum 50-foot buffer around the Otterkill and given the stream is within a 
NYSDEC jurisdictional wetland, a 100-foot buffer is required.  A minimum of 100 feet is 
maintained around this stream.  The emergency access road is existing in this location.  It was 
constructed as part of a subdivision previously approved on the site but left unbuilt. The road is a 
25 foot wide gravel access road and will remain as such post-construction.  No grading will occur 
for this road and no additional wetland disturbance will occur. The road will be gated and only 
emergency vehicles will be able to access the park from this road.  
 
Comment B.184.3: Vegetation and Wildlife: Figure III-8: Significant Trees Within the Area of 
Disturbance indicates almost four dozen trees ranging between 36 through 79 inches DBH will be 
removed. Several of these trees appear to be outside the disturbance perimeter.  Several mature or 
specimen trees exist on site, and consideration should be given to design including these landmark 
trees similar to what was done by the Project sponsor in Cypress Gardens, Florida. Natural shade 
provided by trees would comfort LEGOLAND patrons and would add to the overall aesthetics of 
the park. 
 
Response: While the Park has been designed to allow for a natural buffer of undisturbed land 
around the perimeter of the site, the recent plan revisions have also allowed several mature trees 
to be preserved within the area of disturbance.  These natural areas will be supplemented with a 
full landscaping plan which will add both evergreen and deciduous trees to further create the 
referenced park-like atmosphere but also to mitigate noise and visual impacts to neighboring 
properties.   
 
Comment B.184.4: Ground Water and Water Supply: The third well offered by the sponsor to 
drill is close to two existing municipal wells and could be more fully defined. 
 
Response: Although this potential third well may be developed by the Village to supplement its 
system, sufficient water exists presently in the Village system to satisfy the Project, present uses, 
and buildout under drought conditions. Consequently, the development of this well and its possible 
addition to the Village system is not part of the the Project’s SEQRA review. The following data 
is provided for informational purposes: Initial pump testing shows the new well can yield an 
additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  
During the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing 
production wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with 
the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no 
adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated.  A letter from the Village’s water and sewer 
engineer has been provided regarding this testing (see Appendix G).  See also, response to 
Comment B.2.3. 
 
Comment B.184.5: Overall, the likely utilization of pesticides, herbicides and deicing chemicals 
within the LEGOLAND complex and their potential impact to the nearby wetlands, municipal 
wells and the Otter Kill should be further documented in the FEIS. 
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Response:  Pesticides and herbicides will only be utilized internally at the developed area of 
the park. They will not be utilized outside of the developed area of the site.  
 
Deicing is common in the northeast to protect the safety of citizens driving and walking during 
potentially hazardous winter conditions.  Although outdoor areas of the park will be closed during 
winter months, the hotel, aquarium and back-of-house areas will be open and therefore will require 
deicing.  Regarding de-icing, page 41 of the DEIS states, “A private snow removal company would 
be contracted for snow removal along the entrance way, in the back-of-house and hotel parking 
areas during winter months. Salt or other de-icing agents would be brought in by the contractor 
and not stored on site.  Stormwater from parking areas will flow into catch basins for treatment 
prior to release offsite.  It is unlikely de-icing agents would negatively impact surface water 
resources.”   
 
Based on the revised layout, a conservative estimate of approximately 20 acres of parking areas 
and walkways will require deicing.  A sodium chloride loading estimate has been prepared for the 
site based on the amount of impervious area requiring deicing, including Orange County rain and 
snow fall estimates to ascertain potential impacts to groundwater resources. Based on the projected 
volume of de-icing salts compared to the overall volume of stormwater, it is believed that salts 
which do not settle into stormwater ponds, would represent such a low volume as to not pose any 
threat to surface water resources.   
 
Comment B.184.6: Stormwater Management. While the applicant is submitting a stormwater 
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP), every effort should be made to include low impact 
development (aka green infrastructure) design to reduce stormwater runoff for the 77.41 acres 
of impervious area being created. This would include, but is not limited to, rain water recycling, 
rain gardens, planting native groundcover, preserving existing vegetative buffers, using pervious 
pavement or pavers, and designing the park's buildings around the site's natural terrain.  One 
simple, inexpensive and aesthetically pleasing method of low impact development is to install a 
bio-retention system along the perimeter of all roadways and parking areas and their medians.  
The use of engineered soils and appropriate trees and vegetation will help remove pollutants 
from stormwater runoff attributable to newly constructed impervious surfaces. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor’s stormwater management plan incorporates several of these 
low impact development techniques including the use of the use of native ground cover and 
plantings, preservation of more than 430 acres of undeveloped open space and manicured lawn 
and landscaping on the site, including 150.1 acres which will permanently preserved with a 
conservation easement, pervious pavers, and the use of 8 bio-retention areas and 2 rain gardens.  
 
Comment B.184.7: NYS Department of Transportation's letter dated December 15, 2016 
expressed concern that the Old Chester Road culvert is severely undersized, which can influence 
water elevations at NYSDOT culverts under Routes 17 and 17M.  Thus, it is imperative that as 
much stormwater as possible be retained on the site. 
 
Response:  The SWPPP retains as much stormwater onsite as possible through the use of 8 bio-
retention areas, rain gardens and a detention pond.  
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Comment B.184.8: The OC Department of Planning regularly refers or coordinates, for advice, 
development referrals to certain Project partners. The LEGOLAND DEIS and site plans were 
referred to the Orange County Soil and Water Conservation District Agency for their review.  
Their remarks are attached as an appendix to this review. 
 
Response: Comment noted.  
 
Comment B.184.9: The proposed improvements to Harriman Drive will necessitate the demolition 
of curbs, signs, drainage basins, and landscaping walls at BOCES and Glen Arden.   Moreover, 
the topography just east of the Exit 125 intersection will require the construction of large retaining 
walls on BOCES property and possibly Route 17/86.   The DEIS should address these impacts.  
 
Response:  Based on the revised traffic mitigation plans, Exit 125 will be relocated further east.  
The improvements related to the existing exit are no longer proposed.   
 
Comment B.184.10: Page 93 of the DEIS states that "the Project sponsor will make every effort to 
encourage the use of public transportation to the Project Site to reduce automobile trips."- an action 
this Department strongly supports.  As traffic congestion mitigation, the applicant is proposing 
private shuttles between their Yonkers Discovery Center, a Manhattan location (Madam Tussauds 
Wax Museum), Woodbury Commons Premium Outlets, and area Metro-North train stations. 
 
Response:  To clarify, LEGOLAND has committed to contract with a private bus or charter 
company to which would operate the bus service.  LEGOLAND will also provide private shuttle 
service between the Proposed Project and several area hotels.   
 
Comment B.184.11: Bicycle/Pedestrian Connections: The proposed transportation improvements 
on the South Street Bridge could have an impact on pedestrian amenities, since sidewalks may be 
lost in favor of expanding vehicle lanes. Page 91 projects LEGOLAND employees will bike to 
work, yet no bike lane - or any pedestrian improvement - is identified on maps submitted to this 
office. This office recommends that a multiuse lane from the Heritage Trail to the Project  Site and 
along the LEGOLAND entrance road be constructed.  This will serve employees biking and 
walking to work, as well as overnight guests looking to explore the Heritage Trail and the Village. 
 
Response:  The revised traffic improvement plan no longer includes the removal of sidewalks 
on the South Street Bridge.  See response to Comment B.3.28. The portion of Harriman Drive 
from the existing Exit 125 eastbound ramps up to the proposed roundabout is proposed to 
include six (6’) foot wide shoulders on both sides of the roadway. Also, there will be shoulders 
on the entrance drive to LEGOLAND.  All of these shoulders will be classified as shared-use 
shoulders that could be safely utilized by both pedestrians and bicyclists. The existing portion 
of Harriman Drive from the existing Exit 125 eastbound ramps west of South Street will remain 
unchanged. 
 
Comment B.184.12: Energy: Page 104 states that "energy use is an unavoidable adverse 
environmental impact." Using energy is necessary to operate the park; however, the applicant can 
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offset this effect by generating energy in numerous ways such as solar, wind, geothermal, 
hydropower and by maximizing energy efficiency. The Department encourages and supports the 
maximum use of energy efficient and renewable energy components as part of this project.  
Building Integrated Photovoltaics (BIPV) can be incorporated into the many buildings, and 
possibly to light pedestrian walkways.  Merlin Entertainment should be encouraged to discuss solar 
power and canopied parking with solar providers similar to their park in Florida. 
 
Response:  While the Town Zoning Code currently does not permit solar panels on the exterior 
facade of the building, such as the BIPV (Building Integrated Photovoltaics) system, future 
opportunities to incorporate additional alternative energy measures, such as freestanding or 
building-mounted solar panels, may be considered by the Project Sponsor depending on their 
feasibility.  The Project Sponsor has represented that to reduce emissions and energy use multiple 
rides at LEGOLAND New York it will use solar power instead of fuel-powered engines.  This 
includes two rides that incorporate solar panels to run vehicles, such as cars at the “driving school” 
attraction. 
 
Comment B.184.13:  Solid Waste: Waste reduction strategies, such as but not limited to 
recycling, composting, using non-disposable food ware, such as real and/or compostable 
utensils, plates, cups, trays and bags, should be implemented. Another means to reduce the 
tons of solid waste would be to serve exclusively on biodegradable products destined for 
composting. 
 
Response:  The Proposed Project will implement a recycling program which includes recycling 
material such as cardboard, office paper, traffic cones, cooking oils, motor oil, light bulbs, shrink 
wrap, scrap metal, pallets, LEGO brick, foam brick, plastics (grades 1-7) and batteries.  Within the 
park, recycling receptacles are placed next to trash receptacles to encourage guests to also recycle.  
A similar recycling program resulted in LEGOLAND Florida Resort being recognized as the 2016 
Environmental Champion, in Polk County, by Keep Polk County Beautiful, Inc. at their 20th 
annual awards ceremony for leading the way in environmental efforts amongst fellow nonprofit 
organizations, businesses, municipalities, and communities.  LEGOLAND Florida Resort now has 
20 recycling streamlining methods in their arsenal which resulted in increasing landfill diversion 
rate by 15% over the previous year.  The high-density polyethylene (HDPE) used onsite may be 
recycled offsite into benches and trash receptacles for use onsite.  LLFR also operates an Energy 
Conservation Program which managed to save an energy consumption equivalent to 21 homes’ 
electricity use for one year over its last operating year and they also installed an electric or hybrid 
vehicle charging station in front of the LEGOLAND Hotel which is also proposed at the 
LEGOLAND New York Park.   
 
Comment B.184.14: DEIS Section III.L. Community Services:  While trained and certified 
safety and healthcare professionals will be employed as part of the Project, outside emergency 
services will still be necessary… A meeting between Goshen area Police, Fire, EMS, [Orange 
County] 911 officials and representatives of LEGOLAND was held at the Orange County ESC 
building on January 9, 2017. 
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Response:  The above referenced meeting data is confirmed.  This meeting also included NYS 
Police representatives.   
 
Comment B.184.15: An analysis of the 911 calls for service at the two other American 
LEGOLAND parks in California and Florida indicate that existing 911 capabilities and 
emergency services will be able to handle any additional work load that would result from the 
operation of a LEGOLAND park in the Town of Goshen. 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  The Project Sponsor will continue to coordinate with emergency 
service providers at the local, county and state level throughout both planning phase and once 
under operation.   
 
Comment B.184.16: Merlin Entertainments has extensive experience operating entertainment 
venues throughout the world and did present the emergency service community with a sample 
emergency action plan from one of their other parks. The plan is well thought out and 
organized and can be fine-tuned to suit local needs, if the park comes on line. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.84.6 above.  
 
Comment B.184.17: Emergency services personnel have not been provided with a finalized 
traffic improvement plan for the area surrounding the site and, as such, cannot comment on 
the adequacy of any proposed plan. However, the Emergency Services community would like 
to see improved roadway access to the LEGOLAND site from Arcadia Road. This roadway 
would allow secondary emergency access to the park in the event that the primary emergency 
entrance off Harriman Drive is blocked. 
 
Response:  In addition to the new relocated Exit 125 which will provide more direct access from 
NYS Route 17 to Harriman Drive and thus reduce the number of vehicles that would be expected 
to access the site via South Street to Harriman Drive, the plan proposes emergency access via a 
25-foot gravel drive to Arcadia Road. This road is existing in this location but minor grading and 
tree pruning will insure adequate access for emergency vehicles.  This access will be gated and 
locked with a knox box.  
 
Comment B.184.18: DEIS Section III. N. Visual Resources: While the applicant states the natural 
topography of the site will hide the Project from view on Route 17, elevation drawings could be 
provided that show the public new heights of the altered landscape with proposed buildings. 
Overall, the images in the visual impact analysis are less than useful without markers indicating 
the exact height and location of the Proposed Project, specifically the tallest buildings and or roller 
coasters, on the highest points of land. A visual simulation and comparison of current conditions 
with newly elevated ground, proposed buildings and parking structure from different vantage 
points, in particular NYS Route 17, would be more useful in determining visual impact than what 
was provided in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Cross sectional analysis from NYS Route 17 and the adjacent residential neighborhood 
has been provided to understand how the proposed structures on the site will be constructed relative 
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to site topography and their visibility from the different vantage points.  Additionally, post-
development images (renderings) have been included.  These items are contained in FEIS 
Appendix M. 
 
Comment B.184.19: DEIS Section III. Q. Agriculture: As a supporter of OC agriculture, 
LEGOLAND could commit to buying produce from local farmers.  This would supplement the 
proposed small garden that the applicant "may keep onsite for use in the hotel restaurant as is 
currently done at LEGOLAND Florida Resort" as stated on page 150.  County leadership is 
prepared to facilitate market opportunities for the Project to buy local. 
 
Response:  While the small garden is used by the hotel chef in food preparation, the majority of 
food for park restaurants will be purchased from outside the park.  LEGOLAND has made a 
commitment to purchase produce and other produces from the local marketplace as much as 
possible.  
 
Comment B.184.20: DEIS Section III. R. Air Quality: Page 152 of the DEIS states: "Based on the 
type of use and the total anticipated generated traffic, the Proposed Project's annual emissions of 
PM2.5 are estimated to be well below the 15-ton-per- year threshold under NYSDEC's PM2.5 
policy guidance."  However, there is no indication of the level of air pollution estimated from 
LEGOLAND. Orange County is currently in nonattainment for fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 
and will likely be reclassified in nonattainment for ozone in coming years due to expected more 
stringent USEPA air quality standards being instituted to protect public health. The Air Quality 
section of the FEIS should provide more detailed air quality analysis concerning PM2.5 and ozone 
precursor pollutants, especially during the summer months when ozone is the highest and traffic, 
to and from LEGOLAND and along NYS Route 17, is the greatest. This Department has staff that 
can assist the sponsor with such analysis and review if helpful. 
 
Response: See the additional air quality information in Appendix Q. 
 
Comment B.184.21:  DEIS Section III. S. Construction: The fourth paragraph on page 156 states: 
196,187 cubic yards of fill (approximately 294,280 tons) need to be brought to the site. A more 
detailed breakdown of the movement of such construction vehicles bringing fill to the site, their 
place of origin, times of operation, etc. could be documented in the FEIS. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.56.8, A.76.3, and Figure 7: Cut and Fill Analysis.  
 
To work with the existing topography more closely, the revised plans reduce the amount and height 
of retaining walls on the LEGOLAND New York site.  Generally, retaining walls are located 
throughout the site rather than being concentrated in specific areas. Walls along the guest entrance 
road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The 
tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade 
change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for 
the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park range from 4’ 
to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high.  By comparison the DEIS plan showed a maximum 
retaining wall height of 56’, and the majority of walls in the park ranged from 30 to 40’. The 
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overall amount of grading and earthwork on the site has been reduced, and all necessary fill can 
come from within the site.  There will be no need to truck in soils from outside the site.  The 
primary path of the trucks will be to and from NYS Route 17, but other roads such as South Street 
and Harriman Drive could be used for deliveries to and from local vendors.  Appropriate bonding 
will be provided to the Town to ensure that the other roads, such as South Street and Harriman 
Drive, will be restored to acceptable conditions. 
 
Comment B.184.22: Sustainability: In 2013, Orange County chaired the Mid-Hudson Regional 
Sustainability Plan, a 7- county effort to plan for future sustainable development in order to 
minimize the effects of climate change.  For this reason, sustainability elements such as: water 
saving faucets, toilets, showerheads and appliances, renewable energy, using Forest Stewardship 
Council  (FSC) wood products, orienting buildings for solar passive gain, green or light colored 
roofs, incorporating low-impact development technologies, repurposing rain water, recharging 
ground water, providing bicycle/pedestrian amenities, reducing solid waste, purchasing products 
made of recycled materials and/or from local sources, and efficient lighting technologies could be 
utilized wherever possible. Again, this would complement the education and leadership elements 
of the proposal. Another means of achieving national sustainability recognition is participation in 
recognized certification programs.  LEED including LEED-ND standards are an option.   Also, 
SITES is used by architects to align land development and management with innovative 
sustainable design. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has represented that water saving fixtures will be implemented at 
the park as required, bicycle racks will be placed in the back-of-house area for employees, and 
near the entrance of the park for visitors, water recharge will be encouraged by the use of pervious 
pavers and bio-retention areas, solar rides are incorporated into the park as is done in other 
locations and a recycling program will be implemented.  

The Project Sponsor has represented that it will implement a recycling program which includes 
recycling material such as cardboard, office paper, traffic cones, cooking oils, motor oil, light 
bulbs, shrink wrap, scrap metal, pallets, LEGO brick, foam brick, plastics (grades 1-7) and 
batteries.  Within the park, recycling receptacles are placed next to trash receptacles to encourage 
guests to also recycle.  A similar recycling program resulted in LEGOLAND Florida Resort being 
recognized as the 2016 Environmental Champion, in Polk County, by Keep Polk County Beautiful, 
Inc. at their 20th annual awards ceremony for leading the way in environmental efforts amongst 
fellow nonprofit organizations, businesses, municipalities, and communities.  LEGOLAND 
Florida Resort now has 20 recycling streamlining methods in their arsenal which resulted in 
increasing landfill diversion rate by 15% over the previous year.  The high-density polyethylene 
(HDPE) used onsite may be recycled offsite into benches and trash receptacles for use onsite.  
LLFR also operates an Energy Conservation Program which managed to save an energy 
consumption equivalent to 21 homes’ electricity use for one year over its last operating year and 
they also installed an electric or hybrid vehicle charging station in front of the LEGOLAND Hotel 
which is also proposed at the LEGOLAND New York Park.  See also, response to Comment B.9.5, 
regarding LEED certification. 

Comment B.184.23: DEIS Traffic Study Appendix: Table of Contents: Overall, and consistent 
with earlier NYSDOT comments, the traffic impact study appendix is difficult to follow and 
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navigate through without a comprehensive table of contents identifying the page numbers where 
various tables, figures and traffic volume maps are located. For example, while the traffic impact 
appendices are identified in the table of contents by letter (A, B, C etc.), they are not labeled with 
a letter within the body of the document. Page numbers where the various appendices are located 
in the 6,000+ page document are also not indicated in the table of contents. 
 
Response:  An improved and more detailed Table of Contents has been provided in the revised 
Traffic Impact Study to improve its user-friendliness.  
 
Comment B.184.24: DEIS Traffic Study Appendix: Table No. SGT-4 Summary of Traffic 
Generation Estimates for Other Major Regional Facilities: A comparison of trips generated by 
LEGOLAND Carlsbad, California and the Galleria at Crystal Run, Woodbury Common and 
Palisades shopping Malls is made in the LEGOLAND DEIS to show that the number of trips that 
will be generated by LEGOLAND is much less. However, such a comparison could be confusing 
given that the trips for the other regional shopping malls are based upon ITE trip generation rate 
estimates, and thus much higher than actual counts for these facilities, while the trips for 
LEGOLAND Carlsbad, California are based upon actual traffic counts. 
 
Response:  Recent actual traffic volume counts at the Galleria at Crystal Run complex collected 
in November 2016 indicate actual counter PM Peak Hour Traffic Generation which is similar to 
the ITE calculated volumes (i.e. 2990 ITE computed total volumes vs. 2817 counted total volumes 
during the PM Peak Hour).  It should be noted that the information in Table No. SGT-4 of the 
Traffic Impact Study is provided for informational purposes only and does not affect the findings 
of the traffic analysis. 
 
Comment B.184.25: DEIS Traffic Study Appendix: Table SGT-3 Trip Generation Summary: 
Different timeframes are footnoted with a 2 and 3 without any explanation of what the footnotes 
mean. Nowhere in the traffic impact analysis is the peak hour of the various timeframes defined. 
As such, it is unclear whether the peak hour is the peak hour of the trip generator, LEGOLAND, 
or the peak hour of the adjacent, area-wide road network. 
 
Response: Notes 2 and 3 are now shown on Table SGT-3 contained in Appendix B of the revised 
Traffic Impact Study. These notes indicate that the Typical Weekday Peak AM Hour and Summer 
Friday Peak AM Hour trip generation traffic volumes utilized in the analysis have been adjusted 
to reflect the highest observed off-season and peak summer season entry volumes accordingly, 
which represent the peak hour of generator (i.e. Peak Hour of LEGOLAND traffic generation). 
However, even though these volumes occur after the peak hour experienced on adjacent roadways, 
in order to provide a conservative analysis, these volumes were added to the peak hour of the 
adjacent area roadways. 
 
Comment B.184.26: DEIS Traffic Study Appendix: New Interchange (Flyover) for LEGOLAND 
Traffic:  The environmental impact attributable to the construction of a new NYS Route 17 
interchange to accommodate traffic to and from LEGOLAND should be analyzed as part of this 
FEIS and SEQR.  This infrastructure option has received a high level of public interest and could 
be better described. 
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Response: The DEIS analyzed several alternatives for improvements at the NYS Route 17 Exits 
124 and 125 and as a result of input from NYSDOT and FHWA, these have been refined and 
modified alternatives have been explored and the new preferred alternative has been more 
thoroughly evaluated in the FEIS Traffic Study (see Appendix E).  The preferred traffic mitigation 
plan now includes the relocation and reconfiguration Exit 125 on Route 17, including building a 
bridge over NYS Route 17. The relocation of Exit 125 would address concerns regarding traffic 
impacts on local roads by removing LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive 
in Goshen. It would also help solve geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange 
compared to current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.   
 
Based on this revised traffic mitigation, additional off-site land will be disturbed which was not 
considered in the DEIS. The Project Sponsor has prepared an evaluation of the new areas which 
included the preparation of several additional studies.  See Chapter I of this document for 
additional mapping and evaluation of potential impacts from this revised traffic mitigation plan.   
 
Comment B.184.27: Traffic Impact Contingency Plans: Contingency plans should be formulated 
in the event that the number of trips and the distribution of traffic to determine level of service and 
traffic impact is actually much higher than that assumed in the DEIS. For example, the traffic 
impact analysis indicates that 66% of the traffic patronizing LEGOLAND will be coming from the 
east via NYS Route 17. In meetings, LEGOLAND consultants have indicated various percentages 
and that traffic to LEGOLAND could conceivably be as high as 85% from the east via NYS Route 
17 westbound. The variation in traffic distribution directly affects traffic impact and the mitigating 
measures planned to alleviate such impact. Variation in assumed traffic patterns needs to be 
addressed. 
 
Response:  The anticipated arrival and departure distribution utilized in the traffic analysis were 
developed utilizing a 200-mile radius Gravity Model as discussed in Section IV.B of the Traffic 
Impact Study (contained in Appendix E of this FEIS). The revised traffic improvement plan 
provides that the relocated Exit 125 would be a full access interchange for both westbound and 
eastbound vehicles on Route 17.  The new bridge will connect to a two-lane roundabout and 
provide a more direct point of access to and from the LEGOLAND New York theme park as well 
as other existing institutions located on Harriman Drive, including Glen Arden and Orange-Ulster 
BOCES.  Impacts to local roads will be minimized.  As part of the requirements of NYSDOT, 
LEGOLAND will complete a Post Implementation Monitoring Study which will be completed 
within the first year of operation. This study will provide traffic volume data and information to 
confirm the Projections of the Traffic Study and allow for modifications/minor adjustments to off-
site conditions relative to the Project. The areas of focus would include such items as signal timing 
adjustments as well as monitoring of locations which were identified in the traffic studies as 
potential locations for signalization or other similar upgrades. The information collected and 
evaluated will be used and coordinated with NYSDOT and the Town of Goshen to implement 
these adjustments if necessary. The monitoring data will also be available to help coordinate peak 
time activities with the emergency and other local services. 
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Comment B.184.28: Science of the Soul Events: The traffic impact of LEGOLAND in 
combination with periodic, proposed weekend Science of the Soul retreat events to the west of this 
proposal which will bring thousands of visitors and added traffic to Goshen should be analyzed. 
Traffic impact mitigation measures for such special events and circumstances should be 
formulated and coordinated with first responders and emergency management agencies. 
 
Response:  Science of the Soul was one of the background projects studied as part of the Traffic 
Impact Study.   
 
Comment B.184.29: DEIS Traffic Study Appendix Accident Analysis: The accident analysis 
should identify whether the accident rate along NYS Route 17 is attributable to substandard 
highway design such as inadequate acceleration and deceleration lanes, roadway curvature 
standards and/or inadequate weaving distances through Goshen. 
 
Response:  The accident data obtained from NYSDOT indicates an extensive accident history 
along Route 17 in the vicinity of the site. A review of this accident data indicates that there are 
several contributing factors, including the substandard length of the off-ramp for Exit 125 
westbound which results in rear-end accidents as well as the merge/diverge between Exit 125 WB 
on-ramp the Exit 124 WB off-ramp, which are in close proximity to each other. Similarly in the 
eastbound direction the Exit 124 EB on-ramp and the Exit 125 EB off-ramp merge/diverge are 
both in close proximity to each other resulting in many of the experienced accidents.  
 
The revised traffic improvement plan would eliminate these existing substandard conditions by 
closing the existing Exit 125 EB and WB Ramps and relocating these ramps to the east resulting 
in the elimination of the merge/diverge conflicts in the EB and WB directions between Exits 124 
and 125. In addition, the proposed improvements will not result in any new weaving sections 
through this area of Route 17 further reducing potential conflicts and accident conditions. 
 
Comment B.184.30: Orange County Travel Demand Model Analysis: This Department offers here 
data from our Travel Demand Model Analysis that may be useful.   An analysis of traffic generated 
by LEGOLAND was conducted using the OC Travel Demand Model for the average weekday PM 
peak hour when traffic on area roadways is the highest. This model is used for transportation/air 
quality conformity purposes to determine whether transportation projects in Orange County 
Transportation Councils (OCTC's) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) comply with 
USEPA and NYSDEC air quality regulations.  It is also used for traffic impact corridor studies 
such as the Orange County portion of the NYS Route 17 Transportation Corridor Study.  The 
results of the analysis are presented in [a table]. Most traffic leaving LEGOLAND during an 
average weekday PM peak hour travels eastbound on NYS Route 17 to I-87 (southbound), 
Palisades/Rockland County and Bear Mountain Bridge. There is also significant traffic volume 
traveling westbound on Route 17 to I-84 eastbound and the Newburgh Beacon Bridge. This traffic 
volume is not accounted for in the DEIS traffic impact analysis. There is also significant traffic 
volume from LEGOLAND using South Street to access NYS Rte. 207 northbound, as well as 
diverted linked trips into the Village of Goshen by LEGOLAND patrons desiring services. These 
trips are not accounted for in the traffic impact analysis. 
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Response:  The trip distributions utilized in the Traffic Study were developed based on the gravity 
model analysis contained in Appendix G of the Traffic Impact Study. Table GM-1 summarizes the 
Gravity Model analysis conducted for the 200 mile radius area surrounding the site along with 
Table GM-2 which further summarizes the gravity model analysis for the more immediate areas 
along Route 17 in the vicinity of the site. The results of this gravity model are generally consistent 
with the information provided from the OCTC’s Travel Demand Model analysis. As noted in Table 
GM-2 approximately 12% of the Project generated traffic is destined to and from I-84 eastbound 
via Route 17 with 9% of this traffic from I-84 east of the Newburgh and 3% from I-87 north of 
Newburgh. As summarized in Table SGT-6 this equates to up to approximately 120 trips via the 
Newburgh-Beacon Bridge during any peak hour and up to approximately 50 trips via I-87 north 
of I-84 during any peak hour. This volume of traffic is not considered to be significant compared 
to the existing volumes currently traveling along I-84 and I-87. Therefore, no significant impacts 
are anticipated as a result of the proposed development in these areas.  
 
In addition, Table GM-2 indicates that approximately 4% of the traffic generated by the site will 
be destined to/from NYS Route 207 and the Goshen Village area. This equates to up to 
approximately 70 vehicles destined to and from NYS Route 207 and the Goshen Village area. This 
includes diverted link trips that may occur to the Village. It should be noted however that the 
Preferred Alternative Proposed Improvements may slightly reduce the number of diverted link 
trips to the Village area as the proposed interchange configuration will provide a more direct route 
for LEGOLAND patrons destined back to Route 17 without having to use any local roadways.  
 
Comment B.184.31: Emphasis on Underground Stormwater Treatment Facilities – In my opinion, 
a stronger emphasis on bioretention (BR), or other more visible/easily maintainable, storm water 
quality practices should be considered.  Such measures would be more easily inspected and more 
likely to be maintained.  This has the potential to decrease the water resource impacts from the 
project into the future. 
 
Response: Stormwater water quality treatment will be provided through a filtration using six 
underground stormwater sand filters, nine bio-retention areas, 2 rain gardens and one dry swale.  
The use of over 125,000 square feet of porous pavers will also encourage infiltration. (See 
Appendix D).  Stormwater runoff from the developed areas of the Project Site will be treated to 
ensure water quality and will be consistent with NYSDEC regulations. Stormwater water quality 
treatment will be provided through a filtration using seven underground stormwater sand filters, 
fourteen bio-retention areas, a rain garden and one dry swale.   
 
Comment B.184.32:  The use of multiple bioretentions distributed around the site is encouraging, 
and in the spirit of current runoff reduction/green infrastructure principles.  As noted in #1, I would 
encourage even more use of this concept. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.184.31.  
 
Comment B.184.33: Many of the BR practices are located on fairly steeply sloping areas.  Since 
this practice requires the creation of broad, shallow ponding areas, this will in some cases require 
considerable grading and a dam/berm on the downslope side of the practice.  I suggest that the 
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applicant be asked to show more clearly the height of berms/dams and the limits of 
disturbance/grading that will be required to create each BR practice as shown on the Site Plan. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.76.3. 
 
Comment B.184.34:  I suggest that the applicant be asked why the underdrains in the BR’s are 
located at the bottom of the drainage layer rather than at the top.  Locating the underdrain above 
the bottom of the drainage layer creates the potential for more infiltration, which in terms of water 
resource protection is generally considered favorable over collection of drainage and discharge to 
surface conveyances. 
 
Response: The soils at the site are not generally conducive to infiltration. If the soils were more 
appropriate for infiltration an underdrain would not be necessary.   
 
Comment B.184.35:  I suggest that the applicant be asked to consider design modifications to the 
BR’s that more fully follow the ‘off-line’ concept.  As presented, it appears that once the BR is 
filled, additional runoff will continue to enter the BR, with overflow to a riser structure.  This 
arrangement has the potential to displace the ‘1st flush’ from the BR, compromising the pollutant 
treatment function of the practice.  This concern is heightened where the overflow structure is 
located at the opposite side of the practice from the inlet.  A ‘splitter’ or other arrangement at the 
practice inlet that would re-route runoff beyond the first flush around the practice could be 
considered. 
 
Response: All bio-retention areas with drainage areas larger than 5 acres have been designed 
consistent with the off-line concept.  
 
Comment B.184.36:  It appears that many of the BR’s outlet via pipes to the surface near the 
practice location.  Since these flows do not appear to reach any quantity control measures, is this 
approach taken into consideration in the overall pre-post-development runoff study for the site?  
Will erosion be a concern at the pipe outlets?  Will a level spreader or similar dissipation measure 
be used? 
 
Response:  The erosion control plan shows riprap outlets and level spreaders at all pipe outlet 
locations.  These mitigation measures are discussed in the DEIS. The proposed SWPPP meets all 
requirements of the NYSDEC Stormwater Management Design Manual.  
 
Comment B.184.37:  There is a detail drawing for a ‘Road Edge and Gravel Diaphragm’ with a 
note indicating it will be used where ‘sheet flow to bioretention’ is proposed.  Since the conditions 
at the numerous proposed BR’s vary greatly, I suggest that greater attention be given to how runoff 
will be conveyed to each BR.  In some cases, the provided detail may not be appropriate.  For 
example, several of the BR drainage areas appear to show road runoff traversing a steep 
constructed slope before reaching the BR.  I did not see any detail for or explanation of how the 
runoff will be conveyed to the BR without potentially causing erosion on these steep constructed 
slopes.  I also suggest more attention be given to pre-treatment of runoff reaching the BR’s.  I 
surmise that the Gravel Diaphragm serves this function however, as noted, this practice may not 
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be feasible for all of the proposed BR’s.  I suggest that some sort of vegetated pre-treatment (PT) 
be considered for the BR’s, where feasible.  In my opinion, a vegetated PT measure offers better 
mitigation of both sediment load and other potential storm water pollutants than the Gravel 
Diaphragm, and easier maintenance.  This particular aspect is largely designer discretion.  
However, if the use of the Gravel Diaphragm is retained, I still suggest more detail be proved on 
which BR’s will use this pre-treatment option and how it will be tailored to the conditions at each 
BR, and what PT measure will be used if/where the Gravel Diaphragm is not used.  For both the 
Gravel Diaphragm and any other PT measure that may be employed, O&M notes should be 
provided. 
 
Response:  Drainage system details are provided on the Drainage Detail Sheets 32 and 33 of the 
plan set.  Final SWPPP details will be provided prior to site plan approval.  
 
Comment B.184.38:  I thought the BR planting soil specs could have been presented more clearly.  
There are charts that, in my opinion, present the planting soil parameters and requirements more 
clearly, as well as providing other minimum planting soil requirements such as pH and nutrient 
value.  I suggest the designers examine the planting soil notes as provided and consider a more 
clear presentation. 
 
Response:  Planting details, including species selection, for the stormwater management areas will 
be finalized prior to site plan approval.   
 
Comment B.184.39:  The comments about the position/design of the BR underdrains and planting 
soil should be considered in regards to the dry swale design as well. 
 
Response: As stated above, soils on the Project Site are not generally conducive to infiltration. 
Final design details of stormwater practices will be provided prior to site plan approval.   
 

 B.185. Bialas, email dated December 23, 2016 

Comment B.185.1:  I have copied something from facebook, which makes a great deal of sense 
and should be considered…With a Project at such a scale as LEGOLAND, it is a disservice to 
have a knee-jerk reaction in either direction. No, people should not be NIMBYs and just oppose a 
Project because they don't like change. Neither should others jump on the bandwagon of a proposal 
simply because they think it will boost the economy and create jobs. To push either position 
without basis in facts is potentially dangerous and detrimental. That's where SEQR comes in. It's 
a tool to prudently consider all the issues, and carefully assess all the potential impacts, BOTH 
positive and negative, so that the approving agencies can have full information to make a truly 
informed decision based on facts, not speculation. 
 
Response:  The intent of SEQR is to provide analyze relevant environmental, social and economic 
considerations for the planning and decision making process for state and local agencies.  
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Comment B.185.2: With the current water shortages currently experienced by the Village of 
Goshen, can the Village adequately supply LEGOLAND without harming its own residents and 
existing businesses? 
 
Response:  The Village is not currently experiencing any water shortages. The Village of Goshen 
has provided an analysis of their water supply and demand and has determined that, even under a 
build-out scenario that the Village has adequate water supply to serve the Project.  
 
Comment B.185.3: Can the roadway network handle the increased traffic generated by 
LEGOLAND, or will it possibly become so hard to navigate that it could actually negatively 
impact existing business? 
 
Response:  In response to comments from the public, elected officials and the NYSDOT, the 
Project Sponsor has proposed a revised traffic mitigation plan which will relocate NYS Route 17 
Exit 125 further east and provide a bridge over Route 17 with a direct connection to Harriman 
Drive.   This revised mitigation plan would be a full access interchange for both westbound and 
eastbound vehicles on Route 17 and would address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local 
roads by removing LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. The 
new bridge will provide a more direct point of access to and from the LEGOLAND New York 
theme park as well as other existing institutions located on Harriman Drive, including Glen Arden 
and Orange-Ulster BOCES.  
 
Comment B.185.4: Will LEGOLAND actually create additional revenue for off-site businesses? 
 
Response: The Proposed Project is expected to have a positive impact on local businesses in both 
utilizing local goods and services needed at the park such as office supplies, dry cleaning services, 
food and restaurant supplies, pest control, delivery services as well as from park guests patronizing 
local hotels, restaurants, gas stations and other retail stores, as has occurred in Winter Haven, 
Florida. However, such purely economic factors are not environmental factors to be considered in 
SEQRA.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.185.5:  Will LEGOLAND generate more tax dollars than it demands in services, or 
otherwise will create in costs? 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.63.1 above.  
 
Comment B.185.6: If LEGOLAND is developing 140 acres, what happens to the rest of the 522 
acres being rezoned, and what impact might their eventual development have under the new 
zoning? 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.16.3, A.44.1, A.44.2, A.44.3 and A.48.2. 
 
Comment B.185.7:  Then of course, there are the other questions normally covered by an EIS, 
which are also important as well, including the impact on local watercourses, wildlife habitat, 
flooding, the site topography, etc. 
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Response:  The DEIS provided an evaluation of surface water resources including identification 
of the floodplain on the site, onsite wild life habitat, and both onsite and surrounding topography. 
Mapping of resources and a full report from the Project biologist is provided in the DEIS.     
 
Comment B.185.8: SEQR requires that an EIS for a rezoning decision consider the FULL impact 
of that rezoning. In other words, if the rezoning will allow more intensive development of 522 
acres, it's insufficient to only consider the impact from developing 140 acres. This DEIS only 
considers the impact of the 140 acres proposed for development by LEGOLAND.  The DEIS 
actually states that more of the 522 acres could be subject to further expansion of LEGOLAND, 
and that they'd go through SEQR review again. Unfortunately, that's not how it works, and this 
suggested split review is an illegal violation of the "segmentation" principal in SEQR. What if the 
future expansion they're alluding to is the water park that suddenly disappeared from their 
proposal? Was it dropped because they feared the extra water usage would jeopardize their getting 
approval? That possibility and other potential development on the 522 acres must be assessed 
BEFORE the rezoning decision that would allow it is made. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments B.134.4 and B.172.15 above. 
 
Comment B.185.9:  As is well known, the Village of Goshen has historically experienced water 
supply shortages. Between the reservoirs and wells, the Village states they have a permit to 
withdraw a MAXIMUM of 1.3 million gallons per day (GPD). However, reports by the Village's 
own consultants (this is where reading beyond the DEIS comes in) would place the maximum safe 
yield at 950,000 MGD. If there is a severe drought, and the reservoirs go off line (they came within 
6 weeks of doing so in 2002), the safe yield drops to 450,000 GPD that comes from the wells. 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen has not had water supply shortages since the Crystal Run wells 
were placed into permanent usage.  In order to further supplement the water system for future use 
the Village is developing an additional production well on its Crystal Run Village well property. 
Initial pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow 
which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.   
 
Comment B.185.10: LEGOLAND projects (but without any supporting documentation) that they 
will need 270,000 GPD. Adding that to the Village's own projected demand yields a sum demand 
of 1.224 million GPD. That's way over the safe yield of 950,000 MGD, and a full 94% of the 
permitted maximum withdrawal of 1.3 million MGD. To meet this demand, the Village would rely 
on the development of a third well... BUT the DEIS provides no information whatsoever as to the 
capacity of this new well, or even if it would be providing ANY additional water. As it is, the two 
existing wells (which are on the same property and draw from the same aquifer) must be pumped 
alternately. The new third well is proposed ON THE SAME PROPERTY. If you put 3 straws into 
the same glass of water, you don't get any more water. The bottom line is that the DEIS does 
NOTHING to provide any solid data to answer this critical question. 
 
Response:  Unlike many projects where water usage is estimated based on the type of use, water 
demand for the Proposed Project was based on actual peak monthly usage reported at LEGOLAND 
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Windsor, a similarly sized seasonal theme park.  Records from this existing park have been 
provided in the water system report in Appendix I.  Based on these records the Proposed Project 
is anticipated to have a peak monthly demand of approximately 255,394 GPD.  This amount is less 
than 20% of the Village’s daily NYSDEC permitted withdrawal.  The Village engineer’s report 
demonstrates that the Village’s existing water supply system can meet this demand.  The Village 
is supplementing its water supply with the development of a new well at the currently Village well 
property in the Town of Wallkill.  Initial testing reports have been provided in Appendix G. 
 
Comment B.185.11: The traffic study looks impressive with its 6000 page length. It also provides 
an impressively long list of roadways and intersections that it studied. This list includes the Route 
17/I-84 interchange which is projected to accommodate 20% of the LEGOLAND traffic, but the 
DEIS does NOT study the Route 17/I-87 interchange that is projected to accommodate 
approximately 60% of the LEGOLAND traffic. This is a glaring omission. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.173.4 above. 
 
Comment B.185.12: For the existing condition, the DEIS notes that eastbound traffic on Route 17 
backs up so badly starting on Sunday afternoons that cars will detour onto Route 17M at exits 124 
and 125 in Goshen. With LEGOLAND and WITH IMPROVEMENTS in place, the traffic study 
indicates that intersection after intersection on 17M will operate at a level of service (LOS) "F" 
(which means exactly what you think it means.) But again, the root point of this problem, traffic 
heading for the Harriman interchange, is not studied in the DEIS, and neither is what happens 
when the traffic that diverted to 17M tries to divert onto other roadways. 
 
Response:  New York State has advanced the $150 million reconstruction of the Woodbury 
Transit and Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The transit and economic 
development hub Project will significantly reduce congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-Hudson 
region. 
 
Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 corridor, replace 
the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State Thruway 
(I-87), and add a solar-powered bus station, an expanded commuter parking lot, and an intelligent 
transportation system that adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements, 
including the addition of cashless tolling, will improve access and reduce delays due to traffic 
congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 131 interchange has long functioned as a 
bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 and the Thruway. 
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will contribute to 
decreasing the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as 
reducing legacy traffic congestion on Route 17.  An updated traffic study which provides a full 
analysis of these improvements as they relate to the Proposed Project, is located in Appendix E. 
 
The recent announcement by New York State to continue conversion to a cashless toll system 
should help alleviate some of the congestion which occurs on Route 17, as a result of the existing 
Route 17/I-87 toll plaza. In addition, the state has allocated in excess of $150 million dollars for 
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the reconstruction of the Harriman/Woodbury NYS Route 17 Exit 131 interchange at the NYS 
Thruway and it was recently announced that this design/build effort will commence later this year. 
This will help significantly improve these existing regional traffic conditions.  
 
In addition to the proposed roadway improvements, LEGOLAND also proposes to implement a 
Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) which will encourage use of mass transit 
during peak times by coordinating express bus service to and from the site. It will also use variable 
message signs and interactive traffic information updates to patrons via social media. Information 
will be provided to park attendees to inform them of conditions on Route 17 during those periods. 
LEGOLAND will also develop programs to encourage patrons to avoid those peak travel times by 
either staying at the park later or to schedule their departure accordingly to help avoid those peaks 
and lessen any potential impacts during those Peak Summer Sundays. Improvements are also being 
made to the intersection of the NYS Route 17M and South Street, as well as signal timing 
modifications to the intersections along NYS Route 17M going towards and into the Village of 
Chester, to address the existing and future diversions of traffic to Route 17M.  It should also be 
noted that the diversions of traffic to Route 17M that occur during the Peak Summer Sunday 
Afternoon period, are limited to 8-10 Sundays per year.  
 
Comment B.185.13:  The DEIS contradicts itself frequently. There are no less than three different 
figures given in the DEIS for the amount of impervious surface in the build condition.  
 
Response:  Based on the revised plans, 73.58 acres of impervious surfaces are proposed for the 
522-acre site.  
 
Comment B.185.14:  Statements made … assert that there will be 2000-foot buffers between the 
development and residential properties and 1000 feet elsewhere, but the DEIS uses buffer distances 
between 1000 and 1200 feet. Contrary to these numbers, measurements made from Figure III-6 
(Cut and Fill Analysis) reveals a 900-foot buffer from residences in Arcadia Hills, and about 100 
feet from its western property line. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.56.3. 
 
Comment B.185.15:  The contradictions are well illustrated when further examining Figure III-
6…the DEIS states, “Based on the proposed grading plans, approximately 196,187 cubic yards of 
fill will be required to be brought to the site.” But a table on Figure III-6 provides numbers that 
calculate to 531,187 cubic yards of fill that must be imported into the site. Using a 16 cy truck, 
that would be 33,199 truckloads of fill. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.76.3.  
 
Comment B.185.16:  The DEIS states, “The site’s natural variations in topography will work to 
visually buffer the site as the development will sit lower than surrounding land.” But Figure III-6 
shows the northeastern corner of the parking lot would sit on top of 90 feet of fill at an elevation 
of 520 feet, 100 feet HIGHER – not lower –  than the back yards of houses on Redwood Drive at 
420 feet. That's an incredible amount of fill, which will rise well above these residential properties, 
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and with the degree of cuts (up to 50 feet) and fills (up to 90 feet) shown on Figure III-6, there also 
won't be "natural variations in topography" either. The parking lot then keeps rising to an elevation 
of 584 feet, or about 160+ feet above these homes. A resident of one of those homes made a point 
at the public hearing I hadn't even considered –  that this fill will cast his house into shadow at 
sunset earlier than it does now…In yet another example, the DEIS states “The hotel will be built 
into the naturally sloping topography so that it is two stories from the front and four stories from 
the rear elevation.” But Figure III-6 shows the hotel sitting at about elevation 522 on fill over a 
natural elevation of 458. This would be held back by a retaining wall placed right at the edge of a 
wetland, not a natural slope as described in the impact statement.  The 4-story building sitting on 
a 60+ foot tall retaining wall would be the equivalent of a 10-story building. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.76.3 and A.76.4.  
 
Comment B.185.17:  Speaking of wetlands, a 2006 wetland survey for the “Hamlet at Goshen” 
previously proposed on this property depicts all the same wetlands shown in the LEGOLAND 
DEIS, but also shows three wetlands that are absent from the LEGOLAND plans (another example 
of looking beyond the DEIS). Two of these wetlands are shown in what would be the footprint of 
the LEGOLAND park, and one would be within the footprint of the parking lot. Wetlands just 
don’t disappear on their own. It is rather suspicious that wetlands that had been shown for another 
development proposal happen to “disappear” precisely within the area of development. The 
wetland mapping can't even be checked because the DEIS fails to provide either NYSDEC or 
Army Corps approved wetland mapping or an Army Corps delineation report for review in the 
DEIS (as is customary) that would support the wetland mapping they have depicted.  
 
The DEIS also represents that the Project will only impact 0.075 acre of wetland, and is therefore 
“falls under the 0.1 acre disturbance threshold and no individual permit nor any compensatory 
wetland mitigation will be required.” But on page 43, the existing condition description describes 
the existence of 116.72 acres of wetland, whereas the potential impacts described on page 54 
identify a post-development condition of 115 acres of wetlands. This would equate to a wetland 
loss of 1.72 acres, greatly above the 0.075 acre otherwise claimed. The acreage represented by the 
three missing “mystery” wetlands could very well account for this discrepancy. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.2.14.  A total of 2.094 acres of federally regulated 
wetlands and 0.0.084 acres of NYSDEC regulated wetlands for a total of 2.178 acres of wetlands 
will be disturbed for both the Proposed Project and the revised off-site traffic improvement plan.  
 
Comment B.185.18: Others have also pointed out other deficiencies, including the Village of 
Goshen Police Chief Watt, who expressed concern about the lack of attention to police and 
emergency services, and the cost of providing them, giving his opinion that LEGOLAND would 
"eclipse Woodbury Commons as the highest risk terrorism target in Orange County." Obviously, 
this is a serious consideration that should concern all of Goshen. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.84.4 above.   
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Comment B.185.19: In other words, the DEIS is so deficient and unreliable that it is completely 
useless as the tool it is intended to be to aid the Goshen Town Board and Planning Board in making 
an informed decision…Even if LEGOLAND is approved, the Town needs to properly identify the 
potential impacts that may occur, negotiate changes in the proposed plan to reduce those impacts, 
and ensure that improvements are put in place that will mitigate the remaining impacts and benefit 
the people of this town.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.102.1. 
 
 B.186. Steven M. Neuhaus, Orange County Executive, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.186.1: Without question, the proposed LEGOLAND Project is a unique opportunity 
for Orange County. I fully recognize that any Project of this magnitude breeds controversy and 
sometimes more than that. The challenging job each of you has undertaken as public servants is 
appreciated by the majority of your community; although that may not seem evident to you at all 
times.  It is my sincere hope that many LEGOLAND visitors come explore Goshen and the 
surrounding areas and businesses while they are here. To have even a fraction of LEGOLAND's 
anticipated guests visit our local businesses, etc., would have a tremendous positive impact on the 
economy.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
support for the Project.  See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.7.2. 
 
Comment B.186.2: The concern I have heard loud and clear and the one that I believe only you 
hold the "power" to have LEGOLAND address is traffic in and out of the site. To get to and from 
work, I drive Route 17M each day between Chester and Goshen. It is quite evident to me that a 
"flyover" is necessary to avoid cluttering our local roads. It makes the most sense to get cars off 
Route 17, into the site and back onto Route 17.  Route 17 is often backed up with traffic on the 
weekends, particularly in the summer. This traffic will only increase when the Casino opens in 
2018. Locals do know to avoid Route 17 during those busy times; however, we do count on being 
able to use the side roads, including South Street in Goshen.  I respectfully encourage you, as part 
of any planning approval, to mandate that LEGOLAND commit to a flyover to ensure reasonable 
steps are taken to mitigate traffic impacts to Goshen. I am committed, as County Executive, to 
working with you and New York State to encourage LEGOLAND to build such a flyover. I am 
confident that with your mandate of a flyover, we stand the best chance to address this incredibly 
important traffic issue. 
 
Response:  In response to comments from the public, elected officials and the NYSDOT, the 
Project Sponsor has committed to relocate and reconfigure Exit 125 on Route 17, including 
building a bridge over Route 17 as part of its proposal for LEGOLAND New York.  The relocation 
of Exit 125 would address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads by removing 
LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. It would also help solve 
geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.  This reconfiguration of Exit 125 would 
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be designed to meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist with Route 17’s 
future conversion to Interstate-86. 
 
The relocated Exit 125 would be a full access interchange for both westbound and eastbound 
vehicles on Route 17.  The new bridge will provide a more direct point of access to and from the 
LEGOLAND New York theme park as well as other existing institutions located on Harriman 
Drive, including Glen Arden and Orange-Ulster BOCES.  
 
These plans respond to public comment on the DEIS during the SEQR process where members of 
the community expressed concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads, including South Street, 
as mentioned above.  While the Project Sponsor believed that the DEIS traffic mitigation plan 
would have adequately mitigated traffic concerns, the relocation of Exit 125 will provide a direct 
means of access for visitors traveling to and from the Project and thus reduce traffic impacts on 
local roads.  All traffic improvements will be completed and operational prior to LEGOLAND 
being opened to the public. 

 
 B.187. Geerd Mattheus, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.187.1:  The Town of Goshen Planning Board in its review of the DEIS provided by 
LEGOLAND, has never considered or addressed the impact of LEGOLAND on the Village of 
Goshen.   

Response: The Village of Goshen has approval only over the use of the Village’s public water and 
sewer services and therefore hired a special civil engineering consultant to assist with a review of 
those resources.  The Village was consulted on traffic impacts relative to the Village and 
emergency service providers from the Village have been part of discussions on provision of 
emergency services at the Project Site.  The Village of Goshen received copies of all SEQR 
documents and related correspondence.  Village residents may submit additional comments on any 
other areas of concern related to the Proposed Action. 
 
Comment B.187.2: The Village of Goshen is to be the provider of water and sewer, under the terms 
of an agreement with Mayor Roddey and the Village Board, for said park.  These services are to 
be billed to and paid for by LEGOLAND but nowhere does the DEIS address the issue of 
watershed protection of the Village of Goshen’s reservoirs. These reservoirs do not only provide 
water to the residents of the Village but also the businesses of downtown Goshen, the Orange 
County Government Complex and the Village of Goshen Fire District.   
 
Response:   A discussion of the site’s watersheds and Village reservoirs is provided both on pages 
40-41 under Surface Water Resources (III-C of the DEIS) and on pages 61-62 under Stormwater 
Management (III-G of the DEIS).  Specifically, the DEIS acknowledges on page 62, “Village of 
Goshen Water Supply Reservoir #2 and its associated dam are also located in this watershed.  The 
Otter Kill flows through the reservoir before entering the Project area…”  The DEIS provides a 
full Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) consistent with NYSDEC requirements and, 
beginning on page 68 delineates several water quality mitigations which will be employed on the 
site to ensure protection of the local watershed.   
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Comment B.187.3:  What has also not been addressed is that the Village of Goshen is the provider 
of police protection and services and DPW road maintenance while the park’s guests are traveling 
on the Village roads that provide exclusive access to the park.  These services, which are costly, 
are to be provided without any compensation to the Village of Goshen.  In certainly seems unjust 
that the Town of Goshen reaps all the tax benefits from LEGOLAND but provides no services 
while the Village of Goshen provides all the services for LEGOLAND but receives no 
compensation, just an unfair tax burden on Village residents.  This is a critical issue that must be 
addressed by the Planning Board and LEGOLAND. 
 
Response:  The Project Site is primarily served by the Town of Goshen Police Department. 
However, as a mutual aid provider, Project representatives have met with the police chiefs of both 
Town and Village Police Departments as well as County and State Police Departments to ensure 
coordination of providing services at the Project Site.   
 
Host Community Fee revenues benefit not only town taxpayers, but village taxpayers as well given 
that village taxpayers also pay town taxes. 
 
Based on the revised traffic mitigation plan, a more direct route from NYS 17 to the Project Site 
has been designed which will reduce the number of guest vehicles on local roads.  As discussed 
above, all user fees related to water and sewer services provided will be paid by the Project Sponsor 
to the Village of Goshen.   
 
Comment B.187.4: On the matter of taxes, … if LEGOLAND is so gung ho to come to New York 
why do we have to provide them with millions of dollars in tax assistance and furthermore consider 
a 30 year tax abatement.  This is a 14.6 billion dollar international company that is building a for-
profit park on the overtaxed backs of New York citizens.  An independent analysis of the actual 
financial benefits and impacts upon the host communities, both the Town and Village of Goshen 
must be made part of the DEIS.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.16.2 above.  
 
 B.188. Katherine Davies, letter dated  

Comment B.188.1:  The DEIS does not adequately address the issue of water.  Droughts and water 
restrictions are common in Goshen. LEGOLAND intends to use water from both Arcadia Hills 
and the Village of Goshen and both of these areas have problems with supplying water to its 
residents, especially when there is a drought.  How can this water possibly supply residents and an 
amusement park, which includes an aquarium and a potential water park with water? I do not 
understand how this is feasible. 
 
Response:  This comment is incorrect.  The Project Sponsor does not propose to use any 
groundwater from the Project Site or to tap into the water for Arcadia Hills.   See responses to 
Comments A.10.5 and B.5.5. 
 
Comment B.188.2:  The DEIS does not even mention a water park which has been mentioned at 
several public meetings by Merlin Entertainments representatives.  



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-654 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

 
Response: See response to Comment B.134.4.  
 
Comment B.188.3:  Allowing LEGOLAND the rights to use Goshen water …will increase taxes 
in Goshen instead of decrease them as many residents hope.   
 
Response:   Based on the draft agreement with the Village of Goshen, the Project Sponsor will 
pay all fees associated with use of water from the Village of Goshen at user standards rates.  
 
Comment B.188.4:  The DEIS does not adequately address traffic.  LEGOLAND is supposed to 
bring more visitors a day than there are residents of Goshen.  As commuter traffic is a problem 
365 days a year, but it is especially an issue in the months when LEGOLAND is proposed to be 
open. The traffic will only get worse with twice as many cars on Route 17.   
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.2.3 and B.185.12. 
 
Comment B.188.5:  In order to expand Route 17, exit 125 must be removed.  This would cause 
additional traffic and negatively impact Goshen residents, especially residents who commute.   
 
Response:  The revised traffic mitigation plan includes the relocation, not removal, of exit 125 
further east.  This proposal is consistent with plans previously proposed by the NYSDOT as part 
of the Interstate 86 conversion as the current configuration of Exit 125 does not meet Federal 
Highway standards.  This proposal will not increase traffic, but rather would allow guests to 
LEGOLAND a more direct connection to Harriman Drive to reduce traveling on local roads and 
improve safety of this area of NYS Route 17.   
 
Comment B.188.6:  LEGOLAND will negatively impact our environmental. Amusement parks 
must constantly evolve to stay relevant and attract visitors.  Those changes are not even mentioned 
in the DEIS (i.e. potential water park). Even if the town board thinks the benefits outweigh the risk 
for this initial phase, we don’t know how the other phases will affect the environment.   
 
Response:  The DEIS discusses a proposed Phase 2 which will include the construction of a 20,000 
square foot SeaLife Aquarium in approximately 3 to 5 years after the initial park opening. Further, 
page 29 the DEIS states that changes may occur within the proposed areas of disturbance such as 
relocation or replacement of rides and attractions but no new areas of the site would be able to be 
disturbed without an amended site plan approval from the Planning Board and consistency with 
SEQR.  
 
Comment B.188.7:  There is a reason that land is not zoned for amusement parks.  To change the 
zoning would forever change Goshen.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition do not 
require a response. See responses to Comments A.12.4, A.16.4 and A.45.1. 
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Comment B.188.8: Merlin Entertainment rushed the DEIS which wasn’t even conducted during 
the fall months they would be open and are manipulate Goshen residents and board members.  The 
decision should not be made without all necessary information.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.55.1. 
 
 B.189. Brad Barnhorst, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.189.1: I would like to begin with some comments… regarding proposed local laws 
numbers 5 and 6. In the Town of Goshen, amusement parks are prohibited in all districts and 
the Comprehensive Plan states that "The foundation of this Comprehensive Plan is the 
recognition that the Town must both preserve its fragile and beautiful rural environment and 
provide for the needs of its people. To ignore either of these goals, or to pursue one at the 
expense of the other, is to fundamentally misunderstand what this Plan is all about." There 
is an important word in there: "needs." The town and the village may WANT the revenue from 
the Proposed Project. However, a want is not a need. A want is a desire, while a need is a 
requirement. Supervisor Bloomfield, one of the items for which I have heard you praised is your 
handling of the Town's finances, the Town's credit rating is quite strong, for that, I give you my 
congratulations. This demonstrates that the Town is in good shape financially, and does not need 
this Project.  This Project stands in diametric opposition to what currently is codified in town laws.  
I argue here tonight that to change them is, in a sense, to betray the public trust. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.122.1 
 
Comment B.189.2:  Who will choose to live here should the zoning and comprehensive plan be 
changed, and the proposed project approved?  To illustrate the potential adverse impact in that 
area, I would like to read to you a few sentences from a paper titled "The Economic Impact of 
Theme Parks on Regions," by Michael Brawn; “Still, a question is unsolved. What happens within 
the ‘theme park subregion’ within this model?  Who is it who wants to live there?  Not only, that 
much of the demand for tourism related employment is seasonal and that low status and low pay 
characterize much tourist industry employment, the biggest danger lies in a disproportionate 
concentration of seasonal and low-paid employment which can be a threat to the region's 
employment structure.  The case of the City of Anaheim illustrates this very bluntly.”  Most of the 
city's population works in traditionally blue-collar jobs.  “It is a fact that those who can afford it, 
move to surrounding cities because of the low quality of life in Anaheim.”  In order to take a hard 
look at this project, you must consider that information.  This leads us to the larger question of the 
comprehensive cost-benefit analysis of the project and its potential impacts on the Town.  I am 
unaware that the Town has commissioned one, and I again call on you please to engage an impartial 
firm to conduct one. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.122.2 above. The purpose of the environmental impact 
process of SEQR is to allow “environmental” issues to be injected into the decision-making 
process by the Planning Board and the Town Board.  Environmental issues are defined broadly 
under SEQR, but they do not include every impact of a Project. Purely economic factors cannot 
form the basis to either approve or deny a Project.  
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For additional informational purposes, the Orange County IDA commissioned KPMG to conduct 
an independent analysis of the fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project.  A copy of the KPMG report 
is included in Appendix K. 
 
Comment B.189.3:  Proposed local Law #6 would allow for a “commercial recreational facility” 
on all of the 522 acres.  To my knowledge there's been no study of the impact of such a zoning 
change on the full area.  For example, what will be the impact to the “fragile and beautiful rural 
environment” of the rezoning for commercial recreation of an area equivalent to 25% that in the 
Village? What will be the cumulative impact of a reopened government center, the proposed 
project, and its expected multiplier businesses? This must be studied before such a change is 
considered. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.122.3 above.  
 
Comment B.189.4: I need not speak to a potential impact, we are all living a realized impact.  The 
adverse effect of this project on the environment in the town and village manifests itself daily.  The 
rancor and hostility that have been brought about are painful to witness.  Should the project move 
forward, I expect things to get worse, as theoretical concerns become realized ones.  I implore you 
to turn down this project.  We do not need it and it is not a good fit for the town.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.122.4 above.  
 
 B. 190. Leonard Berger, letter dated January 1, 2017 

Comment B.190.1:  There have been two meetings in the Village regarding this matter, both of 
which my wife and I attended.  We both had opportunity to speak… [we are] solidly in opposition 
to the introduction of this monstrously inappropriate element into the established fabric of the 
Town and Village.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition require 
no response. 
 
Comment B.190.2:  Merlin Entertainment has been offered a PILOT for thirty years, and they 
“pay” for it by giving Goshen ONLY sixty-five cents per ticket.  If an adult ticket to LEGOLAND 
New York will cost ABOUT 90 dollars, then the money going to Goshen comes to 0.00722 (seven-
hundred twenty-two thousandths) of the cost of the ticket. The town and the village should seek to 
re-open negotiations so that Merlin’s “contributions” are much richer.  They can afford it. The 30-
year tax abatement program does have that thirty-year life span, at the end of which time the 
agreement might be re-negotiated.   It is naïve to believe that Merlin will not seek a further 
extension of the PILOT in the future…The beneficiaries of the current agreement are the town and 
village of Goshen, as well as the Goshen School District. 
 
Response:  This statement is incorrect.  See response to Comment A.16.2. 
 
Comment B.190.3: I live on Redwood Drive in Arcadia Hills.  As such, my property is within the 
Chester Union Free School District, which does NOT benefit from the [PILOT] proposal as 
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currently understood. This makes the agreement inherently UNFAIR to me and to the other 
Arcadia Hills residents who reside in the CUFSD.  

Response: The Proposed Project is located within the Project Site in an area that is entirely within 
the Goshen Central School District.  As a result, a portion of the PILOT payments and future real 
property tax revenue must by law be paid to the Goshen Central School District.  The Proposed 
Project generates zero school children, and as a result, has no impact on the Goshen Central School 
District, which would benefit from the receipt of additional revenue without any associated cost.  
Likewise, the Proposed Project has no impact on the Chester Union Free School District.  Revenue 
for the Chester Union Free School District derives from real property taxes paid on property within 
the Chester Union Free School District’s boundary. 

Comment B.190.4: My property directly abuts the LEGOLAND parcel(s) and is placed very close 
to that wall for the "park's" parking lot, only several yards away. For the "privilege" of the impact 
of that parking structure literally a stone's throw away, I am currently NOT included among those 
residents seemingly able to claim a future financial benefit. THEY will benefit, but I won't. THAT 
is unfair! 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.  The referenced property is approximately 1,200 feet from 
the nearest structure on the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.190.5: Another factor to consider: It is entirely possible that future developments will 
make it impossible for Merlin Entertainment to remain involved in LEGOLAND New York at the 
proposed site. What would happen then? Do they walk away from that property with full pockets 
but empty of intentions to maintain it or to change its purpose(s)?  Properties of the nature of a 
LEGOLAND New York, i.e., a theme-based entity, have limited “other” uses. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor represents that Merlin Entertainments operates 117 attractions 
across 24 countries and operates all venues which they own. There is nothing to suggest this park 
would not also be successful or that the Project Sponsor would not maintain this park in the same 
manner they have with all other facilities.   
 
Comment B.190.6:  Another concern to consider is the aquarium that is supposed to be one of the 
features of this LEGOLAND amusement park.  If this is the case, then how will that aquarium be 
maintained during the "off season" and who (or which unbiased purely neutral agency) will assure 
the health and well- being of the creatures that will be housed there? What standards (if any) will 
be adhered to, and how will the health of those living things be monitored?  Has Merlin 
Entertainment explained satisfactorily how this will be accomplished? Will the aquarium's animals 
be kept as displays or will they be used as performers? Not only does Goshen not need 
LEGOLAND, we certainly do not need to have Merlin Entertainment contribute to the 
development of deranged Orcas, such as at Sea World, where their unfortunate animals were 
mistreated until they became violent. 
 
Response:  The proposed aquarium is a small 20,000 square foot, indoor aquarium with no 
performances and no whales or dolphins of any kind.  The aquarium will be operated and 
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maintained year-round.  The SeaLife aquarium provides an introduction to marine life, with a focus 
on conservation education, featuring programs on breeding, rescuing and protecting marine 
ecology.  For more information see https://www.visitsealife.com/conservation/breed-rescue-
protect. 
 
Comment B.190.7: It is impossible for anyone with even the slightest familiarity with traffic issues 
in this part of Orange County to believe that the proposed traffic lanes to be used at the proposed 
site for LEGOLAND New York would be able to absorb traffic volume well enough so that 
backups will not happen. They are inevitable.  Not only in Orange County, but back down to 
Rockland County, and westward along SR 17 into Sullivan County. Drivers will attempt to avoid 
the more congested routes and will opt for local roads through small towns such as Warwick, 
Florida, and Goshen itself.  This will make for hazards and frustrated drivers and actually nullify 
Merlin's statements that their planned hours of operation will not impact local traffic.   
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3.  
 
Comment B.190.8:  Furthermore, if Sullivan County finally develops their Casinos, then THAT 
traffic volume will create a fairly unbearable situation.  The ability to get to or from this glorified 
amusement park will be severely limited at best, and close to impossible at other times! 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.2.3, A.45.2 and B.185.12. 
 
Comment B.190.9: Suppose an emergency develops at some point. Imagine the difficulties of 
driving a rescue vehicle through stopped traffic.  Consider the decreased likelihood of patient 
outcomes! 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.8.1. In addition to revised traffic improvement plan, which 
provides access to the Project Site by both the relocated Exit 125 and Harriman Drive, an 
emergency access road has also been proposed from Arcadia Road into the Project Site.  This road 
will be gated for access by emergency services only.   
 
Comment B.190.10: With increased vehicular traffic comes decreased air quality due to engine 
exhaust. It might be stated by some that the atmosphere is in constant motion which will dilute the 
fumes into our local air. However, our air is far from local, and the increase in "local" air pollution 
will necessarily be spread "downwind". In this way "locally" increased air pollution will become 
more of a regional problem, and regionally there will be increased cases of respiratory problems, 
especially among the elderly and the infirm.   
 
Response: This comment is not supported by the analysis.  See responses to Comments A.54.1, 
A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.190.11: The Proposed Parking lot at the eastern edge of the LEGOLAND property 
will basically be constructed on a huge manmade mesa, a relatively flat or gently sloping structure 
which, if it is actually completed, will rank as one of the largest artificial landforms in the County. 
Certainly there is nothing now in the Town or the Village that would compare with it.  This "mesa" 
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would be created from existing materials (from a natural ridge) and supplemented by fill material.  
Where would this fill be sourced? Would the Town or Village Board members be willing to vouch 
for the sanitary qualities of any "clean fill" put to use in this Proposed Project?  And I would 
suggest that both Boards require Merlin Entertainment to formally indemnify individuals who will 
be made ill by any materials used in the construction, or by exposures to those materials. 
 
Response:  The parking lot is not proposed as one flat structure.  Rather, to reduce the amount of 
fill in this area and to accommodate the natural contours of the land, the parking lot is built in 
sections with each section stepping down approximately 20 feet.  A parking deck is proposed to 
reduce the amount of surface paving required. Any fill required during construction at the site 
would be certified clean fill from a local quarry.  Proof of where fill is procured would be required 
to be provided by the construction management on the site and provided to the Town.  The Village 
of Goshen has no approval or review authority over any of the site plan aspects of this Project.  
See also, responses to Comments A.76.3 and C.37. 
 
Comment B.190.12: Furthermore, the Proposed Parking lot will need to be illuminated, and the 
additional lights for that parking lot will generate significant levels of light pollution which will 
definitely be noticeable from my home.  Dark but starlit nights would be replaced by a vague but 
pervasive cloud of light caused by [LEGOLAND].  
 
Response:  The DEIS provided a photograph of the hotel and parking area at LEGOLAND Florida 
to demonstrate nighttime lighting levels in this area of the park (see page 143).  As discussed in 
the DEIS, the applicant has designed the Project with light fixtures are full cut-off, “dark sky 
friendly” with shields to prevent light spillage into adjacent undisturbed areas.  Lights associated 
with the Project will shut down at night after the park closes.  Low level security lighting for the 
park, hotel, and offices will remain on for safety.  Lighting levels at surrounding property lines 
will be zero except along Harriman Drive where necessary for safety (see proposed lighting plan 
on sheets L191-L195 of the plan set). 
 
Comment B.190.13:  The public meetings were treated to misleading statements regarding 
availability of drinking water from the Wallkill aquifer.  On the surface of that argument is the 
implication that potential water resources could be drawn by the LEGOLAND New York property.  
Unfortunately that argument is terribly flawed. The extent of the aquifer…is probably well-known. 
The amount of water it might contain is another matter…the amount of stored water depends on 
surface rainfall, snowfall, etc. These inflows would be drawn down by ordinary usages. Since we 
cannot predict rainfall amounts, and since water supply issues have historically plagued Goshen, 
it is very likely that drilling any additional wells into the Wallkill aquifer might provide nothing 
more than a short-term solution to a Goshen problem.  There would definitely be supply issues 
among other users of that aquifer, and if Wallkill’s current expansion should continue, then the 
water use by that community would make LEGOLAND New York's water supply problems get 
very much worse. If we factor in the matter of climate change, which is undeniably real and is 
happening at a more rapid pace than even earth scientists had envisioned, then the predictability 
of rainfall, which would recharge the Wallkill aquifer, and indeed ANY aquifer, would be called 
into question. LEGOLAND New York would not be able to depend on any water resource: not 
Goshen water, not Wallkill's either. 
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Response:  The Village of Goshen’s independent engineer prepared a report which confirmed the 
Village’s public water supply has the existing capacity to provide water to the Proposed Action.  
In order to supplement the water system for future use the Village of Goshen is developing an 
additional production well on its Crystal Run Village well property. These wells are not a source 
of public water supply for the Town of Wallkill.  This Initial pump testing shows the new well can 
yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons 
per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing 
production wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with 
the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no 
adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated.   
 
Comment B.190.14: I certainly reject the claims made by LEGOLAND New York's supporters 
regarding the jobs-building effects of the proposal. Once the initial jobs-"bubble" has burst, once 
the carpenters, electricians, landscapers, plumbers and so on have left the construction phase 
behind, what kind(s) of jobs are anticipated there?  Since the proposed facility will not be open 
all year around we need to eliminate almost all full-time employment.  Any student seeking work 
there would need to be available from the spring into the fall months only.  These being part-time 
situations, Merlin Entertainment would be able to hire workers without benefits, and these workers 
would qualify only for minimum-wage, low-skilled positions. 
 
Response:  This statement is incorrect.  In addition to the 800 projected construction jobs, the 
Proposed Project will create 500 full-time, year-round jobs and an additional 500 seasonal jobs for 
the busier summer season. The hotel, aquarium and various offices will be open year-round and 
will therefore require staffing.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, finance personnel, 
information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, maintenance and 
hotel and aquarium management which pay competitive salaries and offer benefits.    
 
Comment B.190.15:  Orange County, and especially Goshen, cannot expect our population of 
young people to be convinced that opportunities to build strong financial futures can begin at 
LEGOLAND New York.  That belief is totally without merit, is delusional, and perpetrates an 
abuse on our young people, who need good solid jobs with competitive pay in order to simply keep 
pace with a rapidly evolving and technologically challenging environment.  LEGOLAND New 
York does not offer the kinds of jobs that growing young families depend on.  Instead, Goshen is 
being offered a plan to perpetuate a minimum-wage business climate which will serve to enrich 
Merlin Entertainment while doing nearly nothing to advance Goshen, itself. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYDEC regulations, statements of generalized opposition to the 
project require no response. See responses to Comments A.48.6 and A.57.2. 
 
Comment B.190.16: As a long-term (43+ years) resident of Goshen I strongly believe that the 
proposed LEGOLAND New York would seriously decrease the resale value of my home. 
Residents of the Village of Goshen, who are located FURTHER from the proposed site are 
reporting MAJOR changes in the evaluations of their properties.  I, and many of my neighbors, 
will most definitely be severely affected in a similar manner. It is impossible to sugar-coat this 
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issue: the brutal truth is that the Boards are being seduced by the money, my community is being 
victimized, and those people who are assigned to protect my interests are simply not doing their 
work.  Of course, they can all be replaced! 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.11.4.   
 
Comment B.190.17:  Frankly speaking, any monies received from Governor Cuomo in furtherance 
of the Project can and should be either returned, or be placed in an escrow account for use on 
something more appropriate, more useful, more environmentally safe and more equitable than 
LEGOLAND.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
project require no response. To be eligible for incentive funding, which is ear-marked for economic 
development projects in the Mid-Hudson Region, a Project must be consistent with goals and 
objectives of the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Council.  The Regional Economic 
Development Council initiative (REDC) is a key component of Governor Andrew M. Cuomo's 
transformative approach to State investment and economic development. The Mid-Hudson 
Regional Economic Development Council prepares this report annually.  In 2016, the REDC 
announced $83.3 million in grant funding awarded to 105 projects in the Mid-Hudson Region 
alone.  The Mid-Hudson Regional Council has identified LEGOLAND New York as a Priority 
Project due to, among other considerations, the economic benefits and opportunities that would be 
created by the Project.  
 

B.191. Frank Guerrera, letter dated January 13, 2017 

Comment B.191.1: I would like to speak about the new proposed local law #6, changing the Town 
of Goshen's Comprehensive Plan. Regarding buffer zones–The Master Plan states that buffers are 
required when development is adjacent to a residential community “to the greatest extent possible". 
We are seeing LEGOLAND’s buffer shrink from 2000 feet in their EAF to 900 feet in their latest 
proposal. If you want to make a constructive change to the Master Plan, make that buffer zone a 
definitive amount. One that has to be adhered to by this and any applicant, not one that can change 
with the wind depending on who that applicant is. This would be representing your constituent 
property owners and not this huge foreign corporation.  
 
Response:  In response to public comment expressing concern over the potential incompatibility 
of a commercial use adjacent to residential uses, the overall extent of the proposed Commercial 
Recreation Overlay Zone has been reduced so that the existing zoning on areas within 100 feet of 
the site adjacent to neighboring properties remains unchanged.  Coupled with the creation of the 
conservation easement as discussed above, the reduction in the Commercial Recreation Overlay 
Zone will enhance the buffers to neighboring properties and further minimize the potential impact 
of the Proposed Project on existing residential uses. 
 
The revised Project design maintains the buffers to nearby residences.  The nearest residential 
structure to the park’s closest point (the loop road at the outer edge of the guest parking lot) is 
approximately 1,000 feet away.  The distance from the back-of-house facilities to the nearest 
residence would be approximately 1,200 feet away. 
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Comment B.191.2:  Currently the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan states "This area has a 
steeper gradient and also contains substantial wetland and is therefore better suited for low density 
residential development."  The change you want to make adds, "or a commercial tourism 
recreational facility that are designed to accommodate, to a reasonable extent, the natural contours 
of the land and the protection of the wetland areas."  How is it you can equate low density 
residential housing with the biggest LEGOLAND amusement park in the United States? 
 
Response:  While the Comprehensive Plan recommends protection of wetland areas which are 
contained on this site, the current zoning of over 271 acres on the northern end of the site, along 
Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single family 
dwellings as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings as-of-right. The HR District also 
permits commercial uses such as restaurant, service, retail and recreational businesses by Special 
Permit.   
 
Further, prior to the Comprehensive Plan amendment currently under consideration by the Town 
Board, and two years prior to the application for LEGOLAND New York, the Town Board 
previous sought the recommendations of the Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board 
(ERB) regarding future zoning amendments.  The ERB recommended in 2014 to the Town Board 
that commercial uses be expanded along Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see 
memorandum in Appendix F). 
 
Comment B.191.3: You have worded it so they both require the same zoning.  You are changing 
the name to “recreational facility" in order to skirt the intent of our Master Plan which states 
MANY times that its aim is to keep Goshen rural and specifically forbids amusement parks. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.68.3. 
 
Comment B.191.4: And the mitigation standard is “to a reasonable extent”.  Why don’t you just 
say “Whatever Merlin feels like doing” because that is what that wording means.  Why are you 
giving this corporation free rein to destroy this sensitive area? Why are you not standing up to 
them and protecting the residents of Goshen? 
 
Response: The site has not been designated as an environmentally sensitive area. The Project Site 
has been the subject of development for many years.  It was the site of a Restaurant and Inn, which 
currently is in a state of abandoned ruins.  The Project Site also encompasses the planned and 
approved – yet unbuilt – future phases of the Arcadia Hills residential development.  Infrastructure, 
including roadways, for these unbuilt phases was constructed then abandoned.  The Site also 
contains residential dwellings and barns, in various states of disrepair as well as a communications 
tower which is to remain on the site.   
 
The site is located along State Route 17, which the 2009 Comprehensive Plan stated that such areas 
“along Route 17 are suitable for more intensive commercial and light industrial uses where 
appropriate.”  While the Comprehensive Plan recommends protection of wetland areas which are 
contained on this site, the current zoning of over 271 acres on the northern end of the site, along 
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Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single family 
dwellings as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings as-of-right. The HR District also 
permits commercial uses such as restaurant, service, retail and recreational businesses by Special 
Permit.   
 
Comment B.191.5:  As far as the DEIS, upon review, many residents have valid questions and 
concerns. In order to take the “hard look” required by SEQR, experts other than those employed 
by the applicant are necessary.  While the town has their own experts, some officials have clearly 
signaled their support for this Project. Supervisor Bloomfield has stated on the record that he is for 
it and attended the opening of the storefront this past Saturday to, in his own words, "gather 
information". For a decision of this magnitude which will forever change the nature of Goshen you 
need all the facts you can get. Resident organizations have hired experts who have been examining 
the DEIS in great detail. We request that after the time for written comments has passed the 
Planning Board meet with these experts to gather from them any facts that might have been 
overlooked. Is this information less important because it doesn't come from Merlin Enterprises? 
The facts they can provide will be of much greater help in determining whether this DEIS is 
sufficient than attending the opening of a storefront that is there solely to promote LEGOLAND. 
I'm sure you are aware that in this town there is a perception that Merlin has been given favored 
treatment. Let's put that perception to rest. In the interests of our community and to make an 
informed decision for the future of Goshen we cannot afford to pass up any opportunity to gain 
any knowledge available relevant to this issue. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.68.5 above.  
 
Comment B.191.6: I therefore request that you meet with Steve Gross, the expert hired by the 
residents of Goshen.  You could not help but be impressed at his three minute presentation at the 
public hearing.  Imagine how much more you can learn by giving him an hour of your time.  Not 
to do so would be extreme negligence given that in three minutes he pointed out many flaws and 
omissions in the DEIS.  It would give the impression that this board is NOT impartial when it 
comes to Merlin’s proposed project. 
 
Response: Mr. Gross submitted comments on the DEIS which have been responded to in this 
FEIS.  See response to Comment A.112.9. 
 
Comment B.191.7:  I also request that a SEIS be performed since the DEIS has been shown to be 
flawed and has fatal omissions like the three wetlands that appear on a previous map of the area 
but have somehow disappeared from Merlin's DEIS.  Please address this issue. 
 
Response: As per SEQRA, the specific reasons a Lead Agency could require a Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) are not present under these circumstances.  The Final EIS 
is the appropriate document to address environmental concerns, Project related questions, 
additional mitigations, and to provide additional analysis as required.  Onsite wetlands were 
delineated by a NYSDEC certified wetlands biologist.  Representatives from both the NYSDEC 
and the ACOE walked the site with the Project’s biologist to confirm mapping.  A delineation 
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report and a NYSDEC signed wetlands map have been provided in Appendix H confirming the 
delineation.  
 

B.192. Paul F. Campanella, President, Monroe Chamber of Commerce, letter dated 
January 14, 2017  

Comment B.192.1: The Greater Monroe Chamber of Commerce, Inc. supports the proposed 
LEGOLAND New York Project.  This Project can have a significant economic impact on Goshen 
and the surrounding communities and has the potential to be of tremendous benefit to Orange 
County tourism throughout the county.  The Project will be an economic boon to Goshen. As you 
know, LEGOLAND New York’s initial investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with 
its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.192.2: LEGOLAND New York will have an immediate initial impact by creating 800 
construction jobs.  Many of those jobs will be sourced locally and for those that aren’t workers 
will be staying locally, dining locally and shopping locally.  Local suppliers to the building trades 
will also be positively impacted and those companies’ employees all live and shop locally.  Over 
the long term LEGOLAND New York estimates it will employ 500 year round full time 
employees, 300 part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees.  Most of these employees and 
their families will live in the local community, go to local colleges, shop locally and participate in 
local community activities having a positive effect on Goshen and the surrounding communities! 
 
Response:   In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.192.3:  Based on their performance so far, Merlin Entertainment appears to be 
transparent and willing to address all issues you might have in its environmental impact review.  
Based on their history in other areas we also believe LEGOLAND New York will be supportive 
member of the Goshen community and will generally enhance the quality of life in Goshen. 
 
Response:    In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.193. Brad Barnhorst, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.193.1:  I am writing to you regarding proposed local laws numbers five and six.  As 
you well know, passage of these laws is necessary for the proposed LEGOLAND Project to 
proceed, as absent these changes, it would not be allowed in Goshen.  That the Project will be 
transformative is incontrovertible.  The salient question that you must consider is whether the 
transformation will be for the benefit of, or to the detriment of the community.  I submit that you 
lack the necessary information on several fronts in order properly to make an informed decision. 
There has been no independent cost-benefit analysis conducted that examines every consideration 
of the town.  The one commissioned by the IDA is limited to their areas of concern, thus is 
insufficient to provide the necessary information regarding the ramifications of the proposed local 
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laws.  There has been much information presented regarding presumed outcomes of the Project, 
but to factor these into the decision, a burden of proof must be met.  It has not been. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.32.1. 
 
Comment B.193.2: There has been no study of the full range of potential impacts that may arise 
should these laws be enacted.  In addition, there has been no study of the effect of development of 
the entire area encompassed by the proposed overlay district.  Furthermore, the study of the 
fraction of the total area that has been presented I slacking analysis to back up its assertions, and 
must not be relied upon. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.118.3 and B.163.2. 
 
Comment B.193.3: The flaws in the DEIS are legion.  One might expect the applicant to put its 
best foot forward as it attempts to have its Proposed Project accepted.  Indeed, if this is an example 
of its best effort then one must question what lies ahead, should the Project be allowed to proceed. 
 
These are but a few examples of the inadequacy of the process as it has been carried out to date.  
The wholesale and decided lack of information presents the board from taking the “hard look” that 
is must.  Deciding to make a fundamental change to the community in these circumstances is 
reckless and imprudent.  Consequently, you must vote not to pass proposed local laws numbers 
five and six. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition require 
no response. 
 
 B.194. Patrick Cuddy, letter dated January 6, 2017 

Comment B.194.1: I have taken many hours of personal time to review the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) presented to the community for review and I find it severely lacking in 
its completeness.  A Project of this magnitude and with such grave impact on our community is 
not something that can be taken lightly or flown through a process designed specifically to prevent 
the adverse effects a Project of this nature may cause. As a tax paying member  of our wonderful 
town, I am specifically calling for you to scrap this DEIS for lack of completeness and force Merlin 
Entertainment to conduct the proper testing and due diligence our town  residents deserve. 
 
Response: The DEIS was prepared consistent with SEQR regulations and the Adopted Scope as 
required. All public and agency comments and concerns are addressed in the FEIS.   
 
Comment B.194.2: Further, I am calling for the removal of the voting power/authority of our Town 
Supervisor Douglas Bloomfield, for any decision or action relating to this Project; including Local 
Laws #5 and #6. It is public knowledge and recorded that Mr. Bloomfield has stated his desire to 
see the LEGOLAND approved PRIOR to any SEQR process; thus, there is bias in his decision 
making ability and therefore should be removed from the process regarding this matter. 
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Response: The Town of Goshen has qualified consultants reviewing all aspects of the DEIS and 
site plans for this application that will advise the Town based on their independent expertise.  
Elected officials, unlike appointed officials such as Planning Board members, are elected to 
express their opinions.  Providing such option does not create a conflict of interest. Further, 
Supervisor Bloomfield has repeatedly stated that his approval of LEGOLAND is dependent on a 
successful SEQRA review by the Planning Board. 
 
Comment B.194.3: Lighting Levels are not presented in a meaningful or complete manner.  The 
correct measure of light is called a LUMEN. Throughout the document, light levels are referred to 
as "being minimal", with fixtures that "vary in design", "vary in height or type". These are not 
factual statements that can be reviewed and thus are void.  Light Level claims are noted to "be near 
zero" at property lines at night yet "near zero" is not a lumen measure.  Additionally, in the current 
state, the night view of this proposed development area is not illuminated and producing no lumens 
whatsoever.  The current state benefits the Arcadia Road Scenic Byway and any light level increase 
will take away from the same. Pursuant to the Scenic Corridor designation, no impediment should 
occur! 
 
Response:  An image from the main guest parking area at LEGOLAND Florida Resort taken at 
approximately 9:00PM was provided in the DEIS to demonstrate nighttime lighting levels.  A 
lighting plan has been prepared for the site (see sheets L141-L147of the full plan set).  Lighting 
levels will be zero foot-candles at property all property lines except from the Project’s street 
frontage at Harriman Drive where a minimal lighting level will be required for safety and security.   
 
Comment B.194.4: Section E, Project Purpose, Public Need and Benefit has many gray areas and 
lack significant commitments to actually depict a "benefit" to our community. Expressions that do 
not have specificity do not provide the community with a clear view of possible expectations.  
Examples of this lack of detail are in the statements about what has been done by other 
LEGOLAND parks. What is the commitment to Orange Regional Medical Center? 
 
Response: Examples provided in Section E of the DEIS are merely examples of community 
involvement and work with local Non Profit organizations.  While representatives from Merlin 
have met with ORMC, no formal agreement or agreements have been made at this time.   
 
Comment B.194.5: What is the actual economic benefit to Orange County with regard to jobs? 
The 800 construction jobs are in reality 675 non-specialty (85% local). The employees will be 
from "local" companies that compete from as far away as Greene County.  These are not "local" 
companies and there is NO GUARANTEE that the people working for this companies will be 
"LOCAL" residents.  It is a documented FACT that several of the trade unions in the area are 
currently and predicting FUTURE labor shortages, thus there is no way to guarantee that this 
Project will stimulate "local jobs".  If Merlin cannot provide a systematic way to guarantee this 
and a way to inspect it, the Project must not be approved! 
 
Response:  The ‘seven county region’ referred to with respect to the Project Labor Agreement is 
prepared by the Orange County IDA with input from local labor union representatives.  This is not 
a policy conceived by Merlin Entertainments.   
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Comment B.194.6: The PILOT payment of $1.4M per year and its 1.5% increase over the 30 years 
is equivalent to less than 1% of the expected revenues of the park.  How does anyone believe that 
this minuscule amount of money will help the Town of Goshen? This payment is not even enough 
to purchase a few police cars or ambulances that will be needed to address the daily doubling of 
the population. How does this make sense? Additionally, the rate of inflation from 1987 to 2017 
was a staggering 116.3% yet the PILOT proposes a 1.5% increase per year. Over 30 years that 
equals a 45% cumulative increase which is not even remotely close to the historical trend can only 
concur that this was not reviewed for actual benefit!   
 
The HOST fee to the community of $.65 per ticket is also a gross misrepresentation of a benefit. 
Upon research, the average ticket price for a LEGOLAND ticket in the USA is $93.  At this level, 
a $.65 per ticket fee represents .007% of the ticket price a shockingly low amount for such a high 
ticket price.  Additionally, the proposed increase of 1.5% per year increases the $.65 fee to $1 
AFTER 30 YEARS! In 30 years from today the park ticket could be $150 and the Town would get 
$1.  The correct way to guarantee the Town gets a fair share of ticket prices would be to convert 
the fee to a percentage of the ticket price. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.22.2. 
 
Comment B.194.7:  WELLS (pg. 7), It is stated that the data used to determine well capacity was 
from a study done in 1999.  This is now 2017; a full 16 years have passed. Any competent 
individual would clearly see the need for new testing to occur!  We have had 16 years' worth of 
weather, geologic shifts, development, etc. that could have easily impacted the wells discussed. A 
new study must be performed. 
 
Response: As the Project Sponsor will not be utilizing these wells, the total production volume of 
the wells was not required to be analyzed.  These well are proposed to be dedicated to the Town 
of Goshen.  No impacts to these wells will occur from the Proposed Project.   
 
Comment B.194.8: Table 1-1, pg. 7, Potential Impacts- Geology and Soil stated that a total of 
436.38 acres of land will remain open space or manicured lawn yet on pg.3 the DEIS states that 
444.54 acres of land will remain open space or manicured lawn.  Which is it? This is a clear 
example of a lack of attention to details that the public has a right to have correct. 
 
Response: Based on the revised layout, 149.9 acres will be disturbed on the site. The Project will 
create 73.58 acres of impervious surfaces with remaining disturbed areas to be lawn and 
landscaped areas. 
 
Comment B.194.9: Table 1-1 pg. 9 – Potential Impact – Storm water – stated that 3,614,448 square 
feet will be made impervious out of 6,054,527 square feet of site disturbance.  This is over 59% of 
the project space becoming impervious surface, thus the ecological system in place for refueling 
aquifers, providing habitat and other needed components of human life will be forever changed. Is 
that acceptable?  It is not to this taxpayer! 
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Response: This is incorrect.  The total Project Site consists of 521.95 acres.  After construction, 
the lot area will consist of 507.43 acres, of which 73.58 acres of the site will be impervious.  This 
equates to 14.5% of the site.  More than 350 acres of land will remain pervious and would 
contribute to groundwater recharge and provide useable habitat area.   
 
Comment B.194.10: Noise levels (same table) a statement is made in the mitigation measures that 
no construction equipment will idle unnecessarily.  Who will be responsible for this commitment 
and who will inspect it?  If it is not adhered to, what is the penalty?  There are no details on this. 
 
Response:  The table referenced is part of the Executive Summary and therefore only a brief 
summary is provided.  Additional information is provided in each specific topic section of the 
document on specific mitigation measures.  All Best Management Practices for construction, 
including restrictions on idling are monitored the site construction management. Construction sites 
are also subject to inspection by the NYSDEC and the Town Building Inspector and Engineer.  
Penalties for infractions could include fines or the issuance of a ‘Stop-Work’ order.  
 
Comment B.194.11: Community Services – (same table) – Police services and Fire services 
predicted response rate based on LEGOLAND Florida indicate that our local Police will need to 
respond to the park on a DAILY basis and the FIRE services will need to respond to the park at 
minimum 2 times per week.  Where is the detail on the ability and preparedness of these services 
to reach those minimum expectations?  Who will bear the actual cost of making the adjustments 
necessary to meet these minimums? Where is the detail? 
 
Response:   As above, the table referenced is part of the Executive Summary and therefore only a 
brief summary is provided.  Additional information is provided in each specific topic section of 
the document on specific mitigation measures.  The Community Services Section of the DEIS 
states that calls for service are expected to be less than those at the year-round parks because 
outdoor portions of the Proposed Park will be closed from November through March.  As the DEIS 
also states, the Project Sponsor will pay full taxes to the Goshen Fire District based on the full 
assessed value of the Project. The Director of the Orange County Department Real Property 
anticipates that the Project would be assessed at $83,017,947.  Based on the 2016 tax rates that 
would require an annual payment to the Goshen Fire District of approximately $190,883.17 subject 
to the exact assessment of the land.  Project representatives have met with local, County and State 
emergency service providers to ensure their ability to serve the Project.   
 
Comment B.194.12: FISCAL – (same table) – There is no mention of an independent Cost Benefit 
Analysis. Where is this detail? 
 
Response:  The DEIS contains a full Fiscal Impact Analysis which analyzes all revenue and 
projected costs to the site’s various taxing jurisdictions consistent with standard planning 
methodologies and the Adopted Scope.  The Orange County IDA and Town of Goshen prepared 
their own independent analyses as rationale for their decisions.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
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Comment B.194.13: Visual – (same table) – "High points of the site such as the parking lot and 
hotel will be visible from Arcadia Road in multiple locations". Arcadia Road is a scenic byway 
designated for preservation, how does this not affect that view?  Lighting levels are not defined! 
 
Response:  This is incorrect. Arcadia Road is within the Town’s Scenic Road Overlay District.  
The Scenic Road Corridor Overlay requires development within 500 feet of the Right-of-Way of 
a designated roadway to be consistent with the scenic character and must minimize removal of 
vegetation in order to maintain the aesthetic quality of the area (see Section 97-29 of the Town 
Zoning Code).  No development or disturbance will occur within 500 feet of Arcadia Road.  Visual 
simulations were provided in the DEIS from multiple locations along Arcadia Road which 
demonstrate that the site will be minimally visible from these locations. In addition to distance and 
changes in topography, supplemental plantings in parking areas and around the periphery of the 
site will further mitigate views into the site.  See Response to Comment B.194.3 above regarding 
lighting.   
 
Comment B.194.14: Page 16 – prediction of 79 tons of waste per month to be generated against a 
current waster generation of "0" for the proposed development area. How does that benefit our 
community? 
 
Response:  Waste generation is not stated as a community benefit, but is rather evaluated as a 
potential environmental impact.   
 
Comment B.194.15:  Page 18 – "Water Storage will be provided with a 500,000 gallon, glass-
fused-to-steel potable water storage tank to be location on the west side of the property at the high 
point on the site in the vicinity  of the existing communications tower."  The tank is noted to be 
30' tall and 56' wide – if you can see the communications tower from Arcadia Rd, how will you 
miss something that is that big? Fact – you will be able to see it, thus it will disturb the Arcadia 
Rd Scenic Byway! 
 
Response:  The existing communications tower is 125 feet tall while the proposed water tower 
will be 30 feet tall, with a dome, resulting in 44.8 feet.  As with the communications tower, it will 
be located more than 3000 feet from Arcadia Road and will not impact scenic views.  
 
Comment B.194.16: Page 24 – Entrance road stacking.  An approximation is made of "500" 
vehicles being able to "stack" on the entrance road.  This amount of vehicles should be exactly list 
and noted as to how long it will take to back up onto Harriman Drive.  My calculation is 7 minutes 
until it backs up upon park opening, what is Merlin's? 
 
Response:  An approximation of vehicles is provided as the exact number would depend on 
specific vehicle size and vehicle spacing which would vary based on individual driver preference. 
To further reduce the possibility of stacking, the Project Sponsor proposes no toll plaza upon 
entrance to the parking area so that cars will not queue and idle at this point.  Once in the parking 
area, parking attendants will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure efficient and 
expedited parking of guest vehicles. 
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Comment B.194.17:  Page 24 – the first mention of a "Parking Deck" on the property.  At no point 
in any presentation was a "parking deck" noted in the amount of parking spaces. Parking decks are 
above grade locations that are much more visible from the surrounding area, why was it only 
mentioned in the DEIS? What else is Merlin hiding from us and you, the board? 
 
Response: A parking deck is proposed to reduce the overall about of surface parking and 
impervious surfaces on the site.  The top level of the parking deck is at grade, not above grade as 
stated, with cars parking below grade within the deck.   
 
Comment B.194.18:  Page 24 – Hours or operations. Employees begin arriving 2 hours before the 
park opens thus operations begin when they arrive at 8am and end when they leave a 10pm on 
weekends and 8am to 8pm on weekdays.  A fact that the public has been purposefully misinformed 
about and should be clearly shared for accuracy. 
 
Response: It is necessary to have staff arrive before guests at the park so the park can be cleaned, 
stocked and prepared for guests. A full description of hours of operations is provided in the Project 
Description on page 6 of this document.  
 
Comment B.194.19: Public improvements beginning on page 25.  As there are far too many to 
reiterate in this letter there is one constant in EVERY one of them; Merlin is not paying a single 
cent for any of them. The NYS and Goshen taxpayers are being asked to shoulder the burden of 
an amusement park development. Exactly, why is this a responsibility of the taxpayer?  Yes, some 
of the improvements mentioned are occurring anyway thanks to the NYS DOT in some near future 
time but not all for sure.  Why should we pay MILLIONS of dollars for the benefit of an 
amusement park? 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to the 
relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project, although the Project Sponsor 
has requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 
improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the conversion of 
Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New York State 
with this future conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding 
contributions for the future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86. 
 
Comment B.194.20:  Page 27 – areas to remain undeveloped – the approximation of 1000 feet of 
undeveloped land between any part of the proposed development and the boundary should be made 
an absolute minimum.  Approximations by their nature have a +/- factor and can vary greatly.  
There is no need for approximation when trying to protect the residents of Goshen – make them 
be precise! Additionally, any and all development plans for the proposed site must be included in 
the SEQRA process up front! The sheer mention of additional development in the future clearly 
articulates the expectation for future expansion that has not been evaluated under this DEIS.  This 
clearly makes this DEIS void! 
 
Response: All proposed development is shown on the proposed site plans. The reference to 
additional development does not say any additional development is planned, but rather it clearly 
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states that no development may occur outside of the proposed area of disturbance without 
additional SEQR and approvals from the Planning Board.   
 
Comment B.194.21:  The DEIS states that the Project Site is in a priority growth area defined as 
from the Village of Goshen into the city of Middletown. Upon review of the Town of Goshen 
zoning map the area of proposed development is actually RU and AI zoned and not a part of the 
priority growth area.  Why is this even a consideration? 
 
Response:  This comment is inaccurate. The existing zoning of the site is Rural (RU) and Hamlet 
Residential (HR).   The designation of the area of the site within the Priority Growth Area is form 
the Orange County Comprehensive Plan which recommends focusing development to expand job 
growth and expand the tax base in and along major transportation corridors between Villages and 
Cities of the County.  The Proposed Project is consistent with that recommendation. 
 
Comment B.194.22: Page 31 – employment paragraph.  Notations are made that the park will 
employ 500 full time employees, but within the same paragraphs it says 800 full time; which is it?  
The same goes for part time employees being 300 and 500, which is it? 
 
Response:  Page 31 of the DEIS states, “The Project will employ 500 full-time employees, 300 
part-time employees and 500 seasonal employees.   The Project will generate 800 construction 
jobs”.  Seasonal employees will be part-time employees hired during the peak summer months, 
generally between Memorial Day weekend and Labor Day weekend. 
 
Comment B.194.23: Page 43 – mention of the removal of mature trees in "vegetated communities". 
Mature trees are known to be habitats for many animals, there should be a clear message of 
preservation from the Town to preserve these 45 trees. 
 
Response:  To clarify, the significant tree map in the DEIS only shows mature trees within the 
area of disturbance. While eight of the identified mature trees will be able to be saved in this area, 
250 acres of forest will remain on the site outside of this area of disturbance. See Figure 12.   
 
Comment B.194.24: TRAFFIC – within the immediately surrounding area of proposed 
development there are 6 areas over the state average for rates of accidents.  There is no mitigation 
measure that will fix this problem with additional traffic under current conditions. It is extremely 
important to note this because all of the proposed traffic improvements mentioned to address this 
cannot possibly be completed by a proposed opening in 2019. It is a simple FACT that it cannot 
be done in that time frame.  Thus, we as a community are going to see an INCREASE in traffic, 
traffic accidents, pedestrian accidents and potential sever injury or vehicle deaths as a result of this 
Proposed Park. 
 
Response:   The Project Sponsor will complete all traffic improvements per the revised traffic 
improvement plan - including the relocation of Exit 125 and associated new bridge - prior to the 
opening of the park.  The proposed off-site roadway improvements will result in the elimination 
of existing substandard features along NYS Route 17 including the substandard interchange 
spacing and weaving sections between Exits 124 and 125 as well as substandard acceleration and 
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decelerations lanes and curve radii at the existing Exit 125 eastbound and westbound ramps. This 
together with the reduction of LEGOLAND generated traffic on roadways such as Route 17M and 
South Street will significantly lessen the potential for accidents in the vicinity of the project site. 
 
Comment B.194.25: Page 88 – on a critical note – Amy's Kitchen which is a welcome Project to 
the area that has been dragged down by this Board's actions is committed to privately funding road 
improvement for their Project need.  Amy's is a much smaller company than Merlin and yet willing 
to step to the plate to pay their fair share for needed improvements. Please explain to this taxpayer 
in great detail why I or anyone else should pay for Merlin's needs? 
 
Response:  Amy’s Kitchen has an approved PILOT agreement with the Orange County IDA and 
is only required to improve the main access intersection for its development, for which Amy 
Kitchen is slated to receive financial assistance from New York State and the Orange County IDA.   
The State of New York also donated land to the Town of Goshen to be used as the beginning 
portion of the main access roadway into Amy’s Kitchen and its project affiliate Science of the 
Soul. 
 
The Proposed Project has requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of 
the Exit 125 improvements, as these improvements are recommended in the NYSDOT corridor 
improvement plan in order to resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the 
conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Absent the Proposed Project these 
improvements would likely be completed by the NYSDOT. 
 
The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to the relocation of 
Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for LEGOLAND New York.  The Project Sponsor has 
requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 
improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the conversion of 
Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New York State 
with this future conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding 
contributions for the future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86. 
 
Comment B.194.26:  In just the first 88 pages I have been able to find vagueness, inaccuracies and 
multiple statements against our Town's Comprehensive Plan. It is very clear to this average tax 
paying resident that the Merlin report is severely deficient in many areas….So I ask you and the 
board members, in your gut, is this truly the right thing for Goshen?  At what point do you need to 
reach to realize the huge mistake you will be making if you approve this Project?  Will it be too 
late when you cannot sell your home because you need to move away?  Will your home lose 25% 
of its value because a group of a few individuals did not clearly think through, over a reasonable 
amount of time the implications of their decisions?  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.102.1. 
 
Comment B.194.27:  Plainly will you be able to sleep at night, knowing that you did everything 
you could have possibly done to protect your fellow neighbor and the environment in which they 
live?  If you are not sure, I encourage you to travel to Hershey, PA during the late spring on a 
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Tuesday morning or afternoon and try to drive through the highways near Hershey Park. I 
encourage you to drive through Harrisburg, PA on any given day of the week after they have 
developed up with mixed use and entertainment and see the traffic that exists.  Our community 
need not go far for entertainment for our youth, we have the Castle, Zoom Flume, Splashdown 
Park, Mountain Creek and many other entertainment attractions right nearby.  Many of the people 
in this community moved here for a quality of life that is hard to come by in the greater NY 
metropolitan area.  I implore you to protect that quality of life and to rescind the proposed Local 
Laws #5 and #6 as well as throw out the proposed LEGOLAND Park. Goshen does not need 
LEGOLAND to thrive, the people that are here today make that happen just fine. 
 
Response:  As stated on page 22 of the DEIS, attractions such as Hershey Park are classified as 
Regional Parks with annual attendance of up to 4 million visitors a year.  By comparison, the 
Proposed Park anticipated annual attendance of approximately 1.5 to 2.5 million visitors.  
 
While the referenced attractions are all located in the region, only one is located in Orange County.  
None of the other parks provide any tax revenue to Orange County and none of referenced parks 
provide any educational opportunities.  
 

B.195. James P. Smith, Jr, President, Advanced Testing Company, letter dated 
January 17, 2017 

Comment B.195.1:  First and foremost, I would like to thank the members of the town and planning 
boards for their service. The role of the boards is often challenging and thankless, but please be 
assured that the work you do is greatly appreciated. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.7.2. 
 
Comment B.195.2:  I am writing as a long-time Orange County business owner, as well as a 
resident, to express my support for the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project. I believe that 
this Project presents a once in a lifetime opportunity for the town of Goshen, as well as all of 
Orange County and the Hudson Valley region. As I travel around the counties of New York State, 
the fact that LEGOLAND has chosen Goshen as its home has made it the envy of the rest of the 
state.  This Project will not only provide the region with a significant boost in tourism and 
associated economic development, but will also be a positive, family-friendly destination for the 
many young families within Orange County. It is the desire of all municipalities to keep their 
young families in the region, and projects such as this help to make that desire a reality.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.195.3: From what we've learned, Merlin Entertainments makes a strong commitment 
to engaging the youth in the communities surrounding their facilities, helping to spur interest in 
STEM (science, technology, engineering and math) from an early age. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of  
generalized support of the Project. 
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Comment B.195.4: Beyond the social benefits, the LEGOLAND New York Project will bring new 
revenue to Goshen and its school district. Based on the results of many other tourism projects, this 
can also be expected to have a beneficial effect on many of the surrounding businesses, including, 
but not limited to hotels, restaurants, retailers, gas stations and many other small business located 
in and around Goshen. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.7.3. 
 
Comment B.195.5: The Project will provide many opportunities for local employment, both during 
the construction of the Project and thereafter. During construction, it is anticipated that 800 
construction jobs will be created, helping the local engineering firms, consultants and contractors 
who rely on projects like this to support their families. Once opened, LEGOLAND New York is 
expected to create 500 full time, year round employment opportunities, 300 part-time employment 
opportunities and 500 seasonal employment opportunities. We ask that these numbers be taken 
into serious consideration, as projects with those types of employment opportunities are few and 
far between. 
 

Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.7.3. 
 
Comment B.195.6: Like all major projects, it is important that the Project team, the town and the 
surrounding communities identify any areas of concern and work proactively together to resolve 
those. I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address any issues identified during review of 
the LEGOLAND New York Project. Based on their efforts thus far and my interactions with the 
Project team to date, I strongly believe that LEGOLAND New York will be a very positive addition 
to the community, and encourage the board to vote to approve the Project. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of  
generalized support of the Project. 

 
 B. 196. Hudson Valley Economic Development Corp, email dated December 16,  

2016 

Comment B.196.1: The HVEDC Board of Directors passed a resolution at this morning's 
December meeting in support of the LEGOLAND New York Project that is proposed in Goshen.  
The Hudson Valley Economic Development Corporation Board of Directors gives its full support 
to the proposed LEGOLAND New York…The Project offers tremendous economic benefit to the 
Hudson Valley region, and will bring millions of dollars in economic growth and hundreds of jobs. 
Specifically: LEGOLAND New York's initial investment prior to opening day will be $350 million 
with its investment reaching $500 million in its fifth year of operation.  Sates tax receipts at 
LEGOLAND New York would generate approximately an additional $300 million over 30 years. 
Orange County's sales tax revenue share would be $138 million.  LEGOLAND New York would 
generate approximately $30 million in Orange County hotel tax over 30 years.  LEGOLAND New 
York will create 800 construction jobs. LEGOLAND New York will hire local construction labor.  
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Excluding construction jobs, LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time 
employees, 300 part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees.  LEGOLAND New York will 
generate approximately $421 million over 30 years in tax and fee revenues (PILOT payments, host 
community fees, hotel taxes and sales taxes). The existing site currently generates only $91,185 
annually in real properly taxes.  The proposed PILOT agreement will result in LEGOLAND New 
York making guaranteed PILOT payments of $1.4 annually beginning the first year the park opens. 
The PILOT payment increases to $1.9 million on year five when the investment in the park reaches 
$500 million. In all other years, the PILOT payments would increase by 1.5 percent, compounded. 
Over the course of 30 years LEGOLAND New York will pay $52.6 million in PILOT payments 
alone, of which $38.4 million will go to the Goshen Central School District.  $1.022 million in the 
first year would go to the Goshen Central School District, $210,000 would go to the Town of 
Goshen and $168,000 would go to Orange County. These amounts will increase each year over 
the term of the 30 year PILOT agreement.  LEGOLAND New York would also pay the Town of 
Goshen a host community fee for every visitor to the park. For each visitor up to 2 million visits, 
LEGOLAND New York would pay the Town of Goshen 65 cents, and 20 cents for each ticket 
thereafter- with no cap on payments. This would provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1.3 
million annually, based on 2 million visitors, and substantially more depending on the success of 
the park. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.197. Debbie Sacco, letter dated December 15, 2016 
 
Comment B.197.1: I am writing this letter to show my support for LEGOLAND, Goshen, NY. I 
fully support the Project and hope that it gets approved and brings in business to our beautiful little 
town.  My hope is that Goshen’s real estate takes a turn for the better and we see economic growth. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, general statements of support do not require 
a response.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
 B.198. Unauthored letter, received by the Town Clerk December 28, 2016 
 
Comment B.198.1: LEGOLAND is an Amusement Park. [Several newspaper articles are attached 
for reference] Webster's dictionary [defines amusement park as a] commercially operated park 
having various devices for entertainment as a merry-go-round or roller coaster with booths for sale 
of food and drink.  Theme park [is defined as] an amusement park in which the structures and 
settings are based on a central theme.  You have put this town in a precarious position by 
reclassifying an amusement park to a commercial recreation facility. Anyone of the following can 
be built under this classification. Resorts, convention centers, sports/fitness centers, arenas, 
stadiums, golf courses, casinos, campgrounds, water parks, race tracks, theatre/fair/concert venues, 
RV parks and more. Which one will LEGOLAND be building on the other 436 acres? 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  As per Local Law #6 the only uses which will be permitted within 
the Commercial Recreation Overlay District are as follows:  Recreational activities conducted 
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entirely within a building, including but not limited to tourism facilities, interpretive learning 
centers, aquariums and museums, operated on a commercial or fee basis, and may include the 
following accessory uses, such as food service, theaters, retail sales and other accessory uses 
incidental to the recreational activity, Outdoor Commercial Recreation defined as recreational 
activities conducted outside of a building conducted on a commercial or fee basis. An outdoor 
recreational use may include, but are not limited to, motorized rides and accessory uses and 
buildings, food stands, retail sales and other uses accessory and incidental to the outdoor 
commercial use, hotels and restaurants.  The law would not permit casinos or sports arenas. Uses 
such as a golf course, large-scale concert venue, convention center or a fitness center could be 
permitted under the zoning but are not proposed as part of LEGOLAND New York, are not 
consistent with the LEGOLAND brand or the overall mission and objectives of the Merlin brand 
and would require additional SEQR review and amended site plan approval from the Planning 
Board.   
 
For clarification, the proposed ‘race track’ is an attraction known as ‘Driving School’ and it 
features slow moving solar powered cars made for children under 12 years of age.  
 
Comment B.198.2:   Many types of commercial recreation and tourism have high failure rates 
and/or short life cycles, thus resulting in unemployment and decreased economic contribution to 
the local community. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.190.5 above.  
 
Comment B.198.3: The local infrastructure (roads, sewers, utilities, etc.) can become 
overburdened, thus requiring capital improvements that cost huge sums of money. 
 
Response:  The road network and water and sewer infrastructure to serve the Project Site, as well 
as, a new sewer main to serve Arcadia Hills is being installed at the expense of the Project Sponsor. 
 
Comment B.198.4: Crime can increase since tourists can be easy prey, and transient-type 
employees may be more crime prone. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. Town officials met with Police 
representatives from Winter Haven, Florida who reported crime related to the park has traditionally 
been very minor in nature.  
 
Comment B.198.5:  Increased land values can backfire on young residents wishing to buy property 
for the first time. 
 
Response: Surrounding property values could increase with the development of the site; however, 
the Town of Goshen and surrounding areas currently have residential projects under construction 
which could provide additional housing for young families. The Town also has additional land 
zoned for residential uses which provides future opportunities as well.   
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Comment B.198.6:  Natural resources can be overused to the point of ruining the attraction that is 
the center of the commercial recreation and tourism industry. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response.   
 
Comment B.198.7:  Undesirable types of commercial recreation may appear, trying to capitalize 
on increased traffic to the prime commercial attraction. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. Currently other commercial 
recreation uses including The Castle, Cross Fit Orange and the Goshen Sports Complex are 
existing within the immediate area of the Project Site.  Such uses have been successful and have 
not had a negative impact on the character of the area.   
 
Comment B.198.8: Lack of authenticity of tourism attractions, and/or unattractive aesthetics 
diminish and cheapen the experience. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. 
 
Comment B.198.9: Local culture in rural or remote areas can be harmed. Residents may become 
disenchanted with their own community. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. See responses to Comments 
A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
Comment B.198.10: Do not pass law #5 & #6. Uphold the Comprehensive Plan of 2009 that 
prohibits amusements parks. 
 
Response: This statement is incorrect insofar as it states that the 2009 Comprehensive Plan update 
prohibited amusement parks.  It does not.  See response to Comment A.16.4.  In accordance with 
NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition require no response. 

 
 B.199. Pramilla Malick, letter dated January 16, 2017  
 
Comment B.199.1: NYS SEQR demands a cumulative analysis of all projects in the past present 
or future whether directly related or not.  The DEIS does not include any cumulative analysis which 
included the CPV valley Power Plant. Moreover in court papers filed with the D.C. Circuit Court 
CPV asserted that LEGOLAND needs their power. Thus CPV itself is asserting a direct 
relationship with LEGOLAND. If LEGOLAND is creating a need and market for power that would 
otherwise not be needed this impact must be addressed by the DEIS.  Moreover pursuant to SEQR 
cumulative analysis with CPV must be addressed for the following: Water.  CPV is expected to 
use over a million gallons of water per a day. This needs to be assessed in addition to the water 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-678 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

LEGOLAND will be using.  Orange County has been in a drought that is expected to worsen as 
climate change accelerates. 
 
Air pollution. CPV will emit 2.1 million tons of greenhouse gases annually.  Cumulative analysis 
must also include air pollution from the average 3500 cars per a day that LEGOLAND will draw. 
Both CPV, CPV's truck traffic, as well as LEGOLAND traffic will emitting large amounts of 
particulate matter and ground level ozone. And Orange County is a non-attainment area for ground 
level ozone. While the DEIS estimates that particulate matter pollution would not exceed 15 tons 
per year, first please identify how that figure is derived and also please note that Goshen is in a 
protected agricultural district and the 25% threshold rule for protected agricultural district  as 
directed in SEQR and Environmental Conservation Law.  Please also determine the impact of air 
pollution resulting from LEGOLAND and CPV together on crops and livestock in the region.  
Traffic analysis must include truck traffic from CPV. CPV is expected to large amounts of truck 
traffic both in construction phase as well as operation phase. It will take about 80 tanker trucks to 
fill the near million gallon diesel oil tank at the CPV site. The traffic study must include an analysis 
of traffic from CPV.  The CPV and related Millennium infrastructure sites have already claimed 
large numbers of Indiana and Long Eared Bat trees.  These species have already been nearly wiped 
out due to white-nose syndrome and any stress of the maternal colonies can be catastrophic for 
species survival. Given the significant habitat loss in Wawayanda the board cannot assume that 
the bat is not present in the LEGOLAND site. Bats will be looking for new areas to forage and 
roost.  Each Bat habitat tree must be carefully considered in the context of the habitat loss that has 
already occurred. 
 
The DEIS does not describe the details of the source of power to serve LEGOLAND. Power is one 
of the largest expenses for a theme park.  Please describe in detail the expected annual power usage 
for LEGOLAND annually in MW no KWh. The 724,624 KWh described in the DEIS seem small 
in comparison to other amusement parks. Will any of that power be derived from renewable energy 
sources? If so, how much?  If not what is the public health and climate change impact from that 
power sources it will depend on.  Does NYS currently have enough power to supply to 
LEGOLAND without CPV and with the closure of IP which was just announced by the Governor 
two weeks ago. 
 
Are any power line upgrades necessary to transport the power from CPV or any other generation 
source to LEGOLAND? If so what are the health and environmental impacts of such power line 
activities. Please include both construction as well as operation impacts.  LEGOLAND will require 
a GIS substation onsite. Please describe in detail the parameters of the substation beyond the size. 
For eg what will be its rated voltage and rated frequency?  Will there be electromagnetic impacts 
from this station? If so this should be addressed in the Health Impact Analysis. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.19.4 above.  
 
Comment B.199.2: It is not uncommon for rides in amusement parks to require direct diesel, oil, 
or gas power to operate. Please identify if any rides will require such type of fuel based power, 
how many.  As these will be stationary sources of emissions please identify all chemical 
compounds and green house gases that will be emitted as a result. 
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Response:  No diesel, oil or gas powered rides are proposed at the Park, and therefore no chemical 
compounds and greenhouse gases will be emitted as a result.   
 
Comment B.199.3:  No assessment of climate change impacts.  The Climate Change impacts of 
both the electrical power consumption as well as an onsite generator must be identified. Again if 
any renewable energy sources will be used please identify exact amount, sources, and percentage 
of total power usage. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.199.4: Need for health impact assessment. LEGOLAND is expected to draw 3500 
cars per a day at least. Please identify the amount of air pollution that will result and the chemical 
composition of that pollution, especially the amount and type of particulate matter. A 2013 study 
by Harvard School of Public established a link between particulate matter and autism.  Please 
identify the public health costs of such air pollution to the residents of Goshen. Please include lost 
work hours and lost wages in that calculation.  In 2012 a famous study documented a near 11% 
decrease in infant mortality due to decreased traffic· congestion because of the implementation of 
EZ-Pass. This study established a clear connection between traffic congestion and infant mortality. 
Please determine the expected infant mortality rates due to traffic from LEGOLAND. Another 
study from 2012 established the link between traffic air pollution and preeclampsia risk in 
pregnancy. Please assess the impacts from air pollution of pregnant women, infant, children, the 
unborn, elderly, and those with existing serious medical conditions.  The Board should request a 
Health Impact Assessment from the NYS Department of Health. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.199.5:  As stated earlier the World Health Organization has advised that communities 
exposed to noise levels of 40 decibels or above experience adverse health impacts. Please ensure 
that the Health Impact Assessment include health outcomes due to noise pollution. 
 
Response: The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation provides guidance 
regarding assessing potential noise impacts during environmental reviews.  The Project Sponsor 
conducted a noise analysis consistent with NYSDEC protocol and the Adopted Scope.  Current 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project Site were recorded from 43 dBA to 63 dBA.  
Higher background noises result from the proximity of State Route 17.  Increases in noise levels 
as a result the Proposed Action would be 3 dBA or less at the majority of receptor locations.  Based 
on standards set forth by the NYSDEC publication, Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, 
increases in noise of under 3 dBA should have no appreciable effect on receptors.  
 
Comment B.199.6:  Goshen is an area known for great historical and cultural significance. Ground 
disturbance has often produced a number of archeological artifacts.  This area is particularly 
relevant because it constituted a prominent trading route for the Munsee Lenape tribe. The Wallkill 
River is one of the few north flowing rivers in the area. The board should consult with the local 
Lenape tribe and allow them to conduct their own archeological survey of the site. 
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Response:  The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation received a 
copy of the Project’s Archeological Investigation and the agency has issued a letter dated January 
24, 2017 stated they agree with the conclusions of the Project’s Archeologist (see Appendix L 
herein).  No further analysis is required.   
 
Comment B.199.7: There is no accounting for the number and size of shag bark hickory trees on 
the Project Site. Please identify the precise number and size. Please also identify the number of 
other trees that could provide suitable bat habitat. 
 
Response:   The significant tree map required in the DEIS was only required to be prepared for 
the area of Project disturbance.  Trees on this map were identified by species and size as required. 
Shagbark Hickory trees are existing on the site and are believed to also be present in areas of the 
site which will remain undeveloped.  As a mitigation for any potential impact to protected bat 
habitat, all onsite tree clearing will be conducted during the bats hibernation period, generally 
between November 1 and March 31 during the hibernation period of the Indiana and Northern 
Long Eared Bats to avoid impacts to any active roost trees.  Further, the applicant has prepared a 
landscaping plan which incorporates additional potential native roost trees such as Shag Bark 
Hickory and White Oak adjacent to wetland areas.  
 
Comment B.199.8:  The DEIS asserts: LEGOLAND New York will offer year-round educational 
opportunities to schoolchildren throughout the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, 
Technology, Engineering and Math) education. LEGOLAND New York will also partner with 
local schools and colleges to train and employ students interested in careers in hospitality, 
business, mechanical engineering, among other fields. 
 
Please identify the educational programs that LEGOLAND will sponsor. Please include a detailed 
description of the programs including the number of children and schools it will serve the number 
of hours it will entail and the total costs of the program. Please cite scientific evidence that these 
programs provide educational benefits and please specify what skill sets are taught and how 
efficacy is measured. Please reference any similar programs available at other LEGOLAND 
locations. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor represents the following. LEGOLAND provides educational 
programming that will benefit learning at all ages.  The Project Sponsor will offer special programs 
and discounted tickets to area schools, including all school districts within Orange County. The 
cost for student field trips start at $15 per student. Also, free tickets to schools will also be provided 
for fundraising opportunities. Free field trips and in-kind donations at LEGOLAND California 
since opening in 1999 have generated nearly $1 million in benefits to local schools.  The Project 
Sponsor will also offer free annual passes to all educators in Orange County to learn about the 
educational opportunities for their students. There are about 5,000 full-time educators teaching in 
Orange County schools that could take advantage of this opportunity. LEGOLAND Park’s 
educational programming engages preschool, elementary and secondary school students in 
subjects from science to humanities. Programs such as FIRST® LEGO® League Jr. and FIRST 
LEGO League are international inquiry-based educational programs that not only reinforce the 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-681 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

importance of a STEM education, but support core life skills such as problem solving, critical 
thinking and teamwork.  
 
Comment B.199.9: THRESHOLDS: Please employ the 25% threshold rule for protected 
agricultural districts pursuant to SEQR. 
 
Response:  This reference is in regard to Typing an Action under SEQRA.  The Project has been 
identified as a Type I Action as it meets several of the criteria.   
 
Comment B.198.10: A report on the economic impacts of tourism, issued by the united Nations 
Environment Programme, Division of Technology, Industry and Economics, states “local 
businesses often see their changes to earn income from tourists severely reduced by the creation 
of ‘all inclusive’ or all in one destinations.  When tourists remain for their entire stay at the same 
all in one site which provides everything they need and where they will make all their expenditures, 
not much opportunity is left for local people to profit from tourism.”  The development of these 
types of all in one facilities, therefore results in a smaller multiplier effect on the local economies 
than the average tourism development.  Unfortunately, industry sector analysis does not separate 
out types of resort accommodation, so the multiplier is exaggerated for this analysis. 
 
In a study by Slee, Farr and Snowden and quoted in an August 2002 briefing to Scottish Parliament, 
produced for the Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Committee, comparisons were made between 
impacts on development of “hard” versus “soft” tourism.  Hard tourism includes large hotels and 
large scale amusement parks.  Soft tourism includes farms, forests, small hotels and guest houses.  
The study concluded that money received by tourists in the hard sector was not retained within the 
region; tourist spending in the soft sector is more likely to circulate within the local economy, 
thereby producing a multiplier effect.  Small businesses in the “soft” sector are more likely to be 
embedded in the community.  Tourism development which encourages visitors to stay in local 
hotels, partake in local recreation and frequent local eating and drinking establishments will have 
a substantial multiplier effect on a region and the I/O models are more accurate in estimating the 
impact of this type of tourism development. 
 
Adverse Effects.  The potential for adverse economic impacts is not sufficiently addressed.  
Diversification of an economy is desired for long-term economic strength.  Introducing a large 
development that would far exceed the size of any other business in the area would result in a very 
low level of business diversification in the economy, which is risky… “Under no circumstances 
should a development relying solely on tourism be allowed.  A maximally diversified economic 
structure must be strived for in tourist destination areas.”  In the case of Orange County, this 
implies that forestry, handicrafts, small-scale industry and nontourist services must be promoted 
as well.  Tourism, if done properly, can have a considerable impact on employment and income in 
a locality, but … “jobs in tourism are mostly unattractive, working conditions are hard, the hours 
are irregular, there is seasonal overload, overtime is more or less compulsory and one is at the 
mercy of the guest.  Earnings are below average.  The range of professional and training 
possibilities is limited.  Many jobs are unskilled and considered socially inferior, for example the 
work behind the scenes such as in the kitchen or cleaning.  Tourism-related occupations therefore 
enjoy very little prestige.”  If there is an impact on local businesses resulting from increased 
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demand for their goods and services, prices will rise, and local residents whose incomes do not 
rise, particularly the unemployed, retirees and others on fixed incomes, may be adversely affected 
by the price increases.  A large influx of tourists may drastically alter the community and 
potentially degrade it if crime increases and/or potential business owners invest or potential 
employees come to the area in the hope of high growth.  If the development does not have a strong 
positive economic impact, then unemployment, poverty levels and failed businesses increase. 
 
Response: The referenced article is not relevant to the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project is 
not considered an “All-inclusive” resort, and the economy of the Town of Goshen is not “solely 
reliant” on the Proposed Project nor the tourism industry as a whole.  No further response is 
necessary. 
 
Comment B.199.11: Development on a large scale relative to other local businesses can be 
detrimental to a community in the longer run if not in the short run. If the development fails, the 
community gains a failed business, loss of tax revenue, and is forced to take over certain public 
services that the developer promised to cover. If the development is successful (resulting in strong 
visitation and spending at the resort and in the community), the successful new business may 
request tax breaks from the locality, or put pressure on the local communities to take over services 
such as road maintenance, fire protection, etc. Further, if the development is successful, the cost 
of living and real estate prices may increase in the surrounding area, driving out lower income 
residents (some of whom have lived in the area for generations) and changing the economic climate 
of the region. The economic benefits of large scale tourism development will go disproportionately 
to elite groups (the investors) which does not help the local economy. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. See response to Comment 
B.190.5 above.  
 
Comment B.199.12: Secondary Development.  This portion of the analysis is not complete. Public 
expenditures on police, fire and schools and costs of new and maintenance of existing 
infrastructure to the localities are not addressed. A proper analysis of secondary development 
should be more extensive and should estimate the likely impacts over time (perhaps for 
approximately 10 to 15 years required for development and marketing.)   
 
Response:  The DEIS provides a calculation of projected costs related to the Proposed Project 
which includes a breakdown by taxing jurisdiction.  Any offsite development which may be 
proposed in the future would be subject to SEQR and would need prepare a similar analysis at that 
time.  
 
Additionally, the purpose of the environmental impact process of SEQR is to allow 
“environmental” issues to be injected into the decision-making process by the Planning Board and 
the Town Board.  Environmental issues are defined broadly under SEQR, but they do not include 
every impact of a Project. Purely economic factors cannot form the basis to either approve or deny 
a project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
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For additional evaluation purposes, the Orange County IDA commissioned KPMG to conduct an 
independent analysis of the fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project.  A copy of the KPMG report 
is included in Appendix K. 
 
Comment B.199.13: Detailed Projections of supply and demand over time, separately for 
commercial and residential development, and labor force should be estimated. In addition, 
government revenue and expenditures and property values should be projected for the same time 
period.  
 
Response:  The DEIS provides a discussion of potential impacts related to housing based on the 
Proposed zone change which will reduce the town’s supply of zoning for multi-family housing. 
No study of housing demand was required by the adopted scope.  A fiscal impact analysis was 
provided in the DEIS which Projects revenue from the Proposed Project and projects costs of 
municipal services by taxing jurisdiction (see Section III-M of the DEIS).  Information regarding 
impact to surrounding property values can be found in response to Comment A.2.2. 
 
Comment B.199.14: Finally, alternative scenarios of secondary development should be estimated, 
ranging from "worst case" to "best case." In conclusion, the economic analysis presented in the 
DEIS is not comprehensive and the economic impacts are overly optimistic. Serious adverse 
effects are ignored, the multipliers are exaggerated, the base line economic data and trends are in 
question, and the impact model used is inappropriate for the proposed development. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect. The fiscal impact analysis provided has been completed consistent 
with standard planning methods and consistent with the requirements of the adopted scope. For 
comparison, the DEIS also provided a fiscal impact analysis of a residential project on the Project 
Site. Baseline economic data have been obtained from Orange County Department of Real 
Property, current adopted budgets from the various taxing jurisdictions and the U.S. Census and 
are not “in question” as suggested.   
 
Instead of speculating future possible off-site development scenarios, the DEIS provides actual 
economic data from the City of Winter Haven to demonstrate secondary economic benefits from 
the development of the LEGOLAND. 
 
Comment B.199.15: The DEIS does not include a thorough cost/benefit analysis which includes 
impacts on property values, health care costs, lost wages due to health impacts, jobs and income 
possibly lost due to forced migration away from LEGOLAND, potential adverse impacts on other 
local businesses who might lose business as a result of a large financially exhaustive facility such 
as LEGOLAND.  In summary the DEIS does not properly evaluate potential costs from the Project. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.199.11 above. 
 
 B.200. Jaime and Patricia Insignares, letter dated January 10, 2017 

Comment B.200.1: Once again, we as residents of Goshen, and living within a close proximity of 
this proposed theme park, are writing to express our deep concern about this Project coming to our 
beloved town. We have attended the meetings, read the studies and researched Merlin 
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Entertainment properties built elsewhere. Goshen is not the place for this sort of development We 
could list all the reasons why, but they have all been expressed over and over and over again, in 
many valid and well researched comments and writings elsewhere - even in Goshen GDEIS from 
July of 2008, which unfortunately, no elected or appointed official seems to have read as of late. 
Much more to our dismay, none of the concerns we expressed in an earlier correspondence have 
been seriously addressed with solid solutions or plans. We have witnessed only namby-pamby talk 
by the boards, and the alarming lack of commitment to the constituency to say the least. The DEIS 
told us nothing.  It was vague and incomplete in many areas. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition require 
no response. 
 
Comment B.200.2: We have been forced to deal with non-profit, and organized labor groups, who 
have no business trotting out their people to influence this Project while intimidating and berating 
those who oppose it. These people are not employed by Goshen, nor do their organizations pay 
taxes here. They, as groups, will not feel the affects the residents will feel if this project is 
approved.  Their only interest is benefiting themselves in the short-term, or by gaining 
memberships to their organizations.  They are not Goshen.  We are – the taxpayers, landowners 
and supporters of the infrastructure of this town.  Without us, Goshen, as a whole, would not exist. 
We are the backbone of this town's government, schools, services, businesses, community, etc. A 
multi-billion, with a "B," dollar international company, who will obtain a huge tax break along 
with a fairly large amount our hard-earned tax money, and who will change the face of Goshen 
forever, is not the answer to Goshen's past or present money woes. Merlin's financial statements 
show they are an extremely profitable company who should have no problem finding themselves 
in a more appropriate setting- one with far better access and established zoning. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.103.3. 
 
Comment B.200.3: As before, we expect only the deepest consideration and honest actions from 
our representatives.  The proposed laws, 5&6, should be the last action this board takes until every 
sound professional and unbiased study with adequate conclusions, has proven without a doubt, 
there will  be no significant negative impact by this park on the land, the roads, the water, the 
watershed, the streams, the reservoirs, the flood plains, the wildlife, any found endangered species, 
the soil, the air, the trees, the pollinators, the private wells, all aquifers, and mostly, the quality of 
life of the citizens residing in the immediate area of the park, and their property values. This takes 
more than a few months to reconcile– if it can be at all – we sincerely doubt it. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.55.1. 
 
Comment B.200.4: Please keep Goshen historic. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.45.1. 
 
 B.201. Ellen Guerrera, two letters dated, January 12, 2017 
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Comment B.201.1: I am writing in regard to the incomplete and erroneous DEIS that accepted as 
complete by the board.  This document is a travesty. It's obvious that Merlin was told "Just submit 
anything, it will be approved without being questioned" When you submit a site plan for a specific 
site, in this case the property off Harriman Drive, Arcadia Rd. and Conklingtown Rd. it should be 
for that actual site. Have you actually looked at the site plan? It shows palm trees as part of the 
landscaping plan. In your "hard look" at the DEIS did you happen to notice that Merlin simply 
transposed the Florida site plan to the Goshen site. 
 
Response: This is incorrect. See response to Comment A.102.1.  Additionally, the park layout and 
proposed attractions are not consistent with those provided in LEGOLAND Florida Resort.  The 
Proposed Project will implement a landscaping plan that includes the planting of over 5,000 trees, 
exclusive of shrubs and other plantings.  There are approximately 40 different species of tree to be 
planted, including evergreen, deciduous, ornamentals and wetland species that will be planted in 
areas of the site for the creation of new wetlands.   The Project Sponsor has represented that this 
is in keeping with Merlin Entertainments’ plan to create a Park within a park. 
 
Comment B.201.2: Merlin is going to raze this site to conform to the park they wish to build. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.   The Project Sponsor has offered to permanently preserve 150 acres 
of the 522 acre site by a conservation easement, including wooded areas and buffers around the 
perimeters of the site.  The Project Sponsor has also revised its plans to preserve additional trees 
in the vicinity of the Park.  A total of 148 acres of the 522 acre site will be disturbed to build 
LEGOLAND New York.  After construction, 250 wooded acres will remain out of the existing 
347 wooded acres. The Proposed Park will be constructed consistent with the approved plans and 
SEQR documents.  Construction will be monitored and inspected by the Town Building Inspector 
or other designated agent to ensure consistency.   

 
Comment B.201.3: Here is sec 4.4 from Goshen's Master Plan, "Excessive grading of sites to 
prepare them for development is an adverse environmental impact that robs a municipality of the 
beauty of its natural terrain."  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.104.2. 
 
Comment B.201.4: The DIES [sic] only pertains to 140 acres of the almost 600 acre site. You are 
aware that segmentation for the purposes of SEQR is illegal. Yet this board thinks they can allow 
it. Another lawsuit waiting to happen. 
 
Response: The total site area is 521.95.  Segmentation is defined by the NYSDEC as the division 
of the environmental review of an action so that various activities or stages are addressed as though 
they were independent, unrelated activities needing individual determinations of significance. 
Except in special circumstances, considering only a part, or segment, of an overall action is 
contrary to the intent of SEQR.  All facets of the Proposed Action were evaluated in the 
Environmental Impact Statement. Only development depicted on the approved site plans can be 
constructed on the site.  
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Comment B.201.5: Previous to the Merlin site plan former maps showed 3 wetlands on the 
property, one of which is on the exact footprint of the park. Where did those missing wetlands go 
on merlin's map? Could it be that revealing that those wetlands really exist would force Merlin to 
comply with certain NYSDEC regulations in regards to them? I request that you investigate these 
missing wetlands. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. A signed map from the 
NYSDEC has been provided confirming the applicant’s delineation of all NYSDEC regulated and 
NYSDEC eligible wetlands (See Appendix H).  
 
Comment B.201.6: The economic impact of this Proposed Project on the locally owned businesses 
of Goshen will be negligible at best and disastrous at worst. At the last meeting the flyover option 
to try to mitigate traffic was seriously discussed. If the flyover goes in, there goes your argument 
that local businesses will benefit. If it doesn't then the traffic will be so bad no one will take the 
chance of driving into downtown Goshen. This is a lose-lose scenario. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized 
statements of opposition require no response. 
 
Comment B.201.7: You are now considering removal of the shoulders and sidewalks in an area 
used by students and seniors so you can have the South Street bridge accommodate more cars. 
This is an accident waiting to happen which will result in further lawsuits. 
 
Response:  Modifications to South Street are no longer proposed as part of the traffic mitigation 
plan.   
 
Comment B.201.8: Mr. Burgess [sic] said at the last Planning Board meeting that these 
"improvements" should be tied to the opening of the park. Wrong. It should be the opposite! Merlin 
must be bound by what is good for Goshen, not the other way around. 
 
Response: The statement by the Planning Board Chairman was intended to require the applicant 
to construct all required traffic improvements prior to the opening of the park.   
 
Comment B.201.9: There is no substantiation for Merlin's claim for water usage. As a matter of 
fact, the water consumption rates they offered came from their park in Windsor, England, a city 
whose average July temperature is 66 degrees. Does that sound like Goshen's temperature in July? 
How can you compare the water consumption of 20,000 people a day in an area where it commonly 
gets to over 90 degrees to 66 degrees? 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.185.10. 
 
Comment B.201.10: The DEIS has no FHWA or DOT input. How were all these trip generations 
arrived at? Wishful thinking? The applicant is proposing significant modifications to our roads, 
the cost of which will be borne by the taxpayers of Orange County and New York State. The traffic 
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consultant said that taking in the 10 other projects, including the casino in Sullivan County, there 
will be an increase of 18% to 46% in Route 17 traffic. The DOT itself has recommended that the 
DEIS not be accepted. This traffic situation cannot be mitigated until another lane is added to Rt. 
17 which is not in even in the DOT's five year plan. 
 
Response: The NYSDOT reviewed the DEIS and provided a comment letter on the Traffic Study 
(See Comment B.6) which has been responded to herein.  Since this letter was issued the Project 
Sponsor has met multiple times with the NYSDOT, in consultation with Town of Goshen 
consultants, to arrive at a revised traffic mitigation plan that addresses public comments, meets all 
state regulations, satisfies the objectives of the NYSDOT with respect to the new Exit 125 
interchange and provides adequate traffic mitigation for the volumes projected.  The revised traffic 
mitigation plan has also been reviewed by FHWA. 
 
The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to the relocation 
of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project.  The Project Sponsor has requested that 
New York State participate in the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 improvements, which 
resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-
86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New York State with this future 
conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding contributions for the 
future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86.   
 
Concurrently, New York State has advanced the $150 million reconstruction of the Woodbury 
Transit and Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The transit and economic 
development hub Project will significantly reducing congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-
Hudson region. Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 
corridor, replace the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York 
State Thruway (I-87), and add a solar-powered bus station, an expanded commuter parking lot, 
and an intelligent transportation system that adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these 
enhancements, including the addition of cashless tolling, will improve access and reduce delays 
due to traffic congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 131 interchange has long functioned 
as a bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 and the Thruway. 
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will go toward 
decreasing the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as 
reducing legacy traffic congestion on Route 17.  An updated traffic study which provides a full 
analysis of these improvements as they relate to the Proposed Project, is located in Appendix E. 
 
Comment B.201.11: The DEIS is woefully inadequate regarding environmental concerns. What is 
the intended mitigation for the chlorides and motor oil than will run off into our water supply? 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.56.4.  
 
Comment B.201.12: Another glaring omission is the lack of a cost benefit analysis. The claims 
that this will be an economic boon for Goshen have no basis in fact. Statements like that cannot be 
bandied about to try and sway public opinion without facts to back it up. Where are these facts? 
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On the contrary, I believe this Proposed Project will have a negative economic impact on Goshen. 
The need for new roads, the hiring of more police officers and emergency personnel and equipment 
is going to raise taxes for Goshen homeowners. Merlin has already stated that they will not 
contribute to these costs. It is extreme negligence on your part to tout any economic benefit without 
an impartial cost benefit analysis. 
 
Response: It is incorrect to state that the Project Sponsor will not contribute towards increased 
costs.  See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.115.2. 
 
Comment B.201.13:  Non-existent lighting in the parking lots, palm trees in the site plan, 
environmental issues ignored. Many questions asked in the Adopted Scope totally ignored. This 
board has been totally negligent in accepting this DEIS and has completely failed in its duty to 
take a “hard look" as required by law. A consultant hired by and paid for by Goshen residents has 
submitted a response to this joke of a document. We request that you meet with him after you have 
read his submission. Not collecting all the information you can from experts who will gladly make 
themselves available to meet with you will show that you refuse to do your due diligence in regard 
to this Proposed Project and will show that you are not working for the best interests of the 
residents of Goshen. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.102.1 and A.112.9. 
 
Comment B.201.14: I am writing in regard to the two new Local Laws numbers 5 & 6 that are 
being proposed to allow Merlin to build an amusement park in Goshen. These laws are being 
written specifically to allow Merlin to break the law. If these laws are not amended, what Merlin 
is proposing is illegal. So what is the solution? We change the law. Does no one see the irony in 
this? Merlin makes millions and Goshen taxpayers foot the bill for roads for them, new police and 
emergency personnel (along with their equipment and vehicles) to police their park and we get to 
look like Rt.59 in Rockland or Rt. 17 in New Jersey. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.118.3, B.160.2 and B.163.2. 
 
Comment B.201.15: Goshen's Master Plan states that “the Town of Goshen is primarily and 
appropriately a primarily rural community" Do these laws, written to allow Merlin to build their 
Mega Amusement park uphold that? No. Another excerpt- "The town must both preserve its fragile 
and beautiful rural environment and provide for the needs of its people." It says BOTH. If doing 
one harms the other then another way must be found. 20,000 extra people a day in a town with a 
population of 14,000 will critically overwhelm our infrastructure. How do you protect our "fragile 
and beautiful rural environment" from that? You want to change the Master Plan? Think it needs 
to be reevaluated?  Fair enough, but not this way. Not for the benefit of a multi-billion dollar 
foreign corporation that's going to clear cut old growth forests of Goshen and flatten an entire 
expanse of rolling hills. Do it the right way. The same way our current Master Plan was developed. 
With time, input from committees and for the "general welfare of the community". Not just for 
Merlin. 
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Response:  While portions of the Town, outside the Village, are rural in nature, the area of the 
Proposed Project is appropriate for development as it is located directly adjacent to a state highway 
between two developed parcels which are not rural in nature with access to public utilities.  The 
proposed amendment to the Town Comprehensive Plan recommends commercial development 
specifically in this area for those reasons.   
 
The Project is also consistent with the 2009 Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan goal #4 to 
develop a strong and balanced economic base and to attract tax positive commercial developments 
to offset existing tax-exempt lands and to pay for services required by the growing population.   
 
In 2014, two years prior to the application for LEGOLAND New York, the Town Board sought 
the recommendations of the Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board (ERB) regarding 
future zoning amendments.  The ERB recommended to the Town Board that commercial uses be 
expanded along Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see memorandum in Appendix F). 
 
No ‘Old Growth Forest’ is present on the Project Site.   
 
Comment B.201.16:  Let's not forget the probability of a lawsuit by Kiryas Joel. They declared 
themselves an interested party and have been watching developments closely…Their lawsuit will 
bury Goshen in litigation costs thanks to these 2 new laws which they will claim are discriminatory. 
Win or lose, Goshen taxpayers will be paying for this for years to come. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.88.11. 
 
Comment B.201.17: At the last two part public hearing in Goshen, public comment on the DEIS 
was allowed.  It was very convenient that everyone who spoke had to give their name and address 
because it made it easy to see who was from Goshen or not... I cannot believe that you would give 
the same weight to comments like that as opposed to those Goshen residents who actually read the 
DEIS and made references to the concerns and lack of detail in that document.  I would also be [in 
favor of] the park if I lived in Monroe, Cornwall, Washingtonville or New Windsor as many of 
these speakers identified their hometowns.  You don't represent them. You represent the residents 
of Goshen who came out 2 to 1 against this Project. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.103.3. 
 
Comment B.201.18: Merlin claims they meet the criteria for STEM education. It's an amusement 
park for 2-12 year olds, not a university.  They are not training mechanical engineers as they claim. 
In NYS you have to be certified teacher to claim to offer STEM. They have shown no evidence of 
certified teachers in regard to this. 
 
Response:  Visitors to LEGOLAND parks are not matriculated into an educational degree 
program; rather, as represented by the Project Sponsor, the programs designed by the Project 
Sponsor incorporate STEM educational elements.  See responses to Comments A.11.3 and 
B.199.8. 
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-690 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Comment B.201.19: Some Goshen residents have hired at their own expense a professional 
consultant to review and comment on the DEIS. When we asked if he could have a few extra 
minutes to explain his findings we were told no. In order to show the citizens of Goshen that you 
are making an effort to make an informed decision on this Proposed Project you need his 
information. We are requesting that you give Steve Gross an hour of your time to meet with him 
to discuss his submission. In the 3 minutes that was allowed he showed you a shocking amount of 
inconsistent findings, missing wetlands on Merlin's site plan and inaccuracies in the DEIS. Merlin's 
representative has been allowed to give his "infomercial" at every public hearing but you couldn't 
give our expert more than 3 minutes? 
 
Response:  Mr. Gross submitted detailed written comments on the DEIS which have been 
responded to in this FEIS.  See response to Comment A.112.9. 
 
Comment B.201.20:  I am also requesting a SEIS be performed since the DEIS was so grossly 
inaccurate and flawed. This is needed to fulfill your obligation to do the best for the citizens of 
Goshen. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.90.122. 
 
 B.202. Jessica Gocke, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.202.1: On the same pieces of land LEGOLAND wants, just two months before Merlin 
Entertainment publicly announced their aggressive plans to transform the quite historic town of 
Goshen, NY a proposal for zoning change to allow high density development and commercial use 
of this exact same site was turned down. One of the many reasons stated by the Goshen Town 
Board members was, “One of things about Goshen is the historic charm and beauty of our 
community. Bringing in more traffic is a deterrent to the quality of life. Water has always been an 
issue. We don't have an overabundance of water"…. These are EXCELLENT reasons the town 
Board used to justify turning down the high density and commercial zoning change that was 
requested. What changed in Two Short Months? 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.24.4 and B.39.3. 
 
Comment B.202.2: I am writing you today because of sincere concern about the current and future 
generations of Orange County. Merlin Entertainments Commercial Resort and Amusement Park 
proposal happen to use the LEGO name but LEGO is not Merlin Entertainment and Merlin 
Entertainment is not LEGO. However, this is not an issue surrounding a Children's Toy Brand this 
is not an issue about children. The Issue here is about the unfortunate lack of transparency and 
communication between the citizens and the elected and appointed officials of the Village of 
Goshen and the Town of Goshen. According to Town of Goshen's Local Zoning Laws, Article 
Three, Chapter 97 -10 Paragraph C, subsection (b) which was updated as recently as 2004 
Amusement Parks and related activities are specifically listed under Prohibited Uses in All 
Districts of Goshen. Prohibited to protect you're [sic] the quality of life, environment and character 
of Goshen for the people who live here.  Other prohibited uses include Junkyards and dumps. 
There is a reason amusement parks are grouped in with junk yards and dumps. Ignoring these 
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important prohibited activities is to ignore threats to the residents of Goshen's health and real estate 
values. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor owns the license to build and operate LEGOLAND theme parks.  
See also the responses to Comments A.11.4 and A.16.4. 
 
Comment B.202.3: I personally reviewed an appraisal that stated the values of homes in Goshen 
would see a 25% decrease in value due to the projected increase in traffic predicted by the rezoning 
of 523 Acres from Residential Agricultural to Commercial Recreation Overlay LEGOLAND EAF 
and DEIS. 
 
Response: The current zoning of over 271 acres on the northern end of the site, along Harriman 
Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which permits single family dwellings as well 
as two-family and multifamily dwellings as-of-right. The HR District also permits commercial 
uses such as restaurant, service, retail and recreational businesses by Special Permit.  Regarding 
property values, see the responses to Comments A.2.2 and A.11.4. 
 
Comment B.202.4: The Commercial Zoning Changes defined in the Proposed Laws No. 5 and 
Law No. 6 pertain to 15 properties, ONLY the 15 properties the LEGOLAND Developer wants to 
buy. That is spot zoning! If you pretend it is not you are lying to yourself…When the change in 
zoning does not advance a general public purpose in land use, courts may rule certain instances of 
spot zoning as illegal.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.24.6.   
 
Comment B.202.5: The New Commercial Overlay District would replace a Residential District 
that is also home to 383 acres of actively assessed agricultural farm land.   
 
Response:  Portions of the site are within Orange County Agricultural District #2.  This is 
discussed in Section III-Q of the DEIS and a map of the surrounding district is provided. There is 
no active farmland on the site, except for haying.  Also, the overlay district does not replace any 
existing zoning, it simply adds to it another permissible use. 
 
Comment B.202.6: Coincidentally the proposed Commercial Overlay District is also only made 
up of the 15 specific lots Merlin Entertainment wants to Buy/Use/Lease.  One of those 15 
properties is the town and village dividing line. This hot topic affects the Village and the Town 
Equally. Why are you not actively making them co-lead agencies? They have just as much of a 
right to review this Project since the traffic, water and school tax issues will affect them. 
 
Response:  The Village of Goshen received a copy of the Town’s Notice of Intent to be Lead 
Agency as required by SEQR.  They did not respond or comment on this letter.  While the Village 
of Goshen has approval authority over water and sewer use on the Project Site, they do not have 
any other permitting authorities for the Project.  The Village has received all SEQR documents 
and will continue to do so.   
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Comment B.202.7:  Seven of these pieces are Water Supply Sites owned by the town of Goshen. 
They were gifted to the Town as green areas. A member of the town board told me these were 
supposed to remain green space. The Town of Goshen should not be selling leasing or transferring 
sites that were part of a gift or green area agreement. The town attorney assured me (on tape) at a 
public meeting there were not wells on these pieces the town owns that are currently servicing 
arcadia Hills. Given the history of water problems to the Arcadia Hills development, why would 
the Town not utilize these sites now? Why sell them to an Amusement Park and then make the 
Amusement Park seem like the savior by donating them back to the Town? 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-63, 11-1-64, 11-1-65, 11-1-66, 11-1-
67, 11-1-68, and 11-1-69 were deeded to the Town of Goshen on July 25, 1984 by the County of 
Orange following the County’s foreclosure on those lots due to nonpayment of taxes.  These lots 
were offered to, and accepted by, the Town without any restrictions, including restrictions related 
to open space or parkland. Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-65 and 11-1-67 contain wells and associated 
improvements that are owned by the Town of Goshen Arcadia Hills Water District.  Those lots do 
not meet current New York State Department of Health requirements for wellhead protection.  
Merlin Entertainments proposes to subdivide off those areas containing well infrastructure and, in 
addition, transfer sufficient land area from the Project Sponsor’s surrounding lots to the Town of 
Goshen in order to provide the Town of Goshen with lots that meet current Department of Health 
requirements.  
 
Two ground water wells which were installed for the previously proposed Lone Oak residential 
subdivision but are privately owned and not currently in use or part of the Arcadia Hills Water 
District are located on parcel 11-1-58.  These two groundwater wells will be dedicated to the Town 
of Goshen for municipal purposes.   
 
Comment B.202.8: This Project is so large it not only touches the Village of Goshen, the Town of 
Goshen but it is also less than half a mile from the VILLAGE OF CHESTER boarder off Arcadia 
Road.1,777 feet .34 mile exactly. There should be input and review opportunities from these towns 
and any other school districts this affects.   
 
Response:  The Village and Town of Chester are Interested Agencies under SEQR and have 
received copies of all SEQR documents, providing them with ample opportunity for review and 
comment.   
 
Comment B.202.9: You are also completely ignoring that there is over 200 Acres directly adjacent 
to this 523 acres you are considering rezoning that qualifies for a future rezoning into this 
ridiculous commercial recreation overlay district you have made up.  If you keep up with the 
LEGOLAND USA parks news you already know LEGOLAND recently Acquired land Across the 
Street from it's original Cypress Gardens Site in Winterhaven [sic]. They are planning high density 
cluster resort development with over 150 units on just 50 acres. What are they going to do with 
the 200+ Acres Olivia Serdarevic owns adjacent to the site?  You are making decisions that could 
affect 723 Acres, not 153 Acre Amusement Park. Segmenting the Impacts in stages or to just phase 
one is irresponsible and illegal. 
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Response:  This is incorrect.  There are no parcels adjacent to the Project Site which contain 200 
acres, and no other parcels other than those within the Project Site will have the Commercial 
Recreation Overlay Zoning designation.  The Project Sponsor is not proposing to acquire any other 
parcels. 
 
Comment B.202.10: Allowing a company to remove vegetation from a water shed and replace it 
with pavement is dangerous and will cause pollution, flooding and water shortages. 
 
Response: As discussed in more detail in the DEIS, removal of vegetation and construction which 
includes increased impervious surfaces has the potential for stormwater impacts.  This is the case 
for all construction.  A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan has been prepared consistent with 
all NYSDEC regulations to mitigate both long and short-term construction stormwater impacts.  
 
Comment B.202.11: There are trees on this site at are estimated to be 300 years old amongst the 
new growth trees and the trees that are specific Bat Habitat Trees that the applicant has failed to 
identify on the DEIS. You can clearly see some of them from Harriman Drive. These trees are 
proof of to how long this land has been untouched. By remaining untouched it can continue to do 
it's job of filtering the water, preventing erosion and flooding. 
 
Response:   The DEIS provides a tree map which identifies significant trees over 36” DBH by 
their size and species.  The applicant’s biologist further identified potential bat habitat trees, such 
as Shagbark Hickory trees, as being present on the site based on her site evaluation.  However, 
despite several mature trees being on the site, the Project Site is not undisturbed as stated above.  
The site has a long history of prior disturbance including two residential buildings with an 
accessory barn along Harriman Drive, a communications tower, a restaurant and inn which is in a 
state of dilapidation on the site and several portions of the site have been disturbed by farming 
activities.   
 
Comment B.202.12: Referendum. You are currently conducting a referendum in Goshen for other 
topics? This topic is as important as a school building or a library! The residents have repeatedly 
asked for a referendum. Because you have had and are currently conducting a referendum on topics 
that have a much lesser impact on the lives of residents, it would questionable why you would not 
listen to the residents and conduct a referendum on a topic that would have a much greater impact 
on every aspect of a Goshen residents life, from their commute to their water availability! 
 
Response: The Town did not conduct any referenda regarding a school building or library.  These 
were conducted by the School District that has the legal right to conduct referenda on such topics.  
The Town has no legal authority to conduct either a mandatory or permissive referendum of the 
potential change in zoning. See response to Comment A.19.7 above.  
 
Comment B.202.13: The two immediately adjacent Neighbors of Arcadia Hills Development and 
the residents of The Glen Arden Retirement Community will be unable to escape the negative 
effects of the residential, agricultural land between them being rezoned and redistricted to 
accommodate the aggressive expansion of a for-profit, foreign corporation. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project warrant no response. See response to Comment B.201.3 above regarding zoning 
designation of the site.  
 
Comment B.202.14: The residents of Orange County and Goshen that I know do not want to be a 
host community to the largest LEGOLAND Amusement Park in North America.  They specifically 
chose Goshen for its charm, rural character and its local laws and zoning.  Because these residents 
do not want to be a host community, your decision to go forward with the spot zoning you have 
proposed in Laws 5 & 6 would be making them hostage communities. Arcadia Hills will be held 
hostage by the spot zoning, ignoring of requests for a referendum and the ignoring of a licensed 
professional appraisal which Martha Bogart has submitted to you at the last public hearing. How 
do you justify ignoring the voices of so many people? How could you go forward with changing 
the zoning of 523 acres without a referendum? 
 
Response: Local Law 5 does not pertain to zoning.  It proposes amendments to the Town’s 
Comprehensive Plan only.  See response to Comment A.24.6 above regarding spot zoning.  See 
response to Comment A.2.2 regarding Ms. Bogart’s home value concern. See response to 
Comment B.202.12.  It is clear from the comments noted in this FEIS that the voices of many 
people are in favor of the project, as there are the voices of many people that are opposed.  The 
Planning Board as Lead Agency for the SEQRA review is prohibited by law from deciding a 
project based upon the generalized statements of opposition or support; it must base its decision 
on a review of the significant adverse environmental impacts and their related mitigations that 
have been put forth. 
 
Comment B.202.15: A document you seem to be ignoring is the Open Space and Farmland 
Protection Plan. How could you not be aware that 100% of this site falls into a key biodiverse area 
you yourselves identified in this plan?  
 
Response:  The Town of Goshen Open Space and Farmland Protection Plan is addressed in the 
DEIS on page 112 and 113. 
 
Comment B.202.16: Even though a commercial development might seem attractive for the reason 
it does not send kids to school, just like active farms and open space also do not send more kids to 
school, commercial development of the magnitude that Merlin is suggesting requires changing the 
fundamentals of the host town to accommodate colossal infrastructure improvements for the 
benefit of Merlin Entertainment. The damage to our air quality and the repaving of the roads due 
to the constant traffic LEGOLAND will bring are just a few costs we will feel. With those costly 
improvements, we are inviting even more urban sprawl into our area and that brings with it costs 
to our health, environment.  Those are consequences you cannot put a price tag on because they 
are essential to our very life and the life of future generations.  Commercial Development does not 
belong anywhere near the Towns Reservoirs, The Watershed or the Otterkill Creek which was 
conveniently left off of the Merlin Entertainment maps and site plan drawings but that does not 
make the facts disappear.  The Otterkill is a threatened tributary according the DEC wording.  
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Response: While residential and agricultural uses exist to the south and immediately east of the 
site, land west and north of the site contains educational uses, offices and various commercial uses 
along Harriman Drive and Route 17M.  Further west along Route 17A, just over 1 mile from the 
site are several manufacturing plants, medical offices, the Orange County DPW garage, a hotel 
and a car dealership.  Therefore the community character of the Town of Goshen is characterized 
by a dense, centralized village setting, surrounded by mainly small-lot single family residences 
with a diverse mix of larger commercial and industrial uses located along or immediately adjacent 
to commercial corridors such as Route 17M, Route 17A and NYS Route 17 with larger lot 
residential uses and agricultural uses filling in the remaining areas.  This characterization will 
remain in-tact with the construction of the proposed commercial recreation facility immediately 
adjacent to NYS Route 17. Development along existing highways, between two developed sites, 
where public utilities are available is not ‘urban sprawl’ it is known as “infill development” and is 
specifically encouraged by the Orange County Comprehensive Plan.     
 
Infrastructure upgrades will not solely benefit the Project Sponsor. As part of the Project, a new 
sewer main will benefit the adjacent Arcadia Hills development as well as the Proposed Project 
and traffic mitigations, including the relocation of Exit 125 are consistent with recommendations 
of the NYSDOT to improve the safety of this stretch of the highway for all motorists.   
 
Regarding air quality, see the additional air quality information in Appendix Q and the responses 
to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.202.17:  In Goshen's Local Zoning Laws Chapter 97-47 titled "protection and 
regulation of agriculture" Subsection A, bullet point 1, reads "the town finds that large and highly 
visible parking areas represent one of the most objectionable aspects of commercial development. 
Such parking lots damage the historic layout and architectural fabric of hamlet areas, harm the 
natural environment and visual character of the community, interfere with pedestrian safety and 
accessibility and reduce the quality of life in developed areas.  
 
Response: Section 97-47 of the Town of Goshen Zoning Code regulates uses proposed that abut 
agricultural uses.  Subsection A reads as follows, “Agricultural buffers. Wherever agricultural 
uses and other uses unrelated to the agricultural operations abut, the applicant for the 
nonagricultural use shall provide buffers to reduce the exposure of these abutting uses to odors, 
noise, blowing soil and pesticides, and other potential nuisances associated with the agricultural 
operation. Such buffers may consist of vegetative screening, woodlands, vegetated berms, or 
natural topographic features. As used in this Subsection A, "abutting uses" shall include uses that 
are separated by the right-of-way of a road, trail, or power line.” There is no regulation of parking 
lots.  There are no agricultural uses abutting the Proposed Project. Therefore, this section of the 
code is not applicable to the subject application.   
 
Comment B.202.18: How on earth could you consider allowing a project to be approved that does 
not have the water capacity it needs generated from the site that is considered unsustainable 
development?  
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Response: Based on the report contained in Appendix E of the DEIS, prepared by the Village’s 
water and sewer consulting engineer, the Village has the water capacity to meet the needs of the 
Village and to provide service to the Proposed Project.   
 

 B.203. Lindsey Corr, letter dated January 9, 2017 
 
Comment B.203.1: All the testing used is outdated and therefore inadmissible.  Some of the data 
is from the 1980's, are you kidding me.  The other data is from two other DEIS reports. This is 
done fast and cheap I believe Goshen deserves real up to date data. Traffic data collected and done 
at a time when traffic is at peek in the summer. We need current data that is done during real traffic 
period not after the summer Catskill traffic.  We need data done from Harriman to Monticello, not 
from Chester to Goshen. We need data done on side roads that are not closed to traffic.  We need 
data that includes all housing development, Amy's, the casino, government center, library and add 
in for open undeveloped potential commercial sites that are being pushed by Orange County 
Partnership, the IDA and the Mid-Hudson economic development program. 
 
Response: It is unclear what testing is being referred to.  No data presented in the DEIS is from 
1980’s.  Traffic counts were taken in both summer months and when school was in session to 
understand volumes and traffic patterns under both scenarios. Traffic counts were taken at all 
intersections listed in the DEIS and ‘No-Build’ traffic analysis took several projects into account 
which are currently pending which were believed to impact the traffic study area, all in accordance 
with the Adopted Scope.   
 
Comment B.203.2: Traffic will be a major problem and will not be able to be mitigated with a fly 
over. Is Goshen supposed to sit in traffic for 5 years until and when the State of New York plans 
on turning it into route I-86 and widening the highway?  What will it be like if we have traffic and 
road construction going on at the same time?  Why not just tell LEGOLAND to come back in 5 
years when we have appropriate roads and reapply. Why should the taxpayers pay millions of 
dollars for a ramp or fly over to bring people to a private, for profit amusement park that will be 
making a proposed million plus dollars per day.  LEGOLAND/Merlin should pay for all road 
improvements that need to be done.  
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.2.3, B.9.9 and B.185.12. 
 
Comment B.203.3: LEGOLAND should build in a commercially zoned area not in a zoning made 
just for them. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.60.2 above.  
 
Comment B.203.4: The traffic studies that the data is based on is out of date and should be thrown 
out with the rest of the DEIS…These are only a few of the things that need to be corrected in the 
traffic study:…please read the DOT report addressed to Lee Bergus dated October 26, 2016. 
 
Response:  The letter from NYSDOT is included and responded to herein.  See written comment 
letter B.6 above.  
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Comment B.203.5: We are asking you meet with our hired experts who have been paid by the 
taxpayers from CC4HV to do the job you should be doing. 
 
Response: See response to A.68.5.  
 
Comment B.203.6: We would like to have a balloon test done by LEGOLAND so we all can see 
how high their rollers coaster the power plant (which they left out of the DEIS) will be and how 
high the hotel and water tower will be. 
 
Response: Visual simulations and cross sectional analysis has been prepared to illustrate potential 
visual impacts related to the Project (see Appendix M).  No power plant is proposed at the site.   
 
 B.204. Jeremy Davies, undated, received by the Town Clerk January 17, 2017 

Comment B.204.1: The noise study was done in Carlsbad California, the terrain, and the soil 
conditions are not similar to the proposed site that LEGOLAND is to be built on, there needs to be 
a study done on site using the same decibel levels of noise that are emitted from the Carlsbad 
amusement park.  
 
Response: Noise levels were measured at property lines of the California park to ascertain noise 
levels directly related to the park itself.  Terrain and soil conditions would have no impact on 
results.  See also the response to Comment B.18.2. 
 
Comment B.204.2:  The noise sensor at Glen Arden was put at the end of the driveway away from 
the facility at a much lower level than where the facility sits, a new study should be done with the 
sensor in the proper place, at the top of the hill where the residents actually live. 
 
Response:  Noise receptor locations were determined during the public scoping process with input 
from the Planning Board, Town consultants and the public.  The location of the actual residential 
building on the Glen Arden property is further from the Proposed Park than the noise receptor and 
therefore noise levels related to the park would be lower at that location.  
 
Comment B.204.3: A study was not done of what the construction noise will be to nearby residents, 
a diesel bulldozer can emit up to 95db of noise, a study needs to be done at a comparable 
construction site with multiple bulldozers and excavators and a comparison done with what effects 
that will have on the nearby residents. This was not found in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The DEIS contained a noise evaluation which discussed construction noise (see 
Section III-I and Appendix H. Based on distance and intervening vegetation which will remain 
undisturbed, noise impacts are anticipated to be minor.  All construction will be consistent with 
the Town Noise Code (Town Code Chapter 70), construction activities will take place Monday 
through Friday from 8:00AM to 8:00PM and Saturdays from 9:00AM to 8:00PM.  
 
Comment B.204.4: There has been no fiscal impact study done ie: what will the future cost be to 
Goshen residents, additional police, firefighters, EMS, road repair. This was not in the DEIS. 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-698 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

 
Response: A fiscal impact analysis was provided in the DEIS which projects costs of municipal 
services by taxing jurisdiction (see Section III-M of the DEIS).  
 
Comment B.204.5:  There is no study on what multipliers will follow the building of an amusement 
park in Goshen, hotels, fast food restaurants, affordable housing. This was not in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  The purpose of the environmental impact process of SEQR is to allow “environmental” 
issues to be injected into the decision-making process by the Planning Board and the Town 
Board.  Environmental issues are defined broadly under SEQR, but they do not include every 
impact of a Project. Purely economic factors cannot form the basis to either approve or deny a 
Project.   
 
For additional evaluation purposes, the Orange County IDA commissioned KPMG to conduct an 
independent analysis of the fiscal benefits of the Proposed Project.  A copy of the KPMG report is 
included in Appendix K. 
 
Comment B.204.6: A study needs to be done on the health consequences of this park to nearby 
residents. What will be the effect on the elderly and ailing individuals with pulmonary conditions? 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. There is no evidence to suggest 
that the Proposed Project would cause medical conditions, and no such study was required in the 
adopted scope for the environmental impact statement.   
 
Comment B.204.7:  A study needs to be done on the on the CO2 and particulate matter that will 
be produced on site, during construction and when 3,500 cars and busses are entering the site and 
what the pollution levels will be. This was not in the DEIS. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.54.1. See the additional air quality information in 
Appendix Q for further air quality analysis. 
 
Comment B.204.8: How are you going to mitigate the traffic on Harriman drive, the stacking 
figures are wrong in the DEIS.  If and when traffic backs up on Harriman drive, and there is a 
medical emergency at Glen Arden, who is going to be responsible for a death occurring because it 
took an extra 5 minutes for an ambulance to get there.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, speculative comments or assertions that are 
not supported by reasonable observations or data warrant no response. See response to Comment 
A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.204.9: Archaeological Site 07106.000122 needs further studies and the army corps of 
engineers should be brought in to investigate. 
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Response: The Army Corps of Engineers does not have jurisdiction over archeological sites. The 
Project Sponsor prepared an Archeological Investigation which was submitted to the NYS Office 
of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation as per the standard procedure.  A letter from this 
office, confirming the findings of this report is provided in Appendix L.   
 
Comment B.204.10:  More shovel studies need to be done on the site due to the findings in this 
section, again the army corps of engineers need to be notified. Shovel studies need to be done on 
the entire purchased property and not just the phase on Project. 
 
Response: Shovel testing is only required in areas where there is a likelihood of finding artifacts 
based on the results of the phase 1 (literature) study.  Given portions of this site have been 
disturbed, such as the location of the residential dwellings, ruins of the restaurant and inn, cell 
tower enclosure and fields which were historically farmed, it would not be likely these areas would 
have such artifacts. However, as the area of disturbance has changed since the plans submitted 
with the DEIS due to the revised traffic mitigation, additional archeological investigation has been 
provided for the area of the new disturbance.  
 
Comment B.204.11: One of my main concerns is that the DEIS only covers phase 1 of the 
LEGOLAND Project and needs to cover the whole property being purchased, LEGOLAND has 
never in it’s history stopped and just the initial phases projected. 
 
Response: All plans for development are shown on the Proposed Site Plans.  The DEIS discusses 
a Phase 2 which includes construction of a 20,000 square foot aquarium between 2 and 5 years 
after the initial park opening.  There is no other development proposed. 
 
Comment B.204.12: Phil Royle stated that "this LEGOLAND will be nothing like any of their 
projects in the United States, it will be more like the Project in Windsor England", if this is the 
case why was the DEIS comparing it to Carlsbad and Winter Haven? The DEIS must therefore 
start over and do studies in Windsor England or these studies will be inaccurate. 
 
Response:  Relevant information from LEGOLAND Windsor, LEGOLAND California and 
LEGOLAND Florida was included in the DEIS for comparison purposes.  No one park was utilized 
for comparison purposes, as the information gleaned from the other parks provided important data 
points for evaluation of LEGOLAND New York.   
 
Comment B.204.13:  Amusement parks are illegal under our master plan, you keep saying it is not 
an Amusement park. LEGOLAND calls itself a theme park, if you look in Webster’s dictionary 
under theme park it says it's a synonym for amusement park. 
 
Response: This is inaccurate. See response to Comment A.108.2 above.  
 
 B.205. Jessica Mandakas, email dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.205.1: This is in support of LEGOLAND. [A social media page] was created to give 
your eyes a rest and knock out 80 letters your board might have received.  On behalf of your many 
supporters, thank you for doing your job and keeping the interests of your community first.   
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project..  
 
 B.206. Joseph J. Minuta, Minuta Architecture, letter dated January 6, 2017 
 
Comment B.206.1:  Approving the proposed LEGOLAND New York Project is critical because 
of the tremendous tourism and economic development impacts it will offer Goshen and the greater 
Orange County Community. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment B.78.3 above.  
 
Comment B.206.2:  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity to bring tax ratable to Goshen, 
create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the Goshen School District and have 
Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic multipliers. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.206.3:  LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 
300 part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees.  All these people will be spending money 
in the Goshen community.  LEGOLAND New York will create 800 construction jobs and will hire 
local construction labor.  This project is an economic boon to Goshen.  As you know LEGOLAND 
New York’s initial investment prior to opening day will be $350 million with its investment 
reaching $500 million in its fifth year of operation. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.206.4:  I am confident Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have 
in its environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are 
committed to being transparent in this process.  I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an 
outstanding member of the Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality 
of life in Goshen. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.  
  
 B.207. Tom Nardi, letter dated January 11, 2017 

Comment B.207.1: [LEGOLAND] is not in the best interest of the community. While I live in 
Rockland County I have friends in Goshen who I frequently visit and this is going to negatively 
impact the quality of life, property values and taxes.    
 
Response:  The DEIS evaluated several quality of life issues including noise, surrounding land 
use impacts, traffic, water supply, sewer capacity, community services and fiscal impacts. 
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Mitigations for all adverse impacts are proposed as required and the fiscal impact analysis shows 
that after consideration of projected costs to each of the Project’s taxing jurisdictions, the PILOT 
payments coupled with host community fees, special district taxes, sales taxes and county hotel 
taxes will result in a net positive impact on each.  See response to Comment A.11.4 regarding 
property values.   
 
Comment B.207.2:  It is going to reduce the water supply and natural resources. The burden for 
infrastructure will fall on the tax payers.  
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.10.5, B.9.9 and B.164.6. 
 
Comment B.207.3: Increased traffic and construction will impact local business owners and 
property owners.   
 
Response: In response to comments from the public, elected officials and the NYSDOT, the 
Project Sponsor has committed to relocate and reconfigure Exit 125 on Route 17, including 
building a bridge over Route 17 as part of its proposal for LEGOLAND New York.  The relocation 
of Exit 125 would address concerns regarding traffic impacts on local roads by removing 
LEGOLAND traffic from South Street and Harriman Drive in Goshen. It would also help solve 
geometric shortfalls of the existing Exit 125 interchange compared to current Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and NYSDOT design guidelines.  This reconfiguration of Exit 125 would 
be designed to meet current FHWA and NYSDOT standards, which will assist with Route 17’s 
future conversion to Interstate-86. The relocated Exit 125 would be a full access interchange for 
both westbound and eastbound vehicles on Route 17.  The new bridge will provide a more direct 
point of access to and from the LEGOLAND New York theme park as well as other existing 
institutions located on Harriman Drive, including Glen Arden and Orange-Ulster BOCES. See 
revised Traffic Impact Study in Appendix E of this document. 
 
Consistent with Town of Goshen construction noise regulations (Town Code Chapter 70), 
construction activities will take place Monday through Friday from 8:00AM to 8:00PM and 
Saturdays from 9:00AM to 8:00PM.  Impacts will be temporary in nature but all Best Management 
Practices will be strictly adhered to mitigate any potential impacts. Refer to Section III-S in the 
DEIS for a full discussion.  
 
Comment B.207.4: [These issues have not been] addressed and the Project is being fast tracked 
for approval.  
 
Response: All issues in the approved Adopted Scope were addressed in the DEIS as required, and 
in accordance with applicable timeframes.  See response to Comment B.59.5 above.  
 
Comment B.207.5: Goshen is a quaint town which is unable to handle the burden of having an 
amusement park.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition and 
speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or date need 
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no response. The Project Sponsor has agreed to obtain public water and sewer services from the 
Village of Goshen as a result of the Town not being able to provide such services, the Project 
Sponsor has also agreed to make infrastructure improvements along Harriman drive and road 
improvements which will relocate Exit 125 further east and provide a direct connection to 
Harriman Drive thus allowing for more direct and efficient means of entering and exiting the 
Project Site while reducing potential impacts to local roads which were believed to be able to 
handle projected traffic volumes in their current condition. The Project Sponsor proposes to 
supplement emergency services with onsite security and EMTs with a first aid station to reduce 
the overall number of calls for services and the Project Sponsor has met several times with Town, 
County and State service providers to ensure seamless cooperation.  See also, response to 
Comment A.12.4. 
 
 B.208. Alec Phillips, email dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.208.1: Town growth is good but not when it is out of proportion…something is not 
right when you have to force it this much.  
 
Response: The Proposed Project is not out of proportion with the site. Only 149.9 of the site is 
proposed to be developed, and 73.58 acres will be impervious.  Based on the final net development 
area, this equates to a total site coverage of 14.5% which is similar to both residential and non-
residential developments in the Town.   
 
Comment B.208.1: Not all bodies of water are mentioned in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  All surface water resources were discussed in Section III-C of the DEIS shown on 
Figure III-7 of the DEIS.  A signed stamped map from the NYSDEC has been provided confirming 
the applicant’s wetland delineation (see Appendix H) 
 
Comment B.208.2: 90 ft retaining wall?  
 
Response: There aren’t and were no retaining walls proposed to be 90 feet in height.  The DEIS 
plan showed a maximum retaining wall height of 56’, with the majority of walls in the park ranged 
from 30 to 40’. 
 
To work with the existing topography more closely, the revised plans reduce the amount and height 
of retaining walls on the LEGOLAND New York site.  Generally, retaining walls are located 
throughout the site rather than being concentrated in specific areas. Walls along the guest entrance 
road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The 
tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade 
change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for 
the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park range from 4’ 
to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high.   
 
Comment B.208.3:  How many truckloads of dirt?  
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Response:  The overall amount of grading and earthwork on the site has been reduced, and all 
necessary fill can come from within the site.  There will be no need to truck in soils from outside 
the site.   
 
Comment B.208.4: The lights will continue long after 8:30 closing for cleanup crews, etc. How 
many are pointed straight up?  
 
Response:  Fixtures such as string lights and lights along internal pathways which are not shielded 
have a very low lumen level and would not be visible outside of the park.  Parking lot lights are 
full cut-off, dark-sky friendly lights.  Lighting levels at surrounding property lines will be zero 
except along Harriman Drive where necessary for safety (see proposed lighting plan on sheets 
L191-L195 of the plan set). The low level string lights and ornamental tree lights do not create a 
significant adverse environmental impact, but the Planning Board will be reviewing such lights 
during site plan review to determine the propriety of such use. 
 
 B.209. John Schmid, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.209.1: The Goshen Central School District will receive $38.4 million of $52.6 million 
in PILOT payments over the course of 30 years.  In the first year of operation, $1.022 million in 
the first year would go to the Goshen Central School District, $210,000 would go to the Town of 
Goshen and $168,000 would go to Orange County. These amounts will increase each year over 
the PILOT’s 30 year term. LEGOLAND New York would also pay the Town of Goshen a host 
community fee for every visitor to the park. The Town of Goshen will receive 65 cents for each 
visitor up to 2 million visits and 20 cents for each ticket thereafter- with no cap!  This would 
provide the Town of Goshen with at least $1.3 million annually, based on 2 million visitors, and 
substantially more depending on the park’s success! Think of all the worthy community projects 
that will finally become a reality with these funds!  This Project is a once in a lifetime opportunity 
to bring tax ratables to Goshen, create jobs for Goshenites and others, provide new revenue to the 
Goshen School District and have Goshen (and beyond) be the beneficiary of the untold economic 
multipliers. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.209.2: LEGOLAND New York will employ 500 year-round full time employees, 300 
part time employees, and 500 seasonal employees. All these people will be spending money in the 
Goshen community! 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See also, response to Comment A.5.1. 
 
Comment B.209.3: I believe Merlin Entertainments will address all issues you might have in its 
environmental impact review and I believe Merlin and LEGOLAND New York are committed to 
being transparent in this process. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.42.10. 
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Comment B.209.4: I also believe LEGOLAND New York will be an outstanding member of the 
Goshen community and will do whatever it takes to support the quality of life in Goshen. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support for the Project.  See response to Comment B.80.4 above.  
 
 B.210. Barbara Kidney, email dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.210.1: I am very concerned about the possibility of your Boards OK’ing the 
LEGOLAND Project. I am concerned about the deleterious effects of such a massive venture on: 
public health, air quality, water quantity and quality, noise levels (especially given the 
amphitheater amplification effect in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Project), loss of 
irreplaceable arable soil, habitat disturbances, traffic flow on Rt 17 and nearby roads, and quality 
of life (including for nearby senior care & health facilities) AND property values for nearby 
residences. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition require 
no response.  For responses to specific concerns, please see responses to Comments A.2.3, A.10.5, 
A.11.4, B.18.2, and B.164.6.  Regarding air quality, see the additional air quality information in 
Appendix Q and the responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.210.2: If you were to OK this Project, as I understand it, you would be in violation of 
the Town’s Comprehensive Plan AND Zoning Laws. Not only would that be illegal, but an 
unethical violation of trust. One of several consequences of the illegality would be the costs of 
lawsuits to the Town & its taxpayers… I conclude the only pro for this Project is the presumed 
increase in employment opportunities. I would remind you that your Board’s jobs are not to 
increase employment opportunities in your Town, but rather to fulfill the mission of your Town’s 
Master Plan and to protect the public health and environment of the Town, and to uphold and abide 
by your own Zoning Laws. Any changes to them, to be legal, need to follow legal procedures, as 
you must know, and which some of you appear to be ready to disregard. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect. The Proposed Action includes proposed amendments to both the 
Town’s Comprehensive Plan and the Town Zoning Code which would permit the Proposed Project 
by Special Permit of the Planning Board.  While the Planning Board is bound by the 
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code of the Town, the Town Board has the legal authority to 
amend its Code and planning documents as it deems appropriate.  All appropriate procedures have 
been adhered to.  
 
Comment B.210.3: I would also add that I believe the hopes of LEGOLAND’s supporters for 
increased revenue to the Town would be completely in vain. Merlin might make out well 
financially, but increased costs to the Town from lawsuits, fallen property values, loss of other 
businesses, loss of residents, probable increase in petty crime after those consequences, road 
damage, loss of water, increased illness due to pulmonary and other stress issues would leave the 
Town strapped financially as well as just an ugly strip on the way to LEGOLAND. 
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Response:  See responses to Comments A.5.1, A.10.5, A.10.6, A.11.4, A.54.1, A.64.6, B.4.21 and 
B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.210.4:  I will take the opportunity to comment that I am shocked that your Town is 
considering amending local law to allow an aquarium. In these days of increased enlightenment 
about animal needs and rights, & the cruelty of imprisoning marine life (dolphins, orcas, seals, 
etc.), the demise of Sea World & Ringling Bros., you want to bring this kind of thing in to your 
Town?  
  
Response:  See response to Comment B.190.6 above.   
 
Comment B.210.5: As an area resident, if LEGOLAND were to be built, my business and 
commuting and general travel in the area would be adversely affected, as would my health when I 
am in the area and subjected to increased air pollution and traffic stress. I think this proposal is too 
big and regional in scope to be left to just one Town to solely decide. If your Town violates its 
own Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Laws, I would assume a regional mass action lawsuit would 
ensue, and I would certainly consider joining in. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, generalized statements of opposition require 
no response. 
 
 B.211. Nick Gallo, letter received by the Town Clerk January 17, 2017 

Comment B.211.1: The LEGOLAND DEIS started out with a claim by LEGOLAND to provide 
at least a thousand foot buffer zone with Arcadia Hills. That was cut to nine hundred feet ending 
at the parking lot with a sixty to ninety foot retaining wall, part of the 3.875 miles of retaining 
wall. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.56.3.  Based on the revised plans more than 1000 feet of 
undisturbed land will remain between the parking area and the nearest residence.  The hotel has 
been relocated further west on the site and the overall use of walls on the site have been reduced. 
To work with the existing topography more closely, retaining walls are generally scattered 
throughout the site rather than being concentrated in specific areas. Walls along the guest entrance 
road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The 
tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade 
change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for 
the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park range from 4’ 
to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high. The tallest walls interior of the park are located 
on the northerly side of the “Bricktopia” cluster and within the “Miniland” area.  
 
Comment B.211.2: Changes now include an emergency access road in that buffer. Said road can 
be up to sixty feet wide and fifty feet from the bordering properties of Arcadia Hills, Elant & Glen 
Arden. That road would require significant grading, adding to the 33,000 truckloads of fill already 
planned, be blacktopped and maintained year round. It would traverse wetlands and cross the 
Otterkill Creek. None of this is included in the DEIS. 
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Response: This is incorrect.  The emergency access road exists in this location.  It was constructed 
as part of a subdivision previously approved on the site but left unbuilt. The road is a 25-foot wide 
gravel access road and will remain as such post-construction.   Only minor grading tree clearing 
will occur for this road and no additional wetland disturbances will occur. The road will be gated 
and only emergency vehicles will be able to access the park from this road.  
 
Comment B.211.3:  The sale of Town properties is not fully addressed. Another property has been 
added to the list of must have for development, Tax map Section 11- Block 1- Lot 60. This lot is 
not included in the DEIS and like most of the other Town parcels it is designated as Water Supply 
822. Water supply land for the accumulation, storage, transmission or distribution of water for 
purposes other than flood control or production of electricity. Several of these lots also contain 
wells, pumps and piping for the Arcadia Hills water district. Previous Town Boards deemed it 
necessary to acquire these properties keeping them protected from development. 
 
Response: This is incorrect.  Page 20 of the DEIS states, “Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-62, 11-1-63, 11-1-
64, 11-1-65, 11-1-66, 11-1-67, 11-1-68, and 11-1-69 were deeded to the Town of Goshen on July 
25, 1984 by the County of Orange following the County’s foreclosure on those lots due to 
nonpayment of taxes.  Merlin Entertainments proposes to acquire certain of those parcels from 
the Town of Goshen for their fair market value…Lots 11-1-60, 11-1-65 and 11-1-67 contain wells 
and associated improvements that are owned by the Town of Goshen Arcadia Hills Water District.  
Those lots do not meet current New York State Department of Health requirements for wellhead 
protection.  Merlin Entertainments proposes to transfer sufficient land area from the surrounding 
lots to the Town of Goshen in order to provide the Town of Goshen with lots that meet current 
Department of Health requirements…” The new lot configuration is shown on the subdivision 
plan (Figure 5).  The Town of Goshen will retain ownership of the Arcadia Hills water 
infrastructure. 
 
Comment B.211.4: The residents of Glen Arden, Elant and Arcadia Hills…will be told to endure 
2 to 5 years of construction, releasing all kinds of pollutants, to be followed by a lifetime of living 
with an amusement park within sight and sound of their homes. The pollution will continue from 
five thousand cars, pesticides, and herbicides. 
 
Response:  Construction is anticipated to take approximately 2 years.  Consistent with Town of 
Goshen construction noise regulations (Town Code Chapter 70), construction activities will take 
place Monday through Friday from 8:00AM to 8:00PM and Saturdays from 9:00AM to 8:00PM.  
Impacts will be temporary in nature but all Best Management Practices will be strictly adhered to 
mitigate any potential impacts. Refer to Section III-S in the DEIS for a full discussion. No 
pesticides or herbicides will be used outside of the park area. A letter from Donna Cornell, 
Chairperson of Elant, Inc. dated December 27, 2016 (Comment B.31) states that she believes the 
facility can continue to provide adequate service to its residents after construction of the Proposed 
Project.   
 
Comment B.211.5: Their property value will be marketably reduced. This will affect their ability 
to move, afford health care or leave a legacy. Their quality of life will be diminished.  
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Response: See response to Comment A.11.4. 
 
Comment B.210.6: Their security and privacy threatened. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.   
 
Comment B.210.7: This is not just a “not in my backyard” issue as it will affect anyone who 
breaths the air, drives a car, or cares about the welfare of their neighbor. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.   
 

  
 

B.212. Christine Miele, letter dated January 16, 2017 
 
Comment B.212.1: When it enacted SEQR, the New York State Legislature stated that its intent 
was: "...to declare a state policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between 
man and his environment; to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the 
environment and enhance human and community resources; and to enrich the understanding of the 
ecological systems, natural, human and community resources important to the people of the state." 
 
One requirement of …SEQR is for the Lead Agency to take a hard look at the Project. Mid-way 
through the presentations in December, it became crystal clear that the Planning Board was going 
to rubber stamp the Merlin proposal…the Town Boards have permitted Merlin to control most of 
the public hearings by giving an infomercial on their Project  at the start of each meeting. By 
denying the opposition their right to voice their opposition in a similar setting, their preferential 
treatment of the applicant is contrary to their ethics as Board members. “An important aspect of 
SEQR is its public participation component." At the hearings the citizens were limited to ONE 
MINUTE comments before the board.  We were told that additional comments could be placed in 
writing and they would be read. However, there is no evidence that they were ever read…The most 
egregious of these actions was after at least 20 requests the board refusing to tell us how many 
minutes we had to comment on the DEIS in December until the very night of the meeting basically 
making it certain that we would have no ability to formulate our presentations. They were afraid 
to take a HARD LOOK at the opposing point of view.  When the board was confronted about this 
we were told that it would take too long to listen to everything that everybody had to say. 
Apparently a Hard Look was not the intention. 
 
Response:  This is inaccurate.  The Planning Board is not rubber-stamping anything, and they 
have and will continue to take a hard look at all of the significant adverse environmental impacts 
and their related mitigation measures. Further, the process by which an applicant introduces its 
project, especially at public hearing, to orient those present to the project, is followed for every 
application. Also, each speaker at the public hearing was provided four minutes to speak at the 
public hearing.  This determination was made the first night of the hearing based on the total 
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number of people who attended to ensure as many people could be heard as possible. And of all 
the people to comment, only a handful of people took their full allotment of time.  Each letter 
submitted in writing to the Town of Goshen is responded to herein as required under SEQR.  All 
requirements of SEQR have been adhered to.  
 
Comment B.212.2: SEQR Handbook states (section 14, p183) "in contrast, if the zoning change is 
proposed by a Project sponsor, in conjunction with a proposal, the impacts of both the rezoning 
and the specific development must be considered in determining environmental impacts.” The 
proposed zoning change is defined by SEQR as a Type I action and as such requires special 
attention.  
 
Response:  This is accurate.  The Proposed Action is a Type I Action as stated on the cover of the 
DEIS and all other SEQR documents. 
 
Comment B.212.3: We challenge the decision of the town board to change the zoning in such an 
arbitrary and capricious manner. The original plan for this area was formulated with the coalition 
of citizens from many different aspects of our community and was given plenty of thought and 
discussion before being formulated. From the publication "Zoning and the Comprehensive Plan" 
James A Coon, Local Government Technical Series and Town Law 272-a, Page l: "a 
comprehensive plan that is kept current is necessary before a local government can lawfully adopt 
or amend zoning.”  We maintain that this is not merely a zoning change but a major revision to the 
Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Goshen. A Project sponsor may propose a zoning change but 
we question their ability and right to rewrite the Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Goshen. We 
request that a committee of citizens and professional planners be formed to consult on any major 
revision to the Comprehensive Plan before local Laws 5 & 6 are adopted. Section 4.3 of the 
Comprehensive Plan of the Town of Goshen: Maintaining the Plan: "Frequent review of the Plan 
to make sure that it meets any new conditions arising subsequent to its adoption is one of the most 
important elements of the planning process. The Plan must reflect current Town planning goals 
and policies if it is to be respected and regularly used. A reexamination of the Plan should continue 
to be undertaken at least once every three (3) years. Future amendments to the Plan can be 
accomplished....through a comprehensive revision process, such as occurred for the preparation of 
this updated Comprehensive Plan." 
 
Response:  The Town has not yet made a decision to change the zoning.  The EIS is intended to 
provide analysis on which the Town Board will make its decision to ensure it is not ‘arbitrary nor 
capricious’ but is based upon a reasoned analysis.  The proposed changes to the Comprehensive 
Plan provide a specific recommendation to increase the potential to promote commercial recreation 
in the vicinity of Route 17, which is not inconsistent with the overall objectives of the plan.  As 
proposed, the Comprehensive Plan amendments are proposed to three sections.  A single sentence 
will be amended in Section 1.2, a single sentence will be modified in Section 3.1 and one paragraph 
is to be amended in Section 5.0(2).   
 
While the Town Comprehensive Plan states amendments to the plan “can” be accomplished 
through a comprehensive review process, there is no requirement this be the case and changes such 
as those proposed are consistent with the Town and the State’s recommendation to continuously 
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update the plan to meet new conditions which may arise.  Furthermore, in 2014, two years prior to 
the application for LEGOLAND New York, the Town Board sought the recommendations of the 
Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board (ERB) regarding future zoning amendments.  The 
ERB recommended to the Town Board that commercial uses be expanded along Harriman Drive, 
including the Project Site (see memorandum in Appendix F). Additionally, according to the 
Orange County Comprehensive Plan: Strategies for Quality Communities (2010) the Project is 
located in a designated Priority Growth Area.   
  
Comment B.212.4: It is painfully obvious that the board should not be trusted with this serious 
obligation. Based on their questions, lack of involvement and overall confusion during meetings 
it appears that some of the Planning Board members have not read the DEIS relying instead on a 
small handful of outside experts to interpret what they are reading.  This is not something that 
should be fast tracked. The discrepancies between the text and the maps, the wide variance in 
numbers presented throughout the document should be sufficient to require that the entire 
document be rejected. 
 
Response: The Planning Board is the appropriate Board to undertake the review of the application 
and serve as Lead Agency for the SEQR process, and they are performing their due diligence in 
doing so.  The project has not been fast-tracked.  This project has been under intense review for 
more than a year, and the SEQRA Findings Statement still must be adopted, the Town Board still 
must vote on proposed local laws and, if adopted, the Planning Board must still complete its site 
plan, special permit, subdivision review and potential approval. See also, response to Comment 
A.66.3. 
 
Comment B.212.5: The plan states that they must accommodate to a reasonable extent the natural 
contours of the land and the protection of the wetland area.  A 59ft high retaining wall 4 miles long 
and tens of thousands of truckloads of fill could not possibly meet even those spot zoning goals. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.76.3 above.  
 
Comment B.212.6: The exact location which is being considered for an amusement park (not 
permitted in Goshen) or commercial tourist overlay district, was, in April, deemed to be of such a 
sensitive nature that very careful planning was necessary. This is before Merlin Entertainments 
came in and took control. Please refer to the Moodna Creek Fact Sheets, p 11. "Otter Kill/Black 
Meadow Creek and Tribs".   
 
Response:  The Moodna Creek Watershed and Management Plan was prepared by the Orange 
County Water Authority in 2010 to increase public awareness of water resource issues, in general, 
and the Moodna Creek, in particular.  This document is discussed on page 112 of the DEIS.  
 
Comment B.212.7: The description of a Commercial Tourism Overlay District provided in 
proposed local law 6 clearly describes the essential elements of an amusement park. LEGOLAND 
is a member of the International Association of Amusement Parks and Attractions. They are listed 
in Mapquest, Trip Advisor, and AAA as an Amusement Park. Apparently LEGOLAND is 
comfortable with that designation but Goshen is not because Amusement Parks are prohibited in 
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the town of Goshen. The NY State Assessor Manual of property type classification and ownership 
has codes for property types. "Theme Park" is not listed but under Recreation and Entertainment 
is code #532 Amusement Parks. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.16.4. 
 
Comment B.212.8: The town board has fast tracked a Project that will change the landscapes of 
the town of Goshen and impact the citizens of the entire region. 
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.66.3 and B.212.4.  
 
Comment B.212.9: [Page 55 of the] SEQR Handbook: "By excluding subsequent phases or 
associated Project components from the environmental review, the Project may appear more 
acceptable to the reviewing agencies and the public." That statement should be a signal to you to 
be wary of the entire Project.  P184 "Project sponsors may be unwilling or financially unable to 
provide detailed information about a Project until the zoning question is resolved. However, this 
does not justify a segmented review."  Merlin has presented both by their actions and by the stated 
business model that in order to succeed… innovation and expansion is necessary to maintain 
attendance.  Do you believe that Merlin is going to stop their development at the Goshen site at 
Phase II?...They did not need to purchase 523 acres to build this park, they have every intention of 
adding to the site in the future just like they have done in Windsor, Carlsbad and Florida. 
Expansion is part of their business model. It is incumbent on Merlin to extend SEQR to all 523 
acres and describe the impacts of any additional building, attractions, rides, restaurants, etc. with 
additional runoff, sewage, pollution, destruction of habitats etc. This will be a conceptual analysis 
based on their building activities in other parks and plans proposed that have not yet been built. 
This is…required by SEQR.  In addition, the Town of Goshen must do their own GEIS to highlight 
the additional impacts of such buildout including the availability of resources: ems, fire, roads, 
pollution control, energy, traffic water etc.  Suitable mitigation would be to place a deed restriction 
or covenant on the remaining acreage to try and keep the ruination of the Moodna Creek and 
sensitive environmental areas to the 140 acres. This does not imply that they can even begin to 
meet the requirements of SEQR on the 140 acres. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.118.3 and B.163.2. 
 
Comment B.212.10: "Critical Environmental Areas" (CEAs) are areas in the state which have been 
designated by a local or state agency to recognize a specific geographical area with one or more 
of the following characteristics: A feature that is a benefit or threat to human health; An exceptional 
or unique natural setting; Exceptional or unique social, historic, archaeological, recreational or 
educational values; or an inherent ecological, geological or hydrological sensitivity to change that 
may be adversely affected by any physical disturbance.  Who may designate a CEA? 
 
Local or state agencies may designate a CEA under subdivision 6 NYCRR 617.14(g) of the SEQR 
regulations. Local agencies may designate specific geographic areas within their boundaries as 
CEAs. State agencies may also designate specific geographic areas which they own, manage or 
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regulate, as CEAs. CEAs require more diligence and more stringent mitigation measures according 
to SEQR. 
 
Response: This comment is correct.  The Town of Goshen does not contain any designated Critical 
Environmental Areas. 
 
Comment B.212.11: It is our premise that the ability to mitigate does not equate to the advisability 
of approving a Project.  The DEIS in question fails to provide even the most basic of mitigation 
and impacts such as water, pollution, climate crisis, land slope cannot be mitigated. In the 
NYSDEC Publication "Freshwater Wetlands Regulation Guidelines on Compensatory Mitigation" 
To meet the standards in 6 NYCRR 663 and receive a freshwater wetland permit, an applicant 
must: a. first demonstrate that impacts to the wetland cannot be avoided entirely and b. then 
demonstrate that unavoidable losses or impacts on the functions or benefits of the wetland have 
been minimized and c. finally, fully compensate for (replace) any remaining loss of wetland 
acreage and function unless it can be shown that the losses are inconsequential or that, on balance, 
economic or social need for the Project outweighs the losses. 
 
Response:   This statement is incorrect.  Many mitigation measures have been suggested by the 
Applicant and included in its most recent plans (several in response to specific suggestions by 
governmental agencies and the public). The Planning Board as Lead Agency will make decisions 
on and mandate necessary mitigation measures in the SEQRA Findings Statement. See response 
to Comment B.172.45.  Based on the revised traffic improvement plan, additional land will be 
disturbed along Harriman Drive and on the north side of Route 17.  The Project Sponsor has 
prepared an evaluation of the new areas which included the preparation of several additional 
studies. The off-site topography map has been revised (see Figure 8: Off-site Topography) to show 
areas proposed for the preferred traffic mitigation (previously shows areas around Route 17, Exit 
124).  This map shows the proposed area of disturbance for the relocation of Exit 125 is relatively 
flat as this area has been previously disturbed for construction and grading for NYS Route 17.   As 
a result of the new traffic improvement plan, Harriman Drive must be extended further east than 
previously proposed and will disturb additional wetlands along Harriman Drive. Various layouts 
were evaluated with the NYSDOT and Federal Highway Administration and the selected layout 
was determined to be the only viable option which meets all regulations, satisfies the objectives of 
the NYSDOT with respect to the new Exit 125 interchange and provides adequate traffic 
mitigation for the visitors to the Proposed Project.    
 
A total of 2.094 acres of federally regulated wetlands and 0.0.084 acres of NYSDEC regulated 
wetlands for a total of 2.178 acres of wetlands will be disturbed for both the Proposed Project and 
the revised off-site traffic improvement plan. Wetlands have been delineated in and around the 
additional areas of disturbance by the Project’s biologist.   
 
The Project Sponsor has submitted a Pre-Construction Notification (PCN) to the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers for coverage under Nationwide Permit #39 from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
for 0.440 acres of wetland disturbances resulting from the development of LEGOLAND New 
York.  A copy of PCN is included as Appendix H.  The other wetland disturbance applications are 
forthcoming. 
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To compensate for the total wetland impacts of 3.83 acres, including increased impacts resulting 
from the revised traffic improvement plan, the Project Sponsor proposes to create 7.79 acres of 
wetlands as wetland mitigation.  See Figure 9, which shows the disturbances and mitigation areas. 
 
Wetland mitigation areas will be constructed to match the character of the existing wetlands. Minor 
grading will be required to construct the areas.  Once created, these wetland mitigation areas would 
be subject to the same regulations as other wetlands. The timing of the creation of the mitigation 
wetland areas will be determined by the permit conditions established by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers and the NYSDEC.  The total amount of wetland disturbances and mitigation will 
be subject to the final traffic design as approved by NYSDOT.  Figure 9 shows that up to 7.79 
acres of land suitable for wetland creation has been identified around existing onsite wetland 
areas.  As shown on Figure 9, the onsite disturbance can be mitigated by the removal of an onsite 
roadway which currently runs through wetland ‘A’ and the creation of 0.47 acres of wetland in 
that area.  Mitigation wetlands shall be planted with hydrophytic plants (those which are listed on 
the most up to date U.S. Army Corps of Engineers National Wetland Plant List, Northeast (Region 
1)) with preference given to those plant species which currently occupy the onsite wetlands such 
as Red Maple, Pin Oak, Winterberry, Spicebush, Highbush Blueberry, Wool Grass and Fox Sedge 
(see landscaping plan in plan set). No invasive species will be planted (regardless of their 
listing).  A monitoring program will be implemented for the first five years after construction to 
monitor water levels in the new wetland areas and to ensure planting survival. Annual reports 
regarding the post-construction status of the mitigation wetlands will be submitted to the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and the NYSDEC with copy to the Town of Goshen.  
 
Freshwater wetland impacts are regulated by both the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation pursuant to Article 24 of the Environmental Conservation Law.  This 
disturbance will require an Article 24 Freshwater wetland disturbance permit and Individual §401 
water quality certificate from the NYSDEC and an individual permit from the Army Corps of 
Engineers.   
 
The basic premise of the Section 404 program is that no discharge of dredged or fill material may 
be permitted if: (1) a practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment 
or (2) the nation’s waters would be significantly degraded.  Applicants for a Section 404 permit 
must first show that steps have been taken to avoid impacts to wetlands, streams and other aquatic 
resources; that potential impacts have been minimized; and that compensation will be provided for 
all remaining unavoidable impacts. 
 
In order to meet the permit issuance criteria for a NYSDEC freshwater wetlands permit, generally 
applicants are required to:  (1) examine alternative sites and Project designs that avoid and reduce 
impacts to wetlands; (2) develop plans to create or improve wetlands or wetland functions to 
compensate for unavoidable impacts to wetlands; and (3) demonstrate overriding economic and 
social needs for the Project that outweigh the environmental costs of impacts on the wetlands. 
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Regarding an analysis of alternative sites, the Project Sponsor evaluated the potential of twelve 
other sites in Orange County.  These sites are located in the Village of Woodbury, the Town of 
Newburgh, the Town of Montgomery, the Town of New Windsor, the Town of Blooming Grove 
and the Town of Wallkill, all of which were constrained by various impediments, including one or 
more of the following constraints: insufficient site access, insufficient site acreage, irregular site 
layout, significant wetland and habitat resources, or title restrictions.  All of the sites would have 
required a zoning amendment to allow for the development of a theme park and resort, as their 
current zoning does not allow for such use.  
 
Authorized filling activities will be undertaken in a manner aimed at reducing impacts on the 
environment and preserves the overall function and ecological benefits of the wetland areas which 
will remain.  No soil or other materials will be stockpiled in wetland areas and all erosion control 
measures, as described in the DEIS, will be strictly adhered to. 
 
Approximately 148 acres of the site will be disturbed for the theme park and resort. Ultimately of 
the 347 wooded acres of the Project Site, following construction approximately 250.1 wooded 
acres will remain. Additionally, the Project Sponsor has offered to permanently protect 
approximately 150.1 acres of the Project Site by placing certain lands under a conservation 
easement. A plan showing the proposed conservation easement areas is included as Figure 10 of 
the FEIS.  Undeveloped areas will include both wetland and forested areas to provide habitat areas 
for species on site.  
  
Comment B.212.12: Does the meager $1,500,000 per year outweigh the complete destruction of 
endangered species, placing the entire region at risk for water shortages, creating unmitigated 
health risks from pollution, pesticides, particulates?  It goes on to say. "The degree of balancing 
required is commensurate with the classification of the affected wetland and the severity of the 
remaining impacts. The higher the class or the greater the impact, the greater the burden of proving 
over- riding need so as to avoid having to fully compensate for unavoidable impacts." We again 
refer you to the Moodna Creek Waterbody Information from the DEC. 
 
Response:   This is untrue. No endangered species were identified on the site and habitat areas, 
including both wetland habitat and forest habitat, will remain to continue to provide habitats to 
species currently occupying the site.  Based on the biologist’s conclusion that the site is a possible 
habitat for Indiana and Northern Long-Eared bats, the Project Sponsor has agreed to limit all onsite 
tree clearing to between November 1 and March 31 during the hibernation period of the Indiana 
and Northern Long-Eared bats to avoid impacts to any active roost trees.  Additional mitigations 
related to vegetation and wildlife are discussed in Section III-D of the DEIS. 
 
Comment B.212.13: Traffic mitigation: the DEIS has a laundry list of woulda coulda shoulda, 
none of which Merlin is willing to pay for. P 27 DEIS. The Flyover currently being touted and 
campaigned will assure that no customers would venture into Goshen placing the Village in the 
same situation as Winter Haven, Florida where no benefit to existing businesses will ever be 
realized. Oddly enough this is the only repercussion noted in the DEIS. No further investigation 
of the traffic departing LEGOLAND directly onto Route 17 or other potential impacts were 
included. P 93 of the DEIS [says] the Project Sponsor has requested that New York State and 
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Orange County fund the cost of these improvements (to Route 17). Keep in mind that taxpayers 
have already "paid" for the generous advance money given to Merlin $7.4 million funded by our 
taxpayer’s money To even consider…that the taxpayers or the NYSDEC should pay even $1 
toward a flyover to benefit a multi-billion dollar corporation wishing to erect a part time 
amusement park is outrageous. Local politicians state that they are happy with the Project if it 
includes a flyover and yet they have gone on record as stating that they do not feel qualified to 
comment on the technical aspects of the DEIS. Accept their statements as mere "political" 
comments. Additionally outrageous is that Supervisor Bloomfield expects the NYSDEC to fast 
track a flyover in advance of projects that have been waiting years, or in some cases, decades for 
funding and a start date. We hope that taxpayers in the entire state express their outrage over this 
ridiculous expenditure for a part time amusement park belonging to a company that demands a 30 
year pilot and will create low income jobs out of sync with the demographic of the town. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic improvements related to the 
relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project and will undertake the 
improvements as part of Project construction.  By the applicant undertaking the improvements, the 
traffic improvements would not be placed on State’s Long Range Transportation Improvement 
Plan and therefore would not impact other prioritized transportation improvements.   
 
The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of 
the Exit 125 improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the 
conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New 
York State with this future conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal 
funding contributions for the future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86.   
 
Grant money provided through the New York State Consolidated Funding Application is for 
specific purposes such as job creation or infrastructure upgrades based on the consistency of the 
project with the Mid Hudson Economic Development Initiative and the criteria for the particular 
type of grant sought.  
 
The NYSDEC does not approve proposed modifications to state roads.  
 
Comment B.212.14: 11. No mitigation: 

a. Permanent disturbance of existing soils  
b. Soil erosion 
c. Blasting 
d. Pesticides 
e. Airborn particulates and pollution 
f. Changes to topography. 
g. No wetland disturbance mitigation because it is under 0.1acre. Our experts dispute that 

calculation 
h. P 83 DEIS Traffic generation is an unavoidable  adverse environmental impact 
i. p 99 on noise: mitigation measures SHOULD be implemented without saying what they 

will be. 
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j. No helipad approval has been requested from the FAA. No data on helicopter evacuations 
on current LEGOLAND properties was included.  

k. The will have an on site EMT which will not mitigate the additional strain on our local 
hospital.  No data on hospital and emergency room visits was given in the DEIS. 

l. No mitigation for the Village of Chester School District because it is not in the 140 acres 
being developed at this time.  Further evidence of segmentation. 

m. No mitigation of lighting or night sky illumination and no cited studies of impacts to 
wildlife and the bird and bat population. 

n. No significant adverse impacts to archeological resources will result from the project p. 
148.  This cannot possibly be determined at this point and all other developments in that 
area, including Lone Oak, indicate otherwise. 

o. Idling buses, construction vehicles, will be held to under 5 minutes.  This has not been 
enforced in their other parks. 

p. Traffic unless Goshen pays 
q. Added police force plus related costs  
r. Swat teams availability and cost 
s. Wear & tear on roads from added traffic 
t. Excessive water use 
u. Destruction of endangered species habitat (they only looked for a few minutes) 
v. Future development mitigation not discussed because DEIS is Segmented  
w. Accident frequency mitigation plan 
x. More than 50% of the site disturbance will be impervious surface  
y. Impacts to endangered and "special concern" species. 
z. Impacts to agriculture and health brought on by clear cutting. 

 
Response: This is incorrect. Disturbance to soils, potential erosion and blasting mitigations are 
discussed in Section III-A of the DEIS.  Mitigations related to topography are discussed in Section 
III-B of the DEIS, mitigations related to air quality and air borne particulates are discussed in 
Section III-R of the DEIS with additional materials provided in Appendix Q herein, mitigations 
related to wetlands are provided in Appendix III-C of the DEIS with additional mitigation 
discussed for the revised plan discussed in Section I above, noise mitigations are discussed in 
Section III-I of the DEIS. No helipad is proposed at the Project Site. See response to Comment 
B.150.4 regarding hospitals and emergency room impacts.   
 
Lighting mitigation is discussed in III-N of the DEIS with photographs of nighttime lighting from 
the existing LEGOLAND Florida Resort. Mitigations to Archeological resources is discussed in 
Section III-P of the DEIS with a letter from NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation provided in Appendix L herein. Regulations related to bus idling is a requirement of 
New York State and therefore would not be required at other parks. See response to Comment 
A.2.3 regarding the revised traffic mitigation plans. No traffic improvements will be paid for by 
the Town of Goshen.  Mitigations to emergency services are discussed in Section III-L of the 
DEIS.  No SWAT team is required for the Proposed Project. The Project Sponsor has met with 
and provided draft emergency response plans to law enforcement officials at the local, County and 
State level.  
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Mitigations related to water usage are discussed in Section III-E of the DEIS.  See response to 
Comment B.167.5 regarding segmentation.  Accidents records provided demonstrate an existing 
condition, no accident mitigation plan was required by the adopted scope.   
 
Mitigations related to impervious surfaces are provided in Section III-G of the DEIS and a full 
SWPPP has been prepared. Mitigations regarding endangered species and species of special 
concern are provided in Section III-D of the DEIS.  Mitigations related to agricultural impacts are 
discussed in Section III-Q of the DEIS.  No clear cutting will take place on the Project Site.  
 
Comment B.212.15: [LEGOLAND] Florida is 1,092,809 kWh per month but they have a water 
park.  This is mentioned five or more times in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  It is unclear the connection the commenter is attempting to make in relating a water 
park to kilowatt hours, or what the specific concern is being posed.   
 
Comment B.212.16: [LEGOLAND Florida has] food and beverage deliveries 6am to noon.  They 
state they expect the same for Goshen. 
 
Response: The DEIS states that a similar delivery schedule for food and beverage related 
deliveries would be created at the Proposed Park.   
 
Comment B.212.17:  Police stats given in the DEIS are different from the police stats we were 
given by the Winter Haven Police Department. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.176.6: 
 
Comment B.212.18: Note on traffic volume stats presented- they were averaged: 5000 cars over 
10 hours is 500 cars per hour but 75% of their arrivals are between10-12. That amounts to 3750 
cars in 2 hours or 1875 cars per hour, rendering the proposed 3000 foot long stacking lane 
insufficient. 
 
Response: This is incorrect.  The DEIS states on a peak day between 4500 and 5,000 cars can be 
expected for the entire day with a peak hour generation of approximately 1,500 entering trips, 
based on the proposed operation. Further, the Project has been designed with an approximately 
4,100 linear foot access road with two lanes in each direction, to allow for stacking of 
approximately 500 vehicles on the site (assuming 16 to 17 feet per vehicle). 
 
Comment B.212.19: The DEIS in its entirety fails to satisfy the requirements of SEQR and as such 
must be rejected. 
 
Response:  The DEIS is consistent with the approved Adopted Scope and the requirement of 
SEQR and, as such, was accepted by the Planning Board as adequate to commence governmental 
agency and public review.   
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Comment B.212.20: What little data that is presented in the DEIS is out of date and no longer 
relevant or inconsistent from map to text. 
 
Response:  No information in the DEIS is outdated.  Several revised maps and a summary of the 
Project description are provided herein for clarification.   
 
Comment B.212.21: The DEIS only addressed phase 1and phase 2 of development of 140 acres. 
 
Response:  Only 2 phases of development are proposed.  
 
Comment B.212.22: For the DEIS we are asked to accept an unsubstantiated statement from the 
Village of Goshen that there is enough water. This is an arbitrary decision and most likely wishful 
thinking. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  The Village of Goshen provided a report from an independent civil 
engineer which confirms their water and sewer systems’ ability to meet the demand of both the 
existing Village service district and the demands from the Proposed Project (see Appendix E of 
the DEIS).  
 
Comment B.212.23: The DEIS fails to address the cumulative effect of all the projects approved 
in the region. The impact alone of the DOT construction of the Harriman interchange due to 
commence this spring at a cost of $150 million will put this area into chaos for years. Add to that 
the construction of Amy's Kitchen and the enormous Montreign Casino a serious discussion of 
which are absent from the DEIS. 
  
Response:  Construction impacts from DOT improvements related to the Exit 131 interchange 
were not the subject of this SEQR analysis. However, the traffic impact study that was done took 
traffic volumes from several other Project’s into account including Amy’s Kitchen and SOS, 
Kiryas Joel proposed Annexation, Young’s Grove Subdivision, Maplewood Subdivision, 
Clovewood, Heritage Estates, Orange County Gospel Fellowship Church,  Kikkerfrosch Brewery 
(Application has been withdrawn), Bethel Woods, Veria Lifestyles Wellness Resort, Chestnut 
Ridge Residential Development and Fiddler’s Green multi-family residential development as 
required by the Project’s Adopted Scope. 
  
Comment B.212.24:  How many millions will it cost to do a widening of Route 17, create a flyover 
and do the needed road improvements? It's not in the DEIS because Merlin has no intention of 
paying for it. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor is not required to mitigate legacy traffic congestion, and as such, 
no cost estimate is required to widen Route 17, which is not currently proposed by the NYSDOT. 
The Project Sponsor has committed to obtain all required permits for, construct and finance the 
traffic improvements related to the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the 
Project. All traffic improvements will be completed and operational prior to LEGOLAND opening 
to the public. The total cost of these off-site roadway improvements is anticipated to be in excess 
of $35 million.  The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in the financing 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-718 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

of the cost of the Exit 125 improvements, which resolves one of the pre-existing impediments that 
hinder the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will 
assist New York State with this future conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in 
federal funding contributions for the future operation and maintenance of Interstate 86. 
 
Comment B.212.25: The DEIS fails to take into account that there are very limited natural 
resources in this region. 
 
Response:  While the Project Site contains natural resources which have been inventoried as part 
of the DEIS, the site does not contain any unique features and has been previously disturbed by 
various developments on the site.  Moreover, the Town of Goshen is within 10 miles drive of 
Goose Pond Mountain State Park and Highland Lakes State Park and 20 miles drive of Stewart 
State Forest, Sterling Forest State Park, Schunnemunk Mountain State Park and Harriman State 
Park, in addition Orange County an additional 10 County Parks consistent of 2,9185 total acres 
where natural areas are permanently preserved, and public open space and hiking areas are 
available. 
 
Comment B.212.26: The DEIS fails to justify the use of millions of gallons of water per year for 
an amusement park that is not paying any taxes for more than 30 years. 
 
Response:  This is not a truthful statement. The Project Sponsor will pay (i) all fees related to 
water use at standard user rates, (ii) all real property taxes on 100% valuation to the Goshen Fire 
District, (iii) all payments in lieu of taxes if the IDA approves the 20-year PILOT agreement (and 
will pay 100% of real property taxes thereafter), (iv) all hotel taxes, and (v) all applicable sales 
taxes. 
 
Comment B.212.27: The DEIS fails to take into account that any additional development in the 
area will most likely be denied because a tax-negative amusement park has severely strained the 
infrastructure of the area. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines speculative comments or 
assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data need no response. With respect 
to the Village of Goshen water, it prepared a build-out analysis to ensure the existing Village water 
and sewer systems could meet the future demands of the Village users prior to providing service 
to the Proposed Project.  The Village also is evaluating an additional well to further supplement 
the Village’s water supply system.   
 
Comment B.212.28: The Hard Look required is impossible because the real statistics needed to 
determine feasibility are categorized by Merlin as proprietary information. If you are serving up a 
net profit of $23 million per year, you are entitled to ALL pertinent information. 
 
Response: This is incorrect.  The only information deemed proprietary was related to daily guests 
and salary and other internal financial information.  Such information was provided to the Town 
of Goshen and its consultants for their review but was not made publically available as it 
                                                 
5 As per the Orange County Open Space Plan, 2010 
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constitutes proprietary confidential information.  The Planning Board will not be making any 
determinations based upon such proprietary information provided. 
 
Comment B.212.29: The payments offered to the town is laughable for a corporation that stands 
to make the entire payment for the whole year in only a few days of operation.  It is unconscionable 
that members of both boards are touting the tax positive benefits of Merlin’s Project when even 
the most rudimentary calculations prove otherwise. The fact that the town officials are stating that 
we will have wonderful jobs and incredible wealth without doing an independent cost benefit 
analysis is irresponsible. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, general statements of objection or opposition, 
and speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data, 
need no response. See responses to Comments A.5.1 and A.115.2. 
 
Comment B.212.30: The actions of the Planning Board Chairman Burgess and Town Supervisor 
Bloomfield in replacing two members of the Planning Board prior to a critical vote for reasons 
determined by Merlin and not themselves as they claim, are a clear indication of something clearly 
amiss. When questioned the board was unable to provide any reason why member Andrews was 
removed after 18 years of outstanding service. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.60.3 and B.72.1. It is incorrect that the Town Board was 
unable to provide a reason for the decision not to re-appoint Mr. Andrews, they determined that, 
consistent with long established policy, personnel decisions of this kind are not made public. 
 
Comment B.212.31: This nonsense of Goshen needing an amusement park to become a tourist 
destination is exactly that: nonsense. If you put through this amusement park you will totally ruin 
the very things that make Goshen special. It is truly tragic that you do not have an understanding 
of what you are offering New York State and have invited Merlin to come in and destroy this 
forever.  Your decision to push this Project through would prove be, in our opinion, financially, 
environmentally and economically a disaster.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, general statements of opposition need no 
response. However, regarding tourism, its uses have been sought by New York State, through 
Governor Cuomo’s agenda for jobs and economic development, a key component of which was 
discussed in The Regional Economic Development Council initiative (REDC). The Mid-Hudson 
Regional Economic Development Council prepares this report annually.  In 2016, the REDC 
announced $83.3 million in grant funding awarded to 105 projects in the Mid-Hudson Region 
alone, specifically identifying LEGOLAND New York as a Priority Project due to, among other 
considerations, the economic benefits and opportunities that would be created by the Project. 
 
The benefits of tourism uses are also enumerated in the Orange County Economic Development 
Strategy which targets tourism as one of the main industries essential to economic development in 
Orange County. This plan recommends expanding tourism by both overnight accommodations to 
provide revenue to the County through the hotel occupancy tax and developments which 
emphasizes Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the Northeast.  
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 B.213. Mary Ann McDonough, letter dated December 26, 2016 

Comment B.213.1: I have to question why Merlin purchased the Town of Goshen land in question, 
has invested money in a LEGOLAND storefront, held open houses, held parties, tours and even 
completed a very rudimentary DEIS, when they knew the land they wanted to develop was not 
zoned for amusement parks? In fact, the land is zoned Residential. So not only would a zone 
change be required but a local law would also have to be changed, that currently prohibits 
amusement parks in the Town of Goshen. Most companies/individuals would have made sure the 
purchase they were making allowed for amusement parks before the sale was finalized. I have seen 
quite the opposite when it comes to individuals/companies, who want to purchase buildings and/or 
land. I have seen potential sales fall through because the potential buyer did not want to risk any 
investment for a Project, where the building/land was not consistently zoned for the intended 
purpose of the buyer. The fact that LEGOLAND has proceeded with all deliberate speed; the fact 
that the Town of Goshen Boards have quickly pushed this Project through and NY State has 
contributed 7 plus million dollars causes me great pause. I have concerns that LEGOLAND, NY 
State and the Town of Goshen know something the rest of us are about to learn. Maybe these 
Public Hearings & Comment Periods are just a municipality going through the required motions, 
as set forth in NY State Municipal Law. It certainly appears the decision to change the zoning and 
a local law has been made well before this matter was brought before the Public. Otherwise, please 
LEGOLAND & the Town of Goshen, explain to me why a company that is very interested in 
making money, would take such a huge financial risk? Without the zone change and the change in 
local law, LEGOLAND has just spent a lot of money needlessly. I await your reply. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, the line of comment that there is some 
underlying, conspiratorial arrangement is false, and is the kind of wild speculative comments that 
warrant no response. The Project Sponsor is certainly not the first developer to need and desire a 
zone change to pursue its vision, and to spend money in a process that in New York must precede 
any determination by a Town Board to approve a zone change, especially one connected to a 
specific project.  Anyone experienced in land use development on a large scale understands that 
such a path is simply a calculated business risk for developers to proceed in this fashion; nothing 
more, nothing less. 
 
 B.214. Debra Corr, letter dated January 12, 2017 

Comment B.214.1: It has come to our attention that Lee Bergus & Supervisor Bloomfield were 
involved in seeking the removal of Reynell Andrews from the Town of Goshen Planning Board 
after receiving a letter from the Merlin Attorney, Dominic Cordisco.  Mr. Andrews consistently 
comported himself in a professional manner and never spoke against LEGOLAND or any of the 
business before the Town Planning Board. Mr. Cordisco’s letter erroneously stated that the article 
78 proceeding against the town was to stop the town from reviewing the LEGOLAND proposal. 
This at best is a half-truth. Only one of the many aspects of the petition addressed the apparent and 
public conflict of interest that did, and still exists.  Lee Bergus and his wife have exhibited 
enthusiastic support for the LEGOLAND Project…. It is clear that the Chairman of the Town of 
Goshen Planning Board is not staying neutral until all facts and counter arguments are presented. 
Supervisor Bloomfield has attended rallies for LEGOLAND, spoken and endorsed LEGOLAND 
at the IDA, and has been identified by multiple parties as the originator of the KJ or LEGOLAND 
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rumor. Thus, we feel he can no longer be capable of making an objective decision on Merlin’s 
LEGOLAND Project. We also understand that Lee Bergus is Chairperson of the Town of Goshen 
Planning Board, which serves as SEQR lead agency reviewing this Project. We feel that Lee 
Bergus has already made his decision and is trying to influence the outcome of the final decision 
on LEGOLAND by stacking the Planning Board with pro-LEGOLAND members.  In addition, to 
Mr. Bergus, the appointment of Mrs. Diana Lupinski is also suspect and indicates blatant 
partisanship. Mrs. Lupinski is featured prominently in a promotion video made for LEGOLAND 
Goshen.  As a general proposition, the ethical requirements of municipal officers, including 
planning board members, are set forth in the New York State General Municipal Law §805-a and 
§809 as well as the Goshen Town Code Chapter 14. Particularly, board members are prohibited 
from participating in matters in which they have an “interest.” See Town Code 14-1. The term 
“interest” is defined as follows: “INTEREST” – Any claim, account or demand against or in 
agreement with the Town, expressed or implied, including designation of a depository of public 
funds and the designation or an official newspaper, and direct or indirect pecuniary or material 
benefit accruing to an officer or employee as a result of a business or professional transaction with 
the Town. For the purposes of this chapter, an officer or employee shall be deemed to have a direct 
interest in the affairs of: A.“His spouse, minor children and dependents.”   Given that Supervisor 
Bloomfield, Mr. Bergus and Diane Lupinski are proponents of the LEGOLAND New York 
proposal and in order to avoid this actual conflict, we respectfully request that Mr. Bergus & 
Supervisor Bloomfield & Diane Lupinski recuse themselves from any further consideration of the 
LEGOLAND New York Project. 
 
Response:  These comments, in addition to being false, are not appropriate comments for the 
environmental review of the Project.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive 
comments warrant a response in an FEIS, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, 
alternatives and mitigations of the Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that 
were not previously addressed.  In any event, see responses to Comments A.60.3 and B.72.1. 
 
 B.215. Linda Poshadel, letter dated January 10, 2017 

Comment B.215.1: LEGOLAND in Goshen would have a negative impact on my quality of life.  
Please, no zone change from residential to commercial.  No law change pertaining to amusement 
parks.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.12.4.  The current zoning of over 271 acres on the 
northern end of the site, along Harriman Drive, is currently zoned Hamlet Residential (HR) which 
permits single family dwellings as well as two-family and multifamily dwellings as-of-right. The 
HR District also permits commercial uses such as restaurant, service, retail and recreational 
businesses by Special Permit.  From a planning perspective, the site is appropriate for commercial 
development by virtue of its location directly adjacent to a major highway with access to public 
utilities.  This concept is supported by the Orange County Comprehensive Plan and was 
recommended by the Town’s Environmental Review Board in a recommendation to the Town 
Board that commercial uses be expanded along Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see 
memorandum in Appendix F).   
 

 B.216. Donna Wolfson, letter dated January 1, 2017 
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Comment B.216.1: On Thursday, someone said, we don't want to be the town where cars just          
pass by and not stop. Well, we certainly don't want to be the town where thousands of people and 
thousands of cars descend upon us daily, seven days a week, seven months a year, causing traffic 
jams and pollution on their way in and out.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project need no response. See response to Comment A.72.1 above. 
 
Comment B.216.2: Another person stated, when a Project is being put forth, there's always a few 
people who get in the way, they should just step aside and be sacrificed for the common good.  I 
resent those who think that it shouldn’t be a personal issue when you are talking about people’s 
lives and homes and there are many of us who feel this way, not just a few.  
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project need no response. See response to Comment A.72.2 above.  
 
Comment B.216.3:  You can move LEGOLAND to another site in Orange County or New York 
state, but we can't move our homes to another place. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project need no response. See response to Comment A.24.1 above 
 
Comment B.216.4: Other people talked about the great job opportunities that LEGOLAND would 
provide.  First of all, we have low unemployment in this area.  Secondly, I have serious doubts 
about the value of seasonable low paying jobs and we lack affordable housing to accommodate 
the hired workers.  What are the implications for our water supply if we have to build housing for 
them? 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.72.4. No housing is proposed as part of this application 
and there is no evidence that housing will have to be constructed as a result of the job offerings.  
 
Comment B.216.5: Another theme I heard with regard to the union workers was jobs, jobs, jobs.  
If you want to give these folks construction jobs, then build it somewhere else in the county or the 
state, not in this bedroom community of Goshen and on this fragile land site.   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project need no response. See response to Comment B.54.1 above regarding the appropriateness 
of the site.  A bedroom community is a place which does not have industry or commercial 
businesses but rather is largely residential in nature. Goshen is the County-seat of Orange County 
and the home to a wide range of offices, banks, commercial and industrial uses.   
 
The Project Site is previously disturbed.   It contains a residential dwelling, a cell tower and the 
remains of barns and a restaurant and inn which previously occupied the site and roadway, drainage 
and utility infrastructure installed as part of a second phase of the Arcadia Hills subdivision which 
was never full constructed.  Portions of the site were also disturbed for farming activities.   
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Comment B.216.6: Another person said, this property is going to become something else          
sooner or later, so why not do it now and develop LEGOLAND?  I would respond that neither a 
mega theme park, nor a high density housing Project is appropriate for the location selected.  There 
indeed may be a good use for it in the future, perhaps a business or a park that better conforms to 
the site on a scale that doesn't swallow up its surroundings. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project need no response. See response to Comment A.72.6.  
 
Comment B.216.7: This last Master Plan specifically forbade amusement parks and the zoning 
change that would be required makes a mockery of the intent of the recent plan.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.72.7.  
 
Comment B.216.8: We all know that this Board defended the Master Plan as recently as this past 
April. What happened that you are trashing it now?  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.24.4 and B.39.3. 
 
Comment B.216.8: I am not anti job, or anti growth. I'm not an agitator and I have never opposed 
ANY other cause in the 35 years that I've lived here. This Proposed Project is so intrusive and 
polarizing to the citizens of Goshen that I feel I must take a strong stand. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project.   
 
Comment B.216.9: [Regarding the DEIS] some people praised it and said it was the most thorough 
and complete DEIS that they have seen. Even as a lay person, I feel that I must have been reading 
a very different document; woefully inadequate. Some additional questions that I have are: Are 
there any studies about the effect of the quality of life in a town after an amusement park is built 
next to it?   
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project need no response. See responses to Comments A.12.4, A.102.1, and A.45.1. 
 
Comment B.216.10: Has anyone estimated the amount of pollution that will reach the houses 
within a two mile radius of the site?  
 
Response:  See responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment B.216.11: What is the estimated traffic on roads NOT addressed by the DEIS, such as, 
Pulaski Highway, the Sarah Wells Trail, Scotchtown Avenue, and Craigville Road?  
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Response:  The Project study area was determined during the public scoping process. Traffic 
counts were provided for all intersections identified in that document.  Intersections outside of the 
study area were determined to not be relevant to the study by the Lead Agency with input from its 
traffic consultant.  However, as per the adopted scope, any intersection which experienced 100 or 
more additional Project-generated Trips based on the traffic analysis was also included in the 
analysis.  The specific roads mentioned above, did not meet this criteria.   
 
Comment B.216.12: How will a terrorist attack be handled? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.84.6.  
 
Comment B.216.13: The DEIS talked a lot about the animals and insects in that area, but what 
exactly is going to be done to protect their well-being? I demand the Board consider the 
implications of the entire Project and avoid the tunnel vision that many of its proponents exhibit. 
 
Response:  Section III-D, Vegetation and Wildlife discusses several mitigations for the protection 
of identified onsite species and habitat areas. See also, responses to Comments A.38.4 and A.64.4. 
 
 B.217. Sandra Rothenberger, letter dated January 17, 2017 

B.217.1:  Please read the [NYSDEC letter] in its entirety.  This was addressed to Lee Burgus dated 
December 23, 2016….how many of you have received a copy of this? It appears it has a very 
limited distribution list.  It has nine pages contesting the validity, inaccuracies, and omissions of 
LEGOLAND’s DEIS regarding their environmental studies.  The NYSDEC document is quite 
impressive.  The DEIS of LEGOLAND is a joke and I am request it be thrown away immediately.  
How could a Planning Board have accepted the DEIS and say it was ready for public review? Why 
did the Planning Board hold two public hearings when you had this report in hand? The Planning 
Board’s acceptance of the DEIS should be ruled a criminal act.  You must reject this DEIS.  You 
must say no to Merlin/ LEGOLAND/ Goshen is not for sale.   
 
Response:  The referenced letter from the NYSDEC is responded to herein (see Comment B.32 
and associated responses).  Before any agency can receive a copy of a DEIS on which to provide 
comment, the Planning Board must accept it as complete. All required SEQRA time frames and 
procedures have been adhered to in this process. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, the 
remainder of the comment are statements of generalized opposition to the Project that need no 
response.  
 

B.218. Sandra Rothenberger, letter dated January 17, 2017 

Comment B.218.1: NYS has laws and regulations that covers any building project from the 
planning stage to the finished product.  It is evident that Merlin/ LEGOLAND has ignored every 
one of these laws.  Their DEIS is proof of their ignorance of our laws. Merlin/ LEGOLAND must 
be told this is not Windsor, Winter Haven or Carlsbad – This is New York State.  They should not 
be doing any comparison to any of these amusement parks as they constantly do in their DEIS.  
Their DEIS must be thrown away and done again in its entirety using relative, time-sensitive data 
specific to this area. They are comparing irrelevant data and using old studies.   
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Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, statements of generalized opposition to the 
Project need no response. See response to Comment B.37.1.  
 
Comment B.218.2: Refer to the attached article from the NYSDOT about special hauling permits.  
First, sentence specifically states a hauling permit is needed for NYS highways.  LEGOLAND is 
surrounded by highways owned by the NYSDOT. A special hauling permit is needed for each 
vehicle weighing over 18,000 pounds.  Please note that the fee is for one truck making one round 
trip The residents had to interpret LEGOLAND’s DEIS to discover that the amount of fill they 
will be brining on site will take 32,199 trucks.  This number of trucks does not include any 
construction equipment coming into the site. LEGOLAND should be aware of what these costs 
are.  Range? The worse case scenario would be to approve LEGOLAND, they would clear cut the 
property and then discover they cannot proceed because of NYS rules and regulations.  Please 
reject the DEIS and make they submit a proper one.  Better yet, say no to LEGOLAND Amusement 
park.  
 
Response:  Based on the revised grading plan, the site will be balanced and no fill will need to be 
brought to the site.  See response to Comment A.76.3.  Construction activities will comply with 
all applicable state regulations.   
 
 B.219. Sandra Rothenberger, letter dated January 9, 2017 

Comment B.219.1:  Who are you working for? It is clearly evident not for the residents of Goshen.  
The behavior of the board and planning board is appalling, biased and disgusting.  Lee Burgus and 
Doug Bloomfield must resign.  You should be ashamed of yourselves.  You knew about 
LEGOLAND coming to Goshen in 2014.  Yet, you did not release this information to the residents 
until June 2016. And from 2014 until 2016 we knew you had secret meetings, and engaged in close 
door shenanigans to fast track this project in a few months to the approval stage.  When Merlin 
submitted their application on 6/3/2016, before any of the residents knew about LEGOLAND, the 
honorable action for you to have take would have been to say no. No to an amusement park that is 
prohibited in the Comprehensive Plan. Instead you accommodate them by classifying them as a 
Commercial Recreation Facility.  See [a dictionary] description of Commercial Recreation 
Facility.  
 
Response:  The comments that Supervisor Bloomfield and Chairman Bergus knew about this 
Project in 2014 and had secret meetings are false and, in addition, are not appropriate comments 
for the environmental review of the Project.  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only 
substantive comments warrant a response in an FEIS, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified 
impacts, alternatives and mitigations of the Project, or which raise important, new environmental 
issues that were not previously addressed.  Also in accordance with NYSDEC regulations, 
speculative comments or assertions that are not supported by reasonable observations or data need 
no response.  The comment regarding the Town Comprehensive Plan is incorrect. The Town’s 
2009 Comprehensive Plan does not prohibit amusement parks.  The prohibition against 
“amusement parks and circuses” is contained in the Town Zoning Law, which is subject to revision 
at the determination of the Town Board.  Also, see responses to Comments A.16.4, A.1.1, and 
A.24.6. 
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Comment B.219.2:  You have ignored all warnings of lawsuits. Goshen will be sued.  Has Merlin 
agreed to pay the legal fees the residents of Goshen will be burdened with?  
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response in an FEIS, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and 
mitigations of the Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not 
previously addressed. See response to Comment A.10.1. 
 
Comment B.219.3:  Doug Bloomfield and Lee Burgus you have clearly demonstrated you are 
biased and have no concept of this project when you allowed the flawed DEIS to be released to 
the public.  This project is so complex and so big that none of you, even as a group, have the 
background of expertise.  Experts should be making these decisions on such a massive project.   
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, only substantive comments warrant a 
response in an FEIS, i.e., comments that are relevant to identified impacts, alternatives and 
mitigations of the Project, or which raise important, new environmental issues that were not 
previously addressed. The Planning Board, as Lead Agency, is the appropriate agency to determine 
the completeness of the DEIS.  All SEQRA and Town of Goshen site plan review procedures have 
been adhered to. 
 
 B.220. Lynn Allen Cione, letter undated, received by the Town January 17, 2017 

Comment B.220.1: Thank you for your service and for the service of the entire Planning Board to 
the Goshen community, and for your hard work regarding the proposed LEGOLAND project.  As 
you know from my comments at various public hearings I have been an early and ardent supporter 
of this project.  I urge you to approve the LEGOLAND project. LEGOLAND is not just a stellar 
company with a sterling reputation but it is GREAT for Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.220.2:  Goshen is perfect for LEGOLAND.  We are the County Seat.  We are 
historically and culturally positioned to welcome people from all walks of life to our community. 
We do it every day as the place where people come from all over the county and the state to do 
their business.  We have a history of tourism with the Historic Track, the Mile Track, the Hall of 
Fame of the Trotter. We have 3 exits on Route 17. We expect people to come here. This is who 
we are; we welcome people and provide opportunities for them which cannot be found anywhere 
else in Orange County.  Why on Earth would LEGOLAND go anywhere else? 
 
As the county seat, almost 50% of Goshen's property is tax exempt, as you know.  This does not 
include issues of tax certs, expired PILOTS triggering reduced assessments, and other exemptions. 
The only way to ease our tax burden and be able to function and   meet    our future needs is with 
an expanded tax base and another economic engine. We all learned what happens to an 
undiversified economy between the 2008 Recession and the closure of the county building.  I 
believe LEGOLAND will provide a boost to our flagging economy and will be respective of our 
history, environmental sensitivities, and economic requirements. 
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Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.220.3: As the President of the Orange County of Commerce, I cannot stress how 
important these jobs are to Orange County. As a resident and tax payers of Goshen I cannot stress 
how important the jobs are to Goshen, the economic investment is to our economic health, and to 
protect our future.  Slow motion Goshen sounds inviting but we have far too many foreclosures, 
far too few good jobs, far too little ability to pay for our future needs. You are aware of the 
numbers, both in employment and dollar investments, initial investment of $350 million with 
investment reaching $500 million in LEGOLAND's 5th year of operation.  As the former 
Executive Director of the Goshen Chamber of Commerce I know how important it is for our local 
businesses to have foot traffic and a sustained customer base. LEGOLAND will create 500 year- 
round full time, 300 part time, and 500 seasonal positions. Those employees will spend money 
here. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. Responding to the issue of jobs, see the response to Comment 
A.9.1. 
 
Comment B.220.4:  How important is that for our Town to be economically sustainable? Local 
businesses are the backbone of any economy.  We have struggled for far too long.  I firmly support 
LEGOLAND. It is a globally respected company with a tremendous track record of corporate 
responsibility, cultural sensitivity, and environmental sustainability. Merlin Entertainments has 
locations in some of the most diverse cultures in the world and have been able to successfully 
navigate the diverse regulations and expectations imposed by those vastly different regions, 
countries, cities. A smattering includes the US, Western Europe, Turkey, SE Asia, Japan, Dubai, 
Australia, China. I am confident they can manage and will respect the history and culture of 
Goshen as well as the regulatory requirements of Goshen, Orange County, New York State and 
the US federal government. They have been nothing but supportive of our local not for profits and 
have worked tirelessly to be part of our Goshen community. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
Comment B.220.5: I have asked many businesses for letters of support. Most support the 
LEGOLAND project but will not say so publicly because they do not wish reprisals, boycotts, or 
having their business [web] page taken over by those against the project. Therefore I write on their 
behalf. The Orange County Chamber of Commerce has supported this project…I have lived in 
Goshen since 1987 and have been heavily invested in this Town since that time. I have served on 
the Village of Goshen Board from 2002-2008 as a Trustee filling the positions of Water 
Commissioner, Police Commissioner and Deputy Mayor. I served on the Village Zoning Board of 
appeals from 2009 to 2014 and was the Executive Director of the Goshen chamber of Commerce 
from 2008 to 2014 when I accepted my present position as President of the Orange County 
Chamber. This is in addition to many more volunteer activities. My late husband Tom had been 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-728 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Goshen Town Justice from 2000 to 2015 and Village of Goshen Justice from 2000 to 2013. I want 
nothing but the best for Goshen now and for the future. I live here and plan on continuing to live 
here. I am no "hired gun" as has been charged, but stakeholder and involved member of this 
community with a rather unique vantage point.  Thank you for your time and your consideration. 
You have a historic undertaking before you. One which will impact our community and our 
sustainability now and for decades to come. I strongly urge you to support the LEGOLAND NY 
project in Goshen NY. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized support of the Project. 
 
 B.221. Debra Corr, letter dated January 16, 2017 

Comment B.221.1: I want to make it very clear that I consider your laws 5 and 6 to be Spot zoning 
and specifically written line by line for LEGOLAND.  Law No 6 looks like it was specifically 
written by LEGOLAND and for LEGOLAND.  If you are considering your commercial 
recreational overlay different from an amusement, it is not. If you take the amusement park out of 
your commercial overlay you will have a hotel and restaurants. 
 
Response: The proposed rezoning of this land does not legally qualify as improper spot zoning 
for several reasons, including the size of the parcel, concomitant comprehensive plan amendment 
under consideration, and the potential public benefits of the rezoning that have been identified.  
See response to Comment A.24.6. 
 
Comment B.221.2: Section 1 Purpose, Line 5-6 (to develop a strong and balanced economic base 
for the Town and attract tax positive commercial development on tax exempt lands). LEGOLAND 
is not tax positive and is asking for a 30 pilot that would be paying on 48% of there [sic] taxes in 
year 2047 and then in year 31 2048 they want to renegotiate taxes never paying full taxes is there 
goal. You need to do a cost benefit analysis in order to know what this LEGOLAND amusement 
park is going to cost the taxpayers.  
 
Response: This is incorrect. See response to Comment B.63.1. 
 
Comment B.221.3: As for tax exempt lands, the parcels are not tax exempt they have tax 
exemptions on them. The land is currently agricultural and does produce hay that is sold locally 
and that money does benefit the local economy. Also, these parcels are benign to our economic 
base as they are not costing the taxpayers' money because there are no houses or roads to maintain, 
therefore this land does not need extra services. If you bring in houses or commercial development 
it will cost the taxpayers more than the taxes that theatrically would be paid by the commercial 
development. 
 
Response:  This is incorrect.  While two of the parcels receive an agricultural exemption (which 
does not exempt a property from taxes but lowers a parcels assessed value), nine of the parcels 
within the Project Site are fully tax exempt because they are currently town-owned.  
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Comment B.221.4:  Take a long look at the master plan and do a detailed study as to whether or 
not this is spot zoning. The current masterplan took a group of citizens who had expertise and paid 
experts almost 2 years to develop. These laws are not in line with the existing Masterplan which 
was carefully created to protect this sensitive land. Do not change these laws, as they contradict 
the masterplan and will ecologically destroy the Moodna creek watershed, the wetlands and our 
reservoirs.  
 
Response: See response to Comment B.63.1. 
 
Comment B.221.5: There will be irreversible damage done to the neighboring residents and there 
will be a huge loss in value to the homes in the Town of Goshen and Orange County.  No one 
wants to live near or around an amusement park. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, no response is needed to statements of 
generalized opposition. See response to Comment A.2.2.  
 
Comment B.221.6:  Goshen was smart in developing a masterplan to guarantee that we would have 
planned, sensible development. Surrounding towns did not have the foresight to develop a 
masterplan. The surrounding towns are now struggling with over development, lawsuits and they 
are being challenged on their zoning. Chester and Monroe are an example of that.  Goshen is 
unique from the other towns in Orange County due to its historic character and careful protective 
planning. 
 
Response: This is incorrect. The Town of Chester and Town and Village of Monroe all have 
adopted Comprehensive Plans. 
 
 B.222. Marcia Mattheus, letter undated, received by the Town Clerk January 17,  

2017 
 
Comment B.222.1: The magnitude of this project demands that a complete and independently 
verified cumulative impact analysis be provided that does not permit the applicant to parse their 
application into phases.  This cumulative impact must include the waterpark/aquarium; hotel; 
eateries; parking lots; deliveries to the site; maintenance sheds; and the amusement areas. All 
elements of this project, combined, must be analyzed for their cumulative impacts on: water; 
Village of Goshen reservoirs' watershed; protection of the Village of Goshen Critical 
Environmental Area, bordering the Greenhill Reservoir; noise; impacts on property values. 
 
Response: All of the above mentioned aspects of the Proposed Action are considered in the DEIS 
and will be constructed in Phase 1 of the overall development with the exception of the aquarium 
which is discussed in the DEIS but will be constructed as Phase 2 approximately 3 to 5 years after 
initial park opening.  See also, response to Comment A.118.4, regarding the elimination of the 
consideration of a water park as a component of the Proposed Plan. 
 
Comment B.222.2:  The cumulative impacts on traffic are multifold. The entire region will be 
affected, but the Village of Goshen will be most critically impacted. The impacts on our village 
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streets will be financed by the Village of Goshen residents, not LEGOLAND. Thousands of cars 
a day, without relief. These are calculable issues that must be addressed. The applicant's plan is a 
mere band-aid. Combined with Route 17, east and west, (casino, summer camps, and Woodbury 
Common) we will be at a traffic standstill. This application must be made to mitigate these 
cumulative traffic impacts effectively. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3.  
 
Comment B.222.3: The safe yield of the Village of Goshen is at question. The numbers on record 
with agencies that approve the Village of Goshen water supply do not verify the Village Board's 
numbers. I was mayor during the worst drought in 150 years. It is incomprehensible that the 
village, in an emergency, can afford to provide water outside of the Village of Goshen. The 
applicant must prove that the village can provide water to all applications within our village, at 
full build out under our present zoning. Comparisons must be made of the gallons per day at highest 
demand, historically. Those calculations are available.  It would not be responsible to do less. 
 
Response: This is incorrect.  The Village consulting engineer has provided information on the 
Village of Goshen’s NYDEC water takings permit confirming the safe yield of the Village’s water 
supply system (see Appendix G). The Village’s water system has expanded its sources of water 
since you were Mayor. 
 
Comment B.222.4:  By NYDEC permit, the Crystal Run Wells are not permitted to be run at the 
same time, in order to protect the aquifer. The applicant "says" they will try for another well at the 
same site.  Another straw in the same aquifer?  To begin with, it took years to get an approval from 
the DEC; that means lawyers and engineers, and eventually a larger water plant. Who will bare the 
financial burden of developing new wells? The village of Goshen tax payers. 
 
Response: Preliminary investigation of a new well at the Village’s well property is underway.  
Initial pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow 
which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were 
in operation and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were 
monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data 
obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells is 
anticipated. See well testing data provided in Appendix G.  The development of a well is not 
required for the Proposed Project and as such is not part of this SEQR analysis.  See also, response 
to Comment A.113.4, regarding the scope of the SEQR review relative to the proposed Village of 
Goshen water supply well, and Comment B.2.3, regarding the funding of the proposed Village of 
Goshen water supply well. 
 
Comment B.222.5:  The Village of Goshen Historic District and Architectural Design District are 
part of the area impacted by thousands of cars a day. GPS maps will guide backed up traffic onto 
our village streets.  Cumulative impact analysis must be done on the destruction to the character 
of our historic village. The property values of the village residents, who have saved the core of our 
community, will be significantly impacted.  
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Response: See response to Comment A.2.2 regarding impacts to surrounding property values.   
 
Comment B.222.6:  An independent (cost and benefit) fiscal analysis must be completed. If this 
application is approved by the Town of Goshen Planning Board and the Town Board, the citizens 
become financially liable to provide any and all services to LEGOLAND. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.63.1. In addition, the Orange County IDA commissioned 
an independent Economic Impact Review Report prepared by KPMG in February 2017 which 
discusses the revenue which would result from the PILOT agreement (see Appendix K).   
 
Comment B.222.7:  It is imperative that no clearing of the property takes place until, and if, this 
application is completely approved. The impacts on aborted projects that were permitted to be 
cleared are significant. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.90.10.  

Comment B.222.8:  The character of the community, especially an historic community like 
Goshen, must be analyzed. SEQRA demands attention to this quality of life issue. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.19.6. 
 
 B.223. Pramilla Malick, letter undated 

Comment B.223.1: I regret that the Board refused to extend the comment period to allow the public 
an appropriate amount of time to fully evaluate the DEIS for personal, community, and regional 
impacts.  It is shameful that this is being held just before the holidays. Public participation is the 
heart of the integrity of the SEQR process. SEQR directs the lead agency to allow for a minimum 
of 30 days from the date of public release of the DEIS which was not made available on the Town 
1 s website until well after the Thanksgiving Holidays. It is a great disservice to the public as well 
as a violation of your mandate and demonstrates bias in favor of the applicant. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.19.1.  
 
Comment B.223.2: A project of this magnitude will have regional impacts, especially in terms of 
traffic and water affecting many other municipalities. I believe that all of these townships should 
be listed as interested agencies. For eg. The Town of Warwick will undoubtedly see significant 
changes in traffic patterns due to visitors from New Jersey.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.19.2.  
 
Comment B.223.3: Regional impacts coupled with the facts that this is a protected Ag 2 district 
and contains numerous archeological as well as ecological resources, warrant that the NYSDEC 
assume lead agency status, or at the very least be co-lead agency to safeguard these critical 
resources of statewide significance. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.19.3.  
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Comment B.223.4: Glaringly absent in the DEIS is a cumulative impact analysis of LEGOLAND 
along with the CPV Valley Power Plant. Ironically the DEIS identifies 13 other projects but fails 
to mention the elephant in the OC room, CPV. SEQR requires such an analysis. This absence is 
troubling given that CPV recently claimed that LL will depend on it for power. All issues must be 
evaluated through this framework including cumulative impacts on air quality, energy use, traffic, 
endangered species habitat, wetlands, water resources, cultural and archeological resources, and 
finally   impacts on visual resources. If indeed CPV is needed for LEGOLAND the public must be 
made aware of this. If LL does not need CPV it must demonstrate that its power needs can be met 
without CPV and without the powerline upgrades that CPV would   implement. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.19.4. 
 
Comment B.223.5:  I request that the NYS Department of Health be made an involved agency. 
The DEIS asserts that noise levels would be between 46 and 64 Decibels. However, the WHO has 
identified that decibel levels 40 and above are known to cause human health impacts, including 
heart disease, neurological deficits, and learning disabilities. This is just one of several public 
health issues, such as impacts from traffic, this project raises that were NOT identified in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.19.5. 
 
Comment B.223.6: There is no mention of community character in the DEIS pursuant to ECL 8-
0105.6 reaffirmed by caselaw. I once again request that the board hold a referendum and allow 
residents to decide what kind of development they want in their town. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.19.6.  
 
 B.224. Laura Bryson, email dated January 17, 2017 

 
Comment B.224.1: Thank you for considering the consequences to our pristine area as shown in 
[a linked] film.  
 
Response:  It is unclear what the particular comment is and how this relates to the Proposed 
Project. In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to or support of the Project. 
 
 B.225. Sandra Rothenberger, letter dated January 17, 2017 
 
Comment B.225.1: The [referenced, but unnamed] report was shocking and sad to read. This 
should be the defining piece of information for all of you to say no to LEGOLAND. These are the 
threats to the Otterkill Creek. Silt/sediment restricting the water level and flow.  Do you really 
believe that clear cutting and bulldozing 180 acres will not produce silt/sediment that will be in 
the runoff to the creek?  
 
Response:  The total area of site disturbance is 149.9 acres. While no title, source, or date of the 
report was provided, the watershed containing the Project Site was discussed in the DEIS in 
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Section III-G and mapped in the SWPPP.  This section also provides mitigation for such potential 
impacts as increases in impervious surfaces and erosion and sedimentation.   
 
Comment B.225.2: Thermal changes occur when you clear cut 180 acres and remove the natural 
canopy of trees.  When it rains the water hits the heated landscape, percolates through heated 
ground and enters the Otterkill creek as heated water.  Heated water kills the biodiverse ecological 
system.   
 
Response:  This is incorrect. Stormwater experiences increases in temperature when it is held 
above ground in stormwater detention ponds or is otherwise exposed to sunlight.  Sustainable 
stormwater practices which mimic natural conditions, such as those proposed on the Project Site, 
such as bio retention, rain gardens and open swales promote stormwater infiltration which protects 
stormwater from extended sunlight exposure.  
 
Comment B.225.3: Construction. LEGOLAND is not just a little bit of construction but for 2 years 
of 6 days a week, 10 hours a day.  It’s a mega construction project.   
 
Response:  The construction phase of the project is proposed for approximately 2 years.  All 
construction will be consistent with the Town Noise Code (Town Code Chapter 70), construction 
activities will take place Monday through Friday from 8:00AM to 8:00PM and Saturdays from 
9:00AM to 8:00PM.  
 
Comment B.225.4: Habitat modification. LEGOLAND will be paving over and destroying 
wetlands.  Their DEIS used fuzzy math when telling you they will below the NYSDEC limit of 
destruction.  They also did not list all the wetland areas on their plans that are on the property.   
 
Response:  The statement is incorrect that the wetlands on the site will be paved over and 
destroyed. See response to Comment A.49.4.  A wetlands delineation report and a NYSDEC 
signed wetlands map have been provided in Appendix H confirming the delineation. 
 
Comment B.225.5:  We need a full DEC report and analysis done properly.  We expect you to not 
approve the garbage DEIS instead we expect that you do your jobs and demand a full wetland, 
watershed and estuary study.  Once done, it will be evident that the proposed parcels is the wrong 
place for an amusement park with a 6000 car parking next to a threated [sic] estuary of the Hudson 
River.  As stewards of Goshen please honor your oath of office to make decisions in the best 
interest of residents and the environment we all live in.   
 
Response:  The NYSDEC provided a comment letter which has been responded to herein (see 
comment B.32) and has also provided a signed NYSDEC wetlands map (see Appendix H).  The 
total number of parking spaces proposed is 5,634.  The site is located more than 16 miles from the 
nearest bank of the Hudson River, however, as described in Section III-G of the DEIS, the Project 
Site is contained within the Lower Hudson River Watershed which consists of 4,982 square miles 
of land.  Within this watershed there are more than a dozen sub watersheds. 
 
  B.226. Debra Corr, email dated January 17, 2017 
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Comment B.226.1: Please share with the Town Board.  
 
Response:  No attachments or other comments were provided.  No response is warranted.  
  

B.227. John Stein, letter dated December 15, 2016  
 
Comment B.227.1:  First, and foremost, this document totally lacks any discussion of the impact 
this massive Project will have on the quality and health of human life. This oversight alone should 
give all parties pause as to whether The Merlin Corporation really cares about the lives that may 
be adversely affected.  
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.12.4 and A.38.5. 
 
Comment B.227.2: They talk about a traffic study done on Thursday August 18.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.38.2.   
 
Comment B.227.3: They talk about unavoidable disturbances to the surrounding environs due to 
blasting, use of pesticides and herbicides, they admit that wildlife and vegetation will be 
impacted…therefore, an admission of guilt. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.38.3.  
 
Comment B.227.4: They only mention a few species of wildlife that will be negatively impacted 
such as the long-nosed and brown-nosed bat, the Northern bog turtle and certain species of frog. 
What about the other 40 or so other species of wildlife that will be negatively affected? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.38.4.  
 
Comment B.227.5: In 6000 pages of their findings, mostly of which is described as “potential” 
occurrences, or comparisons to parks in California and Florida, there is nothing about the impact 
on human life while under construction and then afterwards. They have not done one iota of 
research on people living in the area who might be suffering from asthmatic and / other lung related 
conditions that would very likely be exacerbated by an overwhelming increase of vehicular (cars 
and buses) exhaustion and toxic fumes, due to an overwhelming increase in traffic and congestion. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.38.5. 
 
Comment B.227.6: The unsettling affects from “blasting”, bulldozing acres and acres of dust and 
soil, the constant drive-by of trucks will not only increase the amount of poisons released into the 
air, but will cause an increase in noise pollution. Has Merlin done any humane research of the 
people living at Glen Arden and how their lives would be adversely affected by the constant traffic, 
noise, release of pollutants, etc.?  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.38.6.  
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Comment B.227.7: Shouldn't human life be a leading issue in any environmental impact statement? 
Nothing from the first, and/ or the accepted, second DEIS, from Merlin speaks to this. For this 
reason alone, the DEIS should not have been accepted. Merlin cannot give any assurances that 
human lives will not be negatively affected, or that their health can, and most certainly, will be 
affected. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.38.5. 
 
Comment B.227.8: Traffic remediation is a joke. What is different in this document than that first, 
and failed, DEIS? Nothing! You, the planning board, gave the public less than a month to read, 
contemplate and respond over 6000 pages of potential assertions, comparisons and denials. Did 
any of the planning/ town board members actually do due diligence and actually read this whole 
document word for word?  
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.60.6.  
 
Comment B.227.9:  Their whole discussion of mediation (sic)is limited to the area of Rtes 17 and 
17M around exits 124 and 125. And they seem to base their study on some research based to traffic 
counters performed on Thursday August 18, 2016. A Thursday is way different than a Friday, or 
Sunday, when traffic is unbearable. And also, their research was done pre LEGOLAND. No one, 
not even the best experts in the world can predict just what the extent of traffic will be once 
LEGOLAND is built. They use comparative study of the parks in Florida and California. That is 
ridiculous and absurd! This is tranquil Goshen! What Goshen will become if this monstrous project 
goes through is another story. Again, no discussion of Rt 17 and 17M from Monroe to Middletown, 
and beyond. Traffic will be affected on all roadways surrounding the Project, not just roads that 
lead to specifically into LEGOLAND. Of course, their only concerns are the roads that lead 
specifically into their park. How neighborly! 
 
Response: See responses to Comments B.60.7 and A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.227.10: The only solutions they seem to have come up with are signage, new traffic 
signals, and widening of a few roads in and around South Street and Harriman Drive. Of course, 
their main contention is that there is already traffic on these roads. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment B.227.11: How many roads and lanes will have to be shut down during the two year 
construction phase? 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.60.9. 
 
Comment B.227.12: With the prediction of 1- 2 million people/year visiting the park, there has to 
be some thought as to the “potential” for a rise in crime that could impact the town and village of 
Goshen. As well as surrounding areas. Can anyone be 100 percent sure that it won’t?  Therefore, 
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just the possibility alone will require an increase of the police force in the town and village of 
Goshen. Who will pay for the increase? 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.60.10.  
 
Comment B.227.13: Merlin only seems to be interested in what happens in their own borders, and 
not in any possible adverse circumstances and/ or bearding that their park will have on the 
surrounding areas. Though they say they want to be good neighbors...they are anything 
but....starting with the rush to pass this DEIS through and the use of underhanded tactics to cajole 
the planning and town board, IDA and other organizations to go along. 
 
Response:  In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.227.14: To those union workers...no one on either side, particularly the opponents of 
LEGOLAND are making attempts to stop you from getting a job....rather, we are supportive of 
your needs, but not here in Goshen. Let's not destroy the beauty and serenity of Goshen. 
 
Response: In accordance with NYSDEC guidelines, there is no need to respond to statements of 
generalized opposition to the Project. 
 
Comment B.227.15: They makes claims as to how many jobs will be created, both temporary 
(construction), permanent and part-time, but did you notice they cannot, or will not, divulge the 
salary they will be paying to employees...they are very secretive to this fact and admit to being 
so...that they don't have to divulge any salaries. That's not right...so, once they are not being honest 
in their desire to be good neighbors. 
 
Response: See response to Comment B.2.101. 
 
Comment B.227.16: The horrendous financial agreement...this 500 billion dollar company will 
only agree to 1.3 million dollars to Goshen and 1 million/ year to Goshen schools. The annual 
school budget is $38,000,000 plus or minus....What's wrong with this picture? They will make 
close to one or two billion dollars a year with all the charges the public will be paying...from food, 
to parking to admission and more. 
 
Response: See response to Comment A.5.1. 
 

B.228. Jeffery Anzevino, Scenic Hudson, letter dated January 9, 2017  

Comment B.228.1: The DEIS (page 5) indicates that the project will provide significant economic 
benefit to the Town of Goshen and surrounding area by, among other things, creating 500 full-
time jobs, 300 part -time jobs, 500 seasonal jobs, and 800 construction jobs.  The DEIS also states 
that the project would result in the disturbance of 153 acres of the 523-acre site.  Of these, 103 
acres of land would be converted to impervious surfaces, such as rooftops, roadways, parking 
areas, and sidewalks.  The site is on the Otter Kill, which flows to the Moodna Creek, an important 
tributary of the Hudson River.  Since most of the site is currently undeveloped, committing nearly 
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103 acres of impervious surfaces would likely have an adverse impact on surface water resources 
and could result in flooding and other impacts.   
 
Response: The potential for flooding and other impacts on surface water resources is 
acknowledged in the DEIS.  Based on the revised layout, 73.58 acres of impervious surfaces will 
be created which equates to a development coverage on the site of 14.5%.  No development is 
proposed within the floodplain and wetlands will continue to provide flood control as they 
currently do. A minimum 100-foot undisturbed vegetated buffer is provided around the Otter Kill 
and the surrounding NYSDEC wetland areas.  A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
has been prepared to mitigate both water quantity and water quality impacts on both a short term 
and permanent basis at the site.  An extensive planting plan including over 5,000 trees will also 
mitigate stormwater impacts.   
 
Comment B.228.2: Section III.E.2 (page 56) indicates that the project’s water usage would average 
176,438 gallon/day with a peak usage at 255,394 gallon/day.  The DEIS does not propose water 
conservation measures or other ways that water could be reused. Given the amount of water 
consumption anticipated at the project, Scenic Hudson recommends that water conservation and 
reuse should be employed at the facility to mitigate against community impacts during future 
drought conditions. 
 
Response:  Water in the Heartlake fountain and similar water features will be recycled. Water 
saving fixtures will be used throughout the park as required by the NYS Health Department.  The 
use of native plants in site landscaping also reduces the amount of water necessary for irrigation.  
 
Comment B.228.3:  Section III.E.3 (page 68-72) describes proposed stormwater management 
practices as meeting NYSDEC requirements.  While the proposed design meets minimum 
requirements, given the extensive amount of impervious surfaces proposed on the site- particularly 
5,634 parking spaces – and the site’s proximity to the Otter Kill, we would hope the project sponsor 
would use the site as an opportunity to employ state-of-the-art stormwater management.  For 
example, perhaps the porous pavers could be expanded beyond “pedestrian areas in the theme 
park” to also include overflow parking areas and some of the access roads could be designed as 
green streets. The DEIS makes no mention of more cutting edge low impact design solutions such 
as rain gardens or green roofs.  As we indicated in our scoping comments, these techniques are 
described in Chapter 4 of Revitalizing Hudson Riverfronts (pages 59-63)… in addition the USEPA 
provides extensive guidance on this subject. 
 
Response:  As part of the revisions to the Proposed Project since the submitted DEIS, a parking 
deck is proposed on the site to reduce the total amount of surface parking, the main guest parking 
area has been reduced by 0.394 acres and the access road has been reduced in width along the 
southern edge of the parking area from 50 feet to 37.5 feet to reduce the amount of impervious 
surfaces. Plantings are proposed on the center median of the main access boulevard and in parking 
lot islands to absorb stormwater in those areas in addition to the more than 5,000 trees total planted 
on the site.   A rain garden, multiple bio-retention areas and vegetated swales are proposed as part 
of the stormwater management design, all of which measures meet or exceed NYSDEC 
requirements.  
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Comment B.228.4:  Figure III-7 (surface water resources) appears to be missing the hatching 
necessary to understand the location of the state and federal wetlands.  It would also be helpful if 
the Otter Kill was marked on this map.   
 
Response:  Sheet 2 of the plan set shows existing conditions and provides both hatching and a 
chart showing jurisdiction of wetlands.  
 
Comment B.228.5:  It appears that by comparing Figure II-3 (Project Layout) and Figure II-7 that 
the hotel, hotel guest parking lot and other portions of the LEGOLAND theme park infringe within 
the 100-foot wetland buffer.  Scenic Hudson recommends a wider buffer to the federal wetland 
area (presumably this is the Otter Kill) that will run along the east side of the park. 
 
Response:  Based on this and similar comments, the proposed hotel has been relocated on the 
Project Site further west, and away from the wetland areas. 
 
Comment B.228.6:  The DEIS is not clear as to which open spaces areas will be manicured lawn 
and which will be left in their natural state.  Scenic Hudson generally recommends minimizing 
manicured lawn area, in favor of leaving more areas with current vegetation.  A map should be 
provided that indicates the location and amount of natural open space and manicured lawn.   
 
Response:  Based on the revised layout, total disturbance of the site is projected to be 
approximately 149.9 acres with approximately 73.58 acres to remain impervious post-
construction.  Areas which are disturbed during construction, but are not developed with buildings, 
roads or other paved surfaces will be planted with an extensive planting plan which includes over 
5,000 trees. This 76.32 acre non-impervious area has been referred to as “manicured lawn or 
landscaping”.  An additional 357.53 acres will remain completely undisturbed on the site.  The 
limits of disturbance are shown on the erosion and sediment control plans (sheets 20-22 of the plan 
set) and the planting plans show areas to be landscaped (L141-L147s of the plan set).  
 
Comment B.228.7:  Section III-D (pages 45-46) proposes mitigation of impacts to Indiana Bats 
and Long-eared bats by clearing trees during times of the year when bats are not present. While 
this may prevent harm to the bats, it will not mitigate the loss of the roost trees necessary for their 
habitat.  As a result this provides only partial mitigation.  Scenic Hudson suggests that the applicant 
should avoid to the greatest extent possible the clearing of trees and disturbance of forested areas 
that provide potential bat roosting habitat.   
 
Response:  The area of disturbance is the tightest possible for the development and grading of the 
Project and allows for 250 acres of forest to remain on the site post-construction.   In order to 
further mitigate for the loss of potential roost trees, the Project Sponsor has incorporated trees into 
the planting plan which are favorable for bat roosting including shagbark hickory trees in and along 
the periphery of wetland areas.  
 



LEGOLAND New York Final Environmental Impact Statement II-739 
Town of Goshen, New York  
 
 

Comment B.228.8: Section III-D (page 50) describes potential impacts on the small whorled 
pogonia.  Based on our review of this section, it is not clear that the consultants conducted a habitat 
assessment (nor a survey based on the habitat findings) specifically for this species.  
 
Response:  During the June site investigation, when small-whorled pogonia stalks, leaves or 
flowers would have been visible, none of the flowers were identified on the site. Although USFWS 
identified small-whorled pogonia as potentially occurring in Orange County, based on available 
literature, the State of New York has only one known population of the federally protected plant 
species and it is not found in the vicinity of the Site.   This species was not identified on the Project 
Site and it is the opinion of the botanist that this species does not occur on the site.   Therefore, no 
additional field habitat assessment for small whorled pogonia was conducted.  
 
Comment B.228.9: Scenic Hudson recommended in our scoping comments that a connection be 
considered between the proposed project and a new bicycle/pedestrian bridge over Route 17 to the 
Orange Heritage Trailway. The trailway is over 12.2 miles long and runs from Monroe west to a 
point between Goshen and Middletown. It is expected that in the future the trail will be extended 
to Middletown. The DEIS states that it is possible that some employees might commute by bicycle 
via the trailway, however the DEIS does not discuss the possibility, cost, or benefit of the above- 
mentioned bridge. This information should be provided. 
 
Response:   The potential for a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over Route 17 was discussed as an 
alternative in the traffic study in the DEIS as mitigation for the removal of sidewalks on South 
Street as a result of widening that road as previously proposed.  However, based on the revised 
traffic mitigation plan which will relocate and reconfigure Route 17 Exit 125 to provide a direct 
connection to Harriman Drive, South Street will no longer need to be widened and sidewalks on 
this road will remain available to provide pedestrian/ bicycle connection from Harriman Drive to 
the South Street Heritage Trail crossing.  In addition, as shown in Exhibits 2, 3 and 4 in Appendix 
M of the traffic study the Project Sponsor will be making several improvements at each of the trail 
crossings including restriping, and new signage. It is believed some employees may commute by 
bicycle from the Heritage Trail to the Project Site via South Street and Harriman Drive.  Shoulders 
on Harriman Drive and onto the main access driveway will provide the ability for shared 
pedestrian/bicycle use. Bicycle racks are to be provided in the back-of-house area and at the main 
gate to facilitate and encourage this practice.  
 
Comment B.228.10: The DEIS recommends (Section 111-H, pages 91-95) improvements to 
trailway crossings at Duck Farm Road, South Street, and Old Chester Road and improvements to 
other local roads connecting the trailway to the project site. Our review of these local road 
improvements finds the only ones that relate to bicycle/pedestrian access is "Modify the South 
Street Bridge structure to accommodate an additional lane by widening and reconstructing the 
sidewalk to be on one side of the bridge to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians," signal timing 
improvements, and upgraded shoulders on South Street. Scenic Hudson recommends that, as per 
New York State's Complete Street Act of 2011, all roadway improvements between the project 
site and the Orange Heritage Trailway should be improved with full bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities. This is especially important in light of the fact that the DEIS states that some employees 
may bike to work on the Orange Heritage Trailway. 
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Response:  See response to Comment B.228.9. 
 
Comment B.228.11: The DEIS (Section VI, page 167) indicates that the project will likely 
consume 724,624 kWh per month with a peak summer usage of 1,003,755 kWh per month. This, 
combined with an anticipated 2.2 million visitors annually arriving by car, and the loss of 96 acres 
of carbon sequestering trees will have an impact on the energy use and increase the region's carbon 
footprint.  Aside from the statement "Solar technology will be used to supplement traditional 
electric power on the site" and proposing alternate-fueled vehicles by staff and emergency services, 
the DEIS provides little detail or commitment to using renewable energy.  The decision to not 
pursue LEED certification for its hotel or office building is a missed opportunity to offset some of 
these project impacts and should be reconsidered. The DEIS indicates that LEGOLAND’s Winter 
[Haven] Park (Florida) offers two electric vehicle charging stations for guests, however, no such 
commitment is made at the proposed facility in Goshen. 
 
Response: LEGOLAND parks operate a sustainability program which consists of recycling 
material such as cardboard, office paper, traffic cones, cooking oils, motor oil, light bulbs, shrink 
wrap, scrap metal, pallets, LEGO brick, foam brick, plastics (grades 1-7) and batteries.  Within the 
park and hotel, recycling receptacles will be placed next to trash receptacles to encourage guests 
to also recycle.  High-density polyethylene (HDPE) plastics such as food and beverages containers, 
are recycled into benches and trash receptacles. Green waste such as landscaping trimmings, are 
mulched for reuse on site and restaurants offer reusable plates and utensils for dinning on premises, 
the Project also incorporates several sustainable stormwater management practices which all aid 
in the reduction of the site’s carbon footprint.  A similar sustainability program implemented at 
LEGOLAND Florida Resort resulted in being recognized as the 2016 Environmental Champion, 
in Polk County, by Keep Polk County Beautiful, Inc. at their 20th annual awards ceremony for 
leading the way in environmental efforts amongst fellow nonprofit organizations, businesses, 
municipalities, and communities.  LEGOLAND Florida Resort now utilizes 20 recycling 
streamlining methods which resulted in increasing the landfill diversion rate by 15% over the 
previous year. Such methods will be incorporated into the Proposed Action.  LEGOLAND Florida 
Resort also operates an Energy Conservation Program which managed to save an energy 
consumption equivalent to 21 homes’ electricity use for one year over its last operating year and 
they also installed an electric or hybrid vehicle charging station in front of the LEGOLAND Hotel. 
The DEIS states on page 155, “Electric vehicle charging stations are proposed in the parking area 
to encourage use of low, or zero emission vehicles as is currently provided at other parks.”  
 
Comment B.228.12: Section III-K does not discuss the project's consistency with New York State's 
Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act or Complete Streets Act. The Smart Growth Act is 
intended to minimize the unnecessary cost of sprawl development and requires State infrastructure 
agencies to ensure public infrastructure projects undergo a consistency evaluation using the eleven 
Smart Growth criteria specified in the Act. Smart Growth Advisory Committees established at 
State agencies and public authorities that approve or fund infrastructure projects related to 
LEGOLAND must produce Smart Growth Impact Statements for the project. The Complete 
Streets Act requires state, county and local agencies to consider the convenience and mobility of 
all users when developing transportation projects that receive state and federal funding. 
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Response: A discussion of consistency with New York State’s Smart Growth Policy was not 
required in the approved scope.  Consistency with this policy is only required in connection with 
the use of state funds.  The applicant provided such a discussion to the state as required with its 
Consolidated Funding Application.   
 
The Complete Streets Act applies to road improvement projects that are either (1) undertaken by 
the NYSDOT or (2) overseen by the NYSDOT and receive both federal and state funding.  The 
Project Sponsor has not requested any federal funding for the Project, and as such the Complete 
Streets Act does not apply.  If the Complete Streets Act were to apply to the Project, then the 
NYSDOT and the Town of Goshen Planning Board, as SEQR lead agency, may consider the 
convenient access and mobility on the road network by all users of all ages. 
 
That said, the Proposed Project does include consideration of various elements consistent with the 
Complete Streets Act, such as the revised traffic improvement plan which, among other things, 
maintains pedestrian and bicycle access on the South Street Bridge, and also provides 
improvements at certain Heritage Trail crossings. 
 
Comment B.228.13: Scenic Hudson appreciates that the DEIS includes a "Green/Sustainable 
Alternative" (Section V- D (page 164) as we suggested in our July 21st scoping comments. 
However, the DEIS devotes just three short paragraphs to describing such an alternative and 
provides no serious assessment of these benefits.  For example, solar panels are discounted because 
they "would be expected to have visual impacts greater than what is expected for the Proposed 
Project," but no analysis is provided of viewsheds or locations for ground, or roof-mounted solar 
facilities.  We point this out because as Lead Agency in this SEQRA review, the Planning Board 
has a statutory duty to choose from amongst all available alternatives and mitigate impacts to the 
greatest extent practicable. 
 
Response: While solar panels could reduce traditional energy consumption at the site, the Project 
Sponsor determined that a large-scale solar array is not feasible at the Project Site.  In the case of 
solar project in Winter Haven, the panels were provided by the utility company.  Small-scale solar 
panels are proposed on several of the rides including “Driving School” and “Boating School”. 
Many sustainable measures are incorporated into the Proposed Project instead of being considered 
as an ‘Alternative’. See response to Comment B.228.11.  
 
 

END OF WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES  
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C.  Planning Board Member Comments  
The following comments were made by Planning Board members at the Planning Board meeting 
on January 5, 2017.  
 
C.1. Member Gawronski: Generally, the sand and gravel aquifers are recharging the bedrock 
aquifers. I would just ask if you could somehow, when you're reviewing the Applicant's data or 
the data from the hydrogeologist doing the well, doing that, perhaps you could provide something 
for our Board that sort of delineates the bedrock aquifers and, you know, which sand and gravel 
aquifers are recharging what bedrock aquifers so we can sort of see a big picture view, some other 
concerns – we might be looking at, you know, drinking out of, you know, two straws from the 
same cup and I just want to make sure that we're not doing that and we're not going to deplete our 
resources in the village or in the town by over pumping over here.  
 
Response: The map below, prepared by the Orange County Water Authority shows the various 
aquifers in Orange County.  The green color represents “sand and gravel at land surface, above 
water table” and the yellow color represents “clay with no sand and gravel at land surface, below 
water table”.  The aquifer which underlies the Village of Goshen well site (noted with an ‘x’) is 
on the north side of the Wallkill River, approximately 4.6 miles from the Project Site and does not 
extend into Goshen.  The Village of Goshen has reported that the present wells being utilized by 
the Village of Goshen to supplement their reservoir water source have sufficient water to satisfy 
all of the Village’s present needs, and build-out of the Village, under drought conditions.  The 
additional well referenced in the comment is not needed to satisfy the water demands of 
LEGOLAND.  However, the Village may explore the option of an additional well to further 
supplement its system, subject to any SEQRA review as the impact of such a new well.  That 
analysis is not part of this Application. 
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Comment C.2 Member Pirraglia: On the estimates for the consumption of the facility that Merlin 
is proposing, they're using estimates based on their facility in England, and it could be quite 
different from water usage of a facility in the United States. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment B.5.4. 
 
Comment C.3. Member Pirraglia: Just using common math and common sense, just saying 
comparing it to the facility in California might be a little more appropriate, even though the 
visitation might be different, the number of people attending might be different, the usage per 
person, the average use per person could be a little more accurate than comparing something to in 
the UK. 
 
Response: Water use at LEGOLAND California would exceed the usage at the Proposed Project 
due to both the water park that is located at that park and the fact that it is a year-round park.  See 
response to Comment B.5.4. 
 

4.6mi 
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Comment C.4. Member Pirraglia: Was there any analysis done on actually replacing the South 
Street bridge, rather than using the existing structure and modifying it separate from the,  "flyover" 
to actually replace the South Street bridge with another bridge in the same location.   
 
Response: No. In consultation with the DOT and FHWA the Applicant has focused most on the 
construction of a new bridge and relocated Exit 125. If a replacement bridge for the South Street 
bridge were to be proposed it would not address the SEQRA impact of having a majority of the 
vehicles close to the Village of Goshen. Based on the revised traffic mitigation plan, which 
includes the relocation and reconfiguration of Exit 125 and construction of a new bridge over NYS 
Route 17, the traffic on local roads is projected to be significantly reduced as compared to the 
South Street bridge path.  See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment C.5. Member Pirraglia: That [bridge] would meet the needs of the traffic?  
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.4. 
 
Comment C.6. Member Pirraglia:  I personally have a lot of concerns about the suggested 
modifications to that South Street bridge and with regards to moving a sidewalk and using 
shoulders for actual travel lanes and things of that nature, because, shoulders are there for a reason, 
sidewalks are there for a reason. They were suggesting removing them and I had concerns around 
that. So my main idea was, rather than modify the existing structure, why wouldn't they suggest 
[replacement]. It’s not going to meet their needs.  
 
Response: See response to Comment C.4. 
 
Comment C.7. Member Gawronski: I think we need to look at some incoming traffic from 
surrounding areas, other than from the south, you know, specifically from the north and the west, 
but I detail that in some written comments. 
 
Response:  As shown on Figures No. 34 through 35-DB as well as 34R through 35R-B contained 
in Appendix B of the Traffic Impact Study, approximately 66.5% of the traffic generated by 
LEGOLAND is anticipated to arrive from the east along Route 17 while approximately 20% of 
the traffic will arrive from the west including traffic from I-84 eastbound and westbound. The 
remaining 13.5% is anticipated to arrive from more local areas north of the site and/or south of the 
site including areas in northern New Jersey. These percentages were derived based on a 
combination of information from LEGOLAND on their anticipated market areas as well as from 
the Gravity Model conducted for the traffic study which is summarized in Tables GM-1 and GM-
2 contained in Appendix K of the Traffic Impact Study. Thus the traffic analysis accounts for 
traffic approaching from all directions including north and west of the site. 
 
Comment C.8: Member Gawronski: The South Street bridge, if it is modified and those sidewalks 
are removed, just in consideration, the Applicant looked at possibly making sure it's still viable for 
handicap or elderly, being that you have the two schools -- I mean, the school and the old age 
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homes nearby, if that's going to be modified and you are going to do that, just make sure that it's 
modified with, you know, handicapped in mind. 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.4. 
 
Comment C.9. Chairman Bergus: Also, I think what's important, too, regardless of which 
improvements are made on the roadway, either what was proposed in the DEIS or the new concepts 
that are being discussed as far as an alternative overpass or flyway or improvements to the existing 
bridge or construction of a flyover, that some sort of time schedule is tied to it.  We know how the 
State sometimes is with some of their Projects and how they get dragged out, we want to make 
sure that these improvements are done in a timely manner consistent with the opening of the park. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has committed to overseeing the design and approval process for 
the off-site road improvements, and has further committed to complete the reconfiguration of Exit 
125, with the associated bridge and entering roadways, prior to the park opening.  Furthermore, 
the Project Sponsor has committed to obtain all require permits for, construct and finance the traffic 
improvements related to the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project.  
The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of 
the Exit 125 improvements, which resolves one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the 
conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New 
York State with this future conversion.  The conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal 
funding contributions for the future operation and maintenance of Interstate-86. Owing to these 
Project Sponsor commitments, no further SEQRA analysis is needed as to potential impacts if 
these off-site improvements are not completed prior to the park opening. To ensure this result, any 
Resolution of Approval for the project shall include a condition requiring that these off-site 
improvements must be completed and operational prior to the opening of the park to the public. 
 
Comment C.10. Member Dropkin: The trip generation for LEGOLAND ranges depending on the 
day of the week. However, the highest hour of entering or exiting traffic is approximately 1500 
vehicles per hour, as indicated in Table SGT3, the peak daily traffic generation is in the order of 
4500 to 5,000 entering vehicles over the course of the day with a peak hour generation of 
approximately 1500 entering trips, based on the proposed operation. Is that something that you 
would concur with? 
 
Response: This data is stated on page 85 (Section III-H) of the DEIS and is confirmed in the 
revised Traffic Impact Study.  
 
Comment C.11. Member Dropkin: Just for the record, on Page 16 of 38, they state that the Heritage 
Trail Crossing by Duck Pond Road is 55 feet north of 17M, it's actually about 15 feet, I would 
imagine it's just a typo. 
 
Response: The distance from Route 17M to the Duck Farm Road/Heritage Trail crossing ranges 
from approximately 48 to 55 feet, depending upon where along Duck Farm Road the measurement 
is performed.  The Project Sponsor has proposed substantial safety improvements for this location, 
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even though the amount of traffic travelling along Duck Farm Road is not anticipated to increase 
due to the Proposed Project.  The Project Sponsor is proposing to install rapid flash beacons 
(RFBs), new striping, signing, a section of guide rail, and vegetative clearing within the right-of-
way to improve visibility for both bicyclists and for vehicles turning from Route 17M.  See Exhibit 
3 of the Traffic Study. 
 
Comment C.12. Member Dropkin: On page 18 of the Maser report, they state under F, "Summary 
of existing traffic operating conditions." The key phrase here is that the expected queues exceed 
available storage lengths, and this is a reference to tables Numbers 1 through 9 in their appendices. 
What does that mean?  
 
Response: The referenced quote means that the calculation in the modeling shows that stacking 
could have exceeded the capacity of the left-turn storage lane, which could cause traffic to back 
up in adjacent lanes if left unmitigated.  This comment relates to the DEIS traffic improvement 
plan, which has now been revised, and instead provides for the relocation of Exit 125. It should be 
noted that under the proposed improvement scenario no significant queuing beyond available 
storage lengths is anticipated at any locations, except during the limited number of days noted in 
the Peak Summer Sunday Afternoon Period, during which time period traffic on Route 17 
eastbound currently diverts to Route 17M to avoid existing delays. 
 
Comment C.13. Member Dropkin: But if, in fact, Exit 125 west were to close, as is currently 
contemplated in the conversion from a State roadway to a Federal roadway.  If Exit 124 were to 
be moved a little further eastward and the traffic were to be what they're anticipating it to be, would 
there be -- do you think it is probable, likely, not likely that we could face a scenario where folks 
coming to LEGOLAND would get off the new 124 west exit…is it likely there would be a scenario 
where the cars would be so queued up or stacked up that they would be either: Number 1, on the 
17 main line; and Number 2, would they be stacked up on South Street beyond the intersection of 
17M, North Connector Road and that -- and South Street? 
 
Response:  Based on the revised traffic mitigation plan, which includes the relocation and 
reconfiguration of Exit 125 and construction of a new bridge over NYS Route 17 which will 
provide a direct connection to Harriman Drive from the highway, the traffic on local roads is 
projected to be significantly reduced. An updated traffic study provides a full analysis of these 
improvements as they relate to the Proposed Project. This study is included as Appendix E in the 
FEIS. 
 
Comment C.14. Member Dropkin: They are assuming a background growth rate of 1% per year in 
the natural growth of traffic.  Is that something you concur with?  
 
Response:  This is a standard assumption which is added to the traffic volumes representing the 
various other Proposed Projects which were required to be studied as part of the Adopted Scope 
to formulate the ‘No-Build’ scenario. In addition, the NYSDOT in their letter dated October 26, 
2016 confirmed the use of a 1.0% per year growth rate for projecting the existing traffic volumes 
to the Project design year. Further discussion on the growth rate and the inclusion of traffic 



II-747 
 

associated with other developments that will attribute traffic to study area intersections can be 
found in Section III.A.1 of the Traffic Impact Study contained in Appendix E of this FEIS.  
 
Comment C.15. Member Dropkin: Given that on Page 21 it says, "It should be noted that the 
increases in traffic, as a result of these background developments," the Montreign and the other 
developments results in the total background increases on New York State Route 17 on between 
18 and 46 percent over the existing volumes, depending upon time period being considered.   So 
the natural 1 percent year-over-year growth…but if we add in all of these other new developments, 
they saying that the increase in traffic can be between 18 and 46 percent? 
 
Response: This is accurate.  The traffic analysis had included the full development for the 
Montreign Casino site based upon its FEIS traffic projections contained in Table II-29 of that FEIS.  
Any reduction in those volumes due to less dense development of that site would result in improved 
operations from those analyzed in the FEIS.  It should also be noted that in accommodating the 
30-year traffic projections required by the NYSDOT, the project studied the potential for the full 
buildout of the Casino.  As part of the NYSDOT Highway Work Permit process, any adjustments 
to these volumes will be made if required by the NYSDOT.  These reductions would primarily 
affect the Route 17 Mainline and do not impact any localized intersection improvements for the 
LEGOLAND project. 
 
Comment C.16. Member Lupinski: When you get to South Street and you turn on Harriman Drive 
between South Street and the proposed roundabout, that is extremely narrow, there is no place on 
the north side of that road where 17 is to extend it, you would have to go on the BOCES side.  Do 
we have an easement that we can go over on to that property or would we have to buy something 
or we're just thinking that it's fine the way it is? 
 
Response:  Harriman Drive is no longer proposed to be widened at the referenced location, as a 
result of the revised traffic improvement plan.  Under the preferred alternative, no improvements 
are proposed along Harriman Drive between South Street and the existing Exit 125 eastbound 
on/off ramps.  The amount of additional traffic projected during the Typical Weekday AM and 
PM hours when schools are in session is expected to be a total for both directions of approximately 
150 vehicles per hour along this section of roadway.  These traffic volumes can be accommodated 
without improvements to this roadway.  Furthermore, the section of Harriman Drive in the vicinity 
of BOCES will be monitored as part of the Post-Implementation study to confirm the proposed 
traffic volume projections of the LEGOLAND project. 
 
Comment C.17. Member Baker: I’m looking at the service levels of the roads. which I'm assuming 
they relate to flow and density, and they seem to be, I guess, at worst a D, but typically between A 
and C, which would relate to flow; right? Am I reading that right? 
 
Response: Level of Service (LOS) can be characterized for the entire intersection, each 
intersection approach, and each lane group. Control delay alone is used to characterize LOS for 
the entire intersection or an approach. Control delay and volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio are used to 
characterize LOS for a lane group. Delay quantifies the increase in travel time due to traffic signal 
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control. It is also a measure of driver discomfort and fuel consumption. The volume-to capacity 
ratio quantifies the degree to which a phase’s capacity is utilized by a lane group. A breakdown of 
Level of Service for each rating ‘A’ through ‘F’ is provided in Appendix C of the Traffic Impact 
Study.   
 
Comment C.18. Member Baker: At a lot of intersections, I see accident data that's greater than the 
average, even though the roads seem to be categorized as flowing with their design intent. What 
kind of analysis can be done, does need to be done to see if any of the improvements will not only 
increase flow or regulate flow or improve flow, but will cut down on some of these accident 
numbers? Is this something that would need to be done through the Applicant via traffic modeling 
based on what the expected flow on the new conditions would be after construction? 
 
Response:  See response to Comments A.112.6 and B.3.77. 
 
Comment C.19. Member Dropkin:  For the record, Winter Haven has a lower number of entering 
and exiting vehicles.  
 
Response: This statement is correct. Based on attendance numbers, the Traffic Impact Study and 
traffic volume projections are based on LEGOLAND California which has higher annual 
attendance and associated vehicular trips.  For example in 2015, attendance at LLFR was 
1,579,815 while LLCR attendance was 2,940,031.  A comparison of LLCR and LLFR annual 
attendance for 2012 through 2015 is provided on page 28 of the traffic study.  LEGOLAND 
Windsor attendance was also reviewed.  While LEGOLAND Windsor is only open on a seasonal 
basis, similar to the proposed facility, the range of peak daily attendance is comparable to LLCR.  
 
Comment C.19. Member Dropkin: So on Page 37 -- 27, lane groups where available storage is 
exceeded by the 95th percentile queue lanes highlighted. Again, just clarify for me, so you have a 
queue of, let's say, a hundred feet, you have a length of turning lane of a hundred feet, is this saying 
that 95 percent of the time that queue length is exceeded, that stacking exceeds that length of 
roadway? 
 
Response: This is an accurate understanding of the findings from the previous report.  The traffic 
mitigation has been revised and resulting Levels of Service and queues are provided in the updated 
Traffic Impact Study in Appendix E.   
 
Comment C.20. Chairman Bergus: BOCES has indicated that they're looking to expand and grow 
their student population, I don't know if there's been any discussions on whether that impacts peak 
hours, you know, as far as the age of the children or students, if that's going to shift? 
 
Response:  While the traffic analysis took existing bussing patterns and peak times into account, 
no additional information was provided from BOCES on any changes in peak bussing times due 
to planned expansions. Any traffic impacts resulting from a proposed expansion of the Arden Hill 
campus would be required to be studied by BOCES, as necessary, and mitigated.  The revised 
traffic improvement plan, which includes the relocation of Exit 125, reduces traffic impacts to the 
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BOCES Arden Hill campus. Furthermore, the section of Harriman Drive in the vicinity of BOCES 
will be monitored as part of the Post-Implementation study to confirm the proposed traffic volume 
projections of the LEGOLAND project. 
 
Comment C.21. Chairman Bergus: Also, the report didn't indicate specifically what those peak 
hours were, it just addressed peak hours as a lump sum category. 
 
Response:  The peak bussing times at BOCES were generally found to occur from 7:30 AM to 
8:30 AM which also coincides with the peak hour of commuter traffic along Harriman Drive in 
the area of BOCES. However, this does not coincide with the anticipated peak hour of 
LEGOLAND traffic which is expected to occur between 10:00 AM and 11:00 AM.  The peak PM 
hour bussing times occur at BOCES generally between 2:00PM and 3:00PM, which is prior to the 
commuter and LEGOLAND peak hour.  During the summer season, the amount of school bus 
traffic is limited and only occurs on weekdays. 
 
Comment C.22. Chairman Bergus: Also, for mitigation measures, it was indicated that a traffic 
management plan should be established and I suggest must be established, not should. 
 
Response: In addition to the proposed roadway improvements, the Project Sponsor also proposes 
to implement a Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) which will encourage use 
of mass transit during peak times by coordinating express bus service to and from the site. The 
TSMP will be a condition of any approval that may be granted, and will be subject to the review 
of the Town Building Inspector, in consultation with the Town Police Department.  A similar 
process was adopted by this Planning Board in connection with the Amy’s Kitchen/Science of the 
Soul project. The TSMP will be periodically reviewed with Town Officials to determine 
effectiveness of measures being implemented, as well as potentially incorporating new measures.  
It will also use variable message signs and interactive traffic information updates to patrons via 
social media. Information will be provided to park attendees to inform them of conditions on Route 
17 during those periods. The Project Sponsor will also develop programs to encourage patrons to 
avoid those peak travel times by either staying at the park later or to schedule their departure 
accordingly to help avoid those peaks and lessen any potential impacts during those peak summer 
Sundays. 
 
Comment C.23. Chairman Bergus: How does traffic get notified, like when the park closes, 
because the parking lot is at capacity or something like that, how do people know that the park is 
going to be shut down, you know, other than people who have season permits or pre-purchased 
tickets or something like that so they're not just queued up and go through the motions of getting 
to Harriman Drive and end up back on Route 17 or not? 
 
Response:  Given nearly all tickets are purchased in advance of a family’s visit, park 
administration would be aware of days when the park may be near capacity well in advance.  
Notifications would go out via email to those who have purchased tickets online, advising guests 
of public transportation options and that no additional tickets will available for purchase at the 
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park. Notification would also be placed on the park’s website and online ticket sales would not be 
available after sales have reached a certain limit.   
 
Comment C.24. Member Gawronski: Do you know when its proposed that Route 17 will be turned 
into Interstate 86? [Also,] on Page 93, it says the Project sponsor has requested that New York 
State and Orange County fund the cost of these improvements being many improvements to New 
York State 17 and surrounding road network, obviously, these are involved with this Project. If it 
could specify which are the improvements they are requesting that New York State and Orange 
County fund the cost of, to the Applicant? 
 
Response:  The NYSDOT does not currently have a timetable for the conversion of NYS Route 
17 to I-86. The Project Sponsor has committed to obtain all required permits, construct and finance 
the traffic improvements related to the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for 
the Project.  The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in the financing 
of the cost of the Exit 125 improvements. The Exit 125 improvements which resolve one of the 
pre-existing impediments that hinder the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this 
region.  Removal of this impediment will assist New York State with this future conversion.  The 
conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding contributions for the future operation and 
maintenance of Interstate 86.  No funding has been requested from Orange County.  The Project 
Sponsor has committed to fully permitting, with the appropriate associated agency, and 
constructing all off-site roadway improvements.  Owing to these Project Sponsor commitments, 
no further SEQRA analysis is needed as to potential impacts if these off-site improvements are not 
completed prior to the park opening. To ensure this result, any Resolution of Approval for the 
project shall include a condition requiring that these off-site improvements must be completed and 
operational prior to the opening of the park to the public. 
  
Comment C.25. Member Crawford: In terms of construction, it’s going to be a two-year 
construction period and that’s going to have [an] impact on the local traffic as well.  Has that 
actually been addressed?  I didn’t see it.  Or has it been addressed in the traffic analysis or is it not 
typically addressed in the traffic analysis? … It [the DEIS] discusses the amount of truck traffic 
that they'll have, it doesn't discuss how they're going to accommodate that with the local traffic. 
 
Response:   The majority of construction of the proposed improvements associated with the Exit 
125 relocation and reconfiguration will take place along Harriman Drive beyond Glen Arden Road 
or on the LEGOLAND site, which will have no resulting roadway or lane closures. The 
construction of the proposed bridge over Route 17 as well as the westbound ramps and eastbound 
acceleration and deceleration lanes may require short term lane closures. These lane closures will 
be coordinated with NYSDOT to occur outside peak travel times along Route 17 and to comply 
with the State’s Travelers First Policy which requires that all construction activity in the State limit 
any possible delays to the traveling public to the greatest extent practicable. Some night work may 
also be required to accomplish the proposed improvement without significant delays along Route 
17. It should be noted that no full closures of Route 17 are anticipated as part of the construction 
of the proposed improvements.  Construction vehicles are likely to access the site via Route 17 to 
Exit 124, South Street and Harriman Drive, or Route 207 to Route 17M connector road to South 
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Street to Harriman Drive.  Consistent with the Town of Goshen construction noise regulations 
(Chapter 70), construction activities will take place Monday through Friday from 8:00AM to 
8:00PM and Saturdays from 9:00AM to 8:00PM.  
 
The number of trucks anticipated as part of on-site construction is expected be spread out over a 
typical construction day. The vehicle routes will be primarily to and from Route 17. Trucks 
arriving from the west will exit at Exit 125 and proceed east on Harriman Drive to the site. Trucks 
arriving from the east will be directed to use Exit 124. These vehicles will exit the ramp in the 
form of a right turn onto the North Connector Road, turn right onto South Street, left onto Harriman 
Drive, and proceed to the site. Returning vehicles will follow the reverse routes in opposite 
directions. As part of the Site Plan Approval Process, a Maintenance and Protection of Traffic 
(MPT) plan will be developed and will include appropriate signing, flagmen, and/or other 
temporary traffic control measures. The final details of the plan will be developed in conjunction 
with the NYSDOT and the Town’s Traffic Consultant and will include coordination with other 
local uses including BOCES, Glen Arden, and Elant so that these activities will be accomplished 
in a safe and efficient manner. It is anticipated that the vehicle trips will be scheduled to occur 
before and after the peak AM commuter/school hour and will be typically completed before the 
afternoon commuter rush hour.   
 
Based upon project size and comparison to other similar projects, along with discussions with 
contractors and construction managers, it is anticipated that on an average day approximately five 
(5) construction vehicles (truck trips) would be traveling to/from the site, in any given hour.  These 
vehicles would typically be delivering materials to the site, such as concrete, item 4, pavers, 
construction material, water line, sewer line, etc.  This would vary on the day, with some days 
having no deliveries/construction vehicles while on other days, for example, a paving day, this 
number could be as high as fifty (50) vehicles. 
 
Comment C.26. Chairman Bergus: In reviewing the plans, the hotel guests, how they access the 
park and leave the park, if there's -- you know, with the gate on the exit leaving, is there a separate 
loop that takes the guests or the patrons right to the hotel or are they in the same queue coming 
into the back parking lot before they actually get to the hotel? 
 
Response: Based on the revised layout the hotel has been relocated to make access to and from 
both the parking areas and the park itself more efficient and convenient for guests. However, a 
separate entrance lane has not been provided.  A guest would enter the second parking lot and have 
a straight route into the hotel parking area or hotel guest drop off loop from this point.   
 
Comment C.27. Chairman Bergus:  I couldn't tell from the drawings, anyone staying in the hotel 
how [do] they get into the park? I didn't see any pathways or to get them to security, something 
like that, you know, maybe that needs to be shown a little clearer. 
 
Response:  The hotel was relocated in order to reduce grading and also to provide more efficient 
vehicular and pedestrian access to the hotel and from the hotel into the park.  As shown on the site 
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plan, a sidewalk connects the hotel main guest drop-off loop, hotel parking lot, main guest parking 
lot and main guest entrance plaza.  (See sheet 7 of the plan set) 
 
Comment C.28. Chairman Bergus: There were a number of inconsistencies as far as the sizing of 
the water storage tank, as far as the height of the tank, the volume of the tank, going through the 
report, that should just be looked at. 
 
Response:  This has been corrected and a revised water report has been provided in Appendix I.  
Due to the relocation of the hotel, in order to provide adequate pressure, a 559,000-gallon tank will 
be required. It is anticipated that the tank will be placed at ground elevation of 610’ and be 
approximately 30’ in height (44.8’ including domed roof) and 50 feet wide, to provide pressures 
throughout the park exceeding the Department of Health requirements for watermain pressure.    
 
Comment C.29. Chairman Bergus: Under visual resources, one of the comments was made looking 
at the park area from Route 17M, that in part, it was any potential view was blocked by a billboard 
on 17M, that billboard is going to be coming down, that's part of one of the other Projects we're 
looking at, and the billboard won't be there, so just -- you know, just to be aware of that. 
 
Response: Comment noted. The statement that the billboard on Route 17M will act as a partial 
visual buffer of the view of the park from 17M must be ignored by the Planning Board because, 
as noted, that billboard is proposed to be removed.  The visual resources must be analyzed as if 
the referenced billboard provided no such visual buffer. 
 
Comment C.30. Member Dropkin: I didn't see anything anywhere as far as what the projections 
would be as far as traffic for the hotel and SEA LIFE when the park is closed, so during the non-
peak months, the five months the park is closed. 
 
Response:  Attendance at the Proposed Project during winter months when outdoor areas of the 
park are closed experience much lower attendance rates than April through November when the 
park is open.  Based on attendance in Windsor, 3% of the parks annual attendance visits the park 
during off-season months.  Traffic mitigations have been designed to accommodate the peak hours 
during the busier summer season and therefore would accommodate the off-season traffic when 
outdoor portions of the park are closed.   
 
Comment C.31. Member Dropkin: I have a particular concern about the traffic as the traffic plan 
is currently proposed along Harriman Drive insofar as it might affect ingress and egress to Elant, 
Arden Hill and BOCES. 
 
Response: In response to comments received regarding concerns of potential traffic impacts to 
other facilities including Elant, Arden Hill, and BOCES and to limit the amount of traffic utilizing 
the South Street Bridge and other local roads, a revised traffic mitigation plan has been designed 
which relocates Exit 125 to the east and provides direct access to the lower portion of Harriman 
Drive (See response to Comment A.2.3) Currently, the existing institutions on Harriman Drive 
only have access via the South Street/Harriman Drive intersection and via Route 17 Eastbound via 
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Exit 125.  The new bridge will provide a more direct point of access to and from the LEGOLAND 
New York theme park as well as other existing institutions located on Harriman Drive, including 
Glen Arden and Orange-Ulster BOCES. Access would also be maintained from South Street.  
 
Comment C.32. Member Dropkin:  Other than the Applicant stating in the DEIS that it will 
compensate the Village for the cost of drilling and studying the third well, the DEIS states that it 
is anticipated that off-site improvements will be paid by the County and the State, it doesn't go on 
to say what happens if the County and State do not pay all the site improvements.   
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.24. It is emphasized here that the drilling and studying of 
a potential additional well to supplement the Village of Goshen water supply system is not part of 
the SEQRA analysis for the Project.  The Village of Goshen has provided a “will serve” letter to 
supply the water demands of the project, and a study indicating that it presently has sufficient water 
capacity to do so, while also having sufficient water to satisfy all of the Village’s present needs, 
and build-out of the Village, under drought conditions.  This study has been subject to review by 
the Planning Board’s own water consultant. The additional well referenced in the comment is not 
needed to satisfy the water demands of LEGOLAND.  However, the Village may explore the 
option of an additional well to further supplement its system, subject to any SEQRA review as the 
impact of such a new well.  That analysis is not part of this Application.  Certain information on 
this additional well has been provided in the course of this SEQRA review for informational 
purposes only.   
 
Comment C.33. Member Dropkin:  The DEIS states that there will be 500 full-time employees, 
the Proposed Project will be open seven months each year, except as to the future aquarium and 
the hotel, so I need some clarification or confirmation of what is meant by "full-time," in light of 
the fact that the facility will be open seven months out of the year. 
 
Response:  While outdoor areas of the park will be closed, the hotel, aquarium and office portions 
of the park will be open year-round requiring full-time employees.  Additionally park maintenance 
staff will be working in the park throughout the entire year.  Given these demands, the Proposed 
Project will create 500 full-time (40 hours per week), year-round jobs and an additional 500 
seasonal jobs for the busier summer season.  Full time jobs include management, marketing, 
finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as security, 
maintenance and hotel and aquarium management which pay salaries and offer benefits.   
 
Comment C.34. Member Dropkin:  On page 117 of the DEIS, there is no statement made, which I 
think it should be made, that the emergency response -- the response plans will be reviewed with 
appropriate emergency responders and law enforcement officials, at least annually and updated 
accordingly. 
 
Response: LEGOLAND representatives met with Goshen area Police, Fire, EMS, Orange County 
Emergency Services officials, and NYS Police at the Orange County ESC building on January 9, 
2017.  A disaster preparedness plan from LEGOLAND in Winter Haven was provided to all 
officials as a starting point for discussion.  This plan will be tailored to the specific needs at the 
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Project Site with input from emergency service providers and drills will be run as deemed 
appropriate by those agencies.  Any resolution of approval for this project will be conditioned on 
LEGOLAND continuing to work with emergency service responders and law enforcement 
officials after the facility is opened. 
 
Comment C.35. Member Dropkin: As to the air quality, the Adopted Scope on Page 25 requires a 
discussion of the cumulative impacts on air quality of all the new Projects listed in the scope and 
of the Proposed Project. I did not see this discussion in the DEIS.   
 
Response:  Regarding air quality, see the additional air quality information in Appendix Q and the 
responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment C.36. Member Dropkin: On Page 154 of the DEIS, it is stated that there is expected to 
be construction traffic along South Street. I think this requires further elaboration as to how often 
and how much. Discussion of construction noise, in general, is required under Page 25 of the 
Adopted Scope. 
 
Response: The traffic migration has been revised and traffic volumes on local roads have been 
updated accordingly (see Appendix E). Construction noise is discussed in Section III-I and III-S 
of the DEIS.  Construction noise will be temporary in nature and will be consistent with Town of 
Goshen construction noise regulations (Town Code Chapter 70), construction activities will take 
place Monday through Friday from 8:00AM to 8:00PM and Saturdays from 9:00AM to 8:00PM.  
 
Comment C.37. Chairman Bergus: There have been some concerns as far as the retaining walls 
that are being proposed in the cut and fill, if we have any sectioning cuts or views, just indicating 
the size of the walls or the visibility of the walls from off site, you know, if, in fact, they are going 
to be visible or if they're being terraced or if we're building a big tall 90-foot wall, I think there's a 
little confusion out there, as far as what's being proposed, and I think that would be helpful for 
everybody on the Board, as well as the public. 
 
Response:  A new Cut and Fill Analysis has been prepared based on the revised site layout plans.  
(See Figure 7).  Based on this plan the overall amount of grading and earthwork has been reduced. 
The plan shows a total cut of 1,712,405 cubic yards and a total fill of 1,933,281 cubic yards for a 
net fill needed of 229,138 cubic yards. Based on the projected amount of construction excavation 
volume the site (for additional earth material removed for foundations and infrastructure), the 
necessary fill can come from within the site and no soil would need to be imported from outside 
the site.  Based on the revised plans retaining walls will still be required in some areas to avoid 
wetland disturbance and to reduce the overall area of development. To work with the existing 
topography more closely, retaining walls are generally scattered throughout the site rather than 
being concentrated in specific areas. Walls along the guest entrance road and parking areas range 
from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The tallest individual walls on the 
site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade change of 43.5’ located on the 
southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for the high-tension power lines 
spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park, range from 4’ to 17.5’ high with most 
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averaging 6’ to 8’ high. The tallest walls interior of the park are located on the northerly side of 
the “Bricktopia” cluster and within the “Miniland” area.  The cross section analysis provided in 
Appendix M shows relative height of the walls on the site and wall details are provided on Sheet 
34 of the plan set.   
 
Comment C.38. Member Pirraglia: This so-called 90-foot wall, is this the easterly portion of the 
parking lot between the developed area and Arcadia Hills subdivision, is that what you're talking 
about? Is that where the wall is?  
 
Response: See response to Comment C.37. 
 
Comment C.39. Member Pirraglia: I didn't see any Proposed Parking lot lights, I don't know, was 
that an oversight or is that going to come later or you're not proposing any parking lot lights? 
 
Response:  A lighting plan has been prepared for the full site.  See sheets L191-L195 of the plan 
set.  
 
Comment C.40. Member Pirraglia: My other question was on light levels. Is that something that 
you are going to add in the FEIS?  
 
Response: Based on the lighting plans, (sheets L191-L195 in the plan set) lighting levels will be 
zero at all property lines except along Harriman Drive where necessary for driver safety. 
 
Comment C.41. Member Pirraglia: In the lighting details, fixture R1 is an in-pavement light 
directed straight up in the air, I wouldn't call that a night sky friendly light fixture, I think you 
might want to look at alternatives for that. 
 
Response:  The R1 luminaire is an in-ground accent light proposed for installation adjacent to 
proposed trees intended to illuminate the tree specifically. The luminaire is adjustable and will be 
aimed directly at the tree from the underside. The luminaire does not qualify as a “night sky 
friendly” fixture.  It is expected that the majority of illumination from the luminaire will be stopped 
by tree foliage rather than shining directly skyward. 
 
Comment C.42. Member Dropkin: On sheet C-5 of 26, it's indicated on there that the potential 
location for the informal helicopter landing zone, if you're going to have it, fine, if you're not going 
to have it, I'm not sure why the potential is there. 
 
Response:  This area was requested to be located on the plan by emergency services as an 
additional means of access to the site. There will not be anything constructed in this area but they 
had asked for a flat, clear area of the site to be identified for possible landing in the event of an 
emergency.  
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Comment C.43. Member Dropkin: On Page 2, the roadway into the parking area for the hotel does 
not connect to the roadway for the entrance into the main parking lot.  Is that the current state of 
the plans?  That the roadways [would] not be continuous? 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.26.  
 
Comment C.44. Chairman Bergus: When you pull out of the parking underneath the hotel, are you 
pulling right out on to the service road, is that the intent or are you doubling back?  So they would 
not be going out and past the back of house buildings and guard house and everything like that? 
 
Response:  Parking underneath the hotel is no longer proposed.  See response to Comment C.26.  
A total of 5,046 total parking spaces are proposed onsite.  The main guest parking lot has 3,388 
at-grade spaces, including 70 spaces for busses, and an additional 650 underground parking deck 
spaces. The hotel parking lot provides 252 at-grade parking spaces.  The staff parking lot in the 
back-of-house area contains 756 parking spaces.  All employees will park in this area.  Parking 
attendants will direct vehicles within the day-guest parking lot to ensure efficient and expedited 
parking of guest vehicles.  Each of the lots will have the required number of ADA accessible spaces 
as required by law. 
 
Comment C.45. Member Pirraglia:  The inner service road, interior to the park doesn't connect, is 
that intentional?  So if I'm on the service road at the far southeastern end closer to the hotel and I 
want to go to the first aid area, I literally have to go completely around the park on the road? 
 
Response:  The plan has been revised to include a new emergency access route to connect the 
main entrance boulevard directly to the service loop-road to facilitate emergency response.  Based 
on the revised layout, including changes to grading and relocation of the hotel, the internal loop 
road now connects all areas of the park.  The Service Road is for employees only (no public 
access). 
 
Comment C.46. Member Gawronski: I just wanted to commend the Applicant on recent efforts to 
use solar in, I guess this is the [Winter Haven] site over the parking lots, just requesting if that 
could somehow be brought into the design here into the parking lots, I think that would be great.  
 
Response: Large-scale solar panels are not proposed in the park at this time. The solar project at 
Winter Haven was undertaken by a local energy company, not the LEGOLAND park.  Winter 
Haven leased the parking lot space to them, and they constructed the solar panels. 
 

* * * * * *   END OF PLANNING BOARD MEETING COMMENTS   * * * * * * 
 
The following written comments were received from the Lead Agency:  
 

C.47. Member Gawronski, undated letter  
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Comment C.47.1: Building and Zoning Application for Clearing/Grading - I am advising TOG 
Building Department to not allow this permit to be allowed until which time is customarily 
allowable under our code and the SEQRA process. The land is not zoned for the use proposed nor 
is in character of our current Town Comprehensive Plan.  One concern would be the unnecessary 
clearing impacting the environment without mitigations. If there is a problem with passing of Local 
Laws 5 & 6 and/or any other delays with the Project that would leave the land scarred or set-up 
for development not consistent with intended use. Given a Project of this magnitude, I would 
advise not to allow any major clearing or grading until we are well underway into the FEIS process 
and understand the plan fully. If some minor grading / clearing is helpful in performing studies 
involving the Project design, possibly significant bonds could be funded by the applicant to ensure 
complete restoration of the lands should something go awry. 
 
Response:  The Applicant may not not seek any permits, including a clearing and grading permit, 
until the completion of the SEQR process and the adoption of Introductory Local Laws 5 and 6.  
The Applicant will also adhere to all mitigations related to clearing and grading set out in the 
Findings Statement and otherwise in any Resolution of Approval, including the implementation of 
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and all other construction Best Management 
Practices. 
 
The comment that the Proposed Project is not “in character of our current Town Comprehensive 
Plan” is not entirely accurate. The Project is consistent with the 2009 Town of Goshen 
Comprehensive Plan goal #4 to develop a strong and balanced economic base and to attract tax 
positive commercial developments to offset existing tax-exempt lands and to pay for services 
required by the growing population.  Further, and most importantly, the Town Board is currently 
considering an amendment to the Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan (see Town of Goshen 
Introductory Local Law #5 of 2016 in Appendix B of the DEIS) to amend Sections 3.3 and 3.5 to 
clarify and strengthen this goal and specifically encourage additional commercial uses in the Town 
along State Route 17 to diversify the Town’s economic base and increase tax and other revenues 
to offset the costs of providing residential services to Town residents. If Introductory Local Law 
#5 of 2016 is adopted by the Town Board, then the zoning modification provided in Introductory 
Local Law #6 of 2016 will be entirely consistent with the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.  Also, 
prior to the Comprehensive Plan amendment currently under consideration by the Town Board, 
and two years prior to the application for LEGOLAND New York, the Town Board previously 
sought the recommendations of the Town of Goshen Environmental Review Board (ERB) 
regarding future zoning amendments.  The ERB recommended in 2014 to the Town Board that 
commercial uses be expanded along Harriman Drive, including the Project Site (see memorandum 
in Appendix F). 
 
The Orange County Comprehensive Plan, last updated in 2010, sets Priority Growth Areas in its 
Land Use Plan in and around Villages and along transportation corridors.   The County Plan 
recommends the following for Priority Grown Areas: 
 
Priority should be given to the Growth Areas, and specifically the Villages and Cities within them, 
for County support, incentives, and investment in water and sewer infrastructure 
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improvements/extensions, sidewalk construction, transportation infrastructure, opportunities for 
transit-oriented development, housing, and commercial development. 
 
The Project Site lies within one of the County Plan’s delineated Priority Growth Areas, which 
extends, along Route 17M from the Village of Goshen into the City of Middletown. The Plan 
recommends development within these areas to expand job growth and expand the tax base.  The 
Proposed Project is consistent with that recommendation. 
 
It should also be noted that the Proposed Project also follows the Orange County Economic 
Development Strategy (2015) and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Strategy 
updated annually by New York State and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development 
Council. The Orange County Economic Development Strategy targets tourism as one of the main 
industries essential to economic development in Orange County. This plan recommends expanding 
tourism by both overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through the hotel 
occupancy tax and developments, which emphasize Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the 
Northeast. The Proposed Project is in accordance with these goals.   
 
Comment C.47.2: I joined the Environmental Review Board at the time when the TOG 
Comprehensive Plan was being edited/revised. At that time it was obvious there was efforts to 
keep Goshen's idyllic, bucolic character intact by creating provisions for Open Space, creating 
Scenic Corridors, and zoning 6 acre lots where water was not sufficient to support development. 
While I understand different administrations have different visions and change is sometimes 
needed, these laws in my estimation are out of character with this movement. 
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.25.1 and C.47.1. 
 
Comment C.47.3: These laws may also may be subject to litigation as per rulings found in a 2015 
NYS Division of Local Government Services paper titled "NYS Zoning and Comprehensive Plan 
- James A. Coon Government Technical Series". I would like to refer to a case study section on 
page 5 describing "spot zoning".  It states, "The question of whether a rezoning constitutes “spot 
zoning” should be answered by determining whether the rezoning was done to benefit individual 
owners rather than pursuant to a comprehensive plan for the general welfare of the community." If 
this is not for a specific set of Individual owners, then it could be questioned why these specific 
lots are being chosen for the zoning change when as, we know, there is an application in front of 
us describing some of these lots. 
 
As for improving the general welfare of the community, this has not been demonstrated. No 
quantifiable proof has been put forth that can truly confirm this statement.  Financially, no one has 
done a fully independent fiscal impact study including all direct and indirect costs using inflation 
against the PILOT program and other financial incentives the applicant has put on the table. And 
a detailed study describing over time how this would be eventually be realized by various 
populations of tax payers and our municipal services. For example, 1 + million dollars to a school 
district 25 years down the road may not really be a significant as it is now. The same must be 
looked at in regards to contributions to the Town of Goshen.   
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All that is mentioned in the DEIS is some job creation and what the PILOT may bring but, not all 
the indirect costs to the VOG&TOG residents. Therefore, I call for a recommendation to the Town 
Board of Goshen to perform this analysis to ensure they are taking the town in the right direction 
with solid metrics. 
 
Response:  The quoted portion of a section of the cited general study on zoning is not a complete 
discussion of the elements necessary for a zone change to be improper spot zoning; it only 
addresses one of several elements that must be present. The proposed rezoning of this land does 
not legally qualify as improper spot zoning for several reasons, including the size of the parcel, 
concomitant comprehensive plan amendment under consideration, and the potential public 
benefits of the rezoning that have been identified. A zoning amendment made in accordance with 
comprehensive planning is not spot zoning.  LEGOLAND New York – and the commercial 
recreation overlay zoning amendment that would enable the development of the Project Site – are 
consistent with current Town and County comprehensive planning key recommendations.   
 
The Project is consistent with the 2009 Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan goal #4 to develop 
a strong and balanced economic base and to attract tax positive commercial developments to offset 
existing tax exempt lands and to pay for services required by the growing population.   
 
The Town Board is currently considering an amendment to the Town of Goshen Comprehensive 
Plan (see Town of Goshen Introductory Local Law #5 of 2016 in Appendix B of the DEIS) to 
amend Sections 3.3 and 3.5 to specifically encourage additional commercial uses in the Town 
along State Route 17 to diversify the Town’s economic base and increase tax and other revenues 
to offset the costs of providing residential services to Town residents. Also see responses to 
Comments A.24.6 and C.47.1. 
 
LEGOLAND New York also directly supports the Orange County Economic Development 
Strategy (2015) and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Strategy updated annually 
by New York State and the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Council. The Orange 
County Economic Development Strategy targets tourism as one of the main industries essential to 
economic development in Orange County. This plan recommends expanding tourism by both 
overnight accommodations to provide revenue to the County through the hotel occupancy tax and 
developments which emphasizes Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the Northeast. 
LEGOLAND New York accomplishes both of these goals.   
 
The commercial recreation overlay district, if adopted by the Town Board, would allow for the 
development of LEGOLAND New York, and would provide various benefits to the Town and 
County as described in the DEIS, including: 
 
• The generation of approximately $71 million to the Town of Goshen over 30 years in tax and 

fee revenues (PILOT payments, host community fees, hotel taxes and sales taxes). The existing 
site currently generates only $91,185 annually in real property taxes. The Orange County 
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Industrial Development Agency commissioned KPMG to conduct an independent analysis of 
the fiscal benefits of the Project which confirms this data.   

• Project Sponsor offered of year-round educational opportunities to schoolchildren throughout 
the region, with programs focused on STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering and Math) 
education, and participation in the local community, through its children's charity Merlin's 
Magic Wand. Merlin’s Magic Wand provides seriously ill, disadvantaged or disabled children 
and their families with a fun filled day out to any Merlin attraction of their choosing. Since 
2012 Merlin’s Magic Wand has donated over 40,000 tickets to children and families in the 
USA. 

• The support of local community institutions. By way of example, in 2015 LEGOLAND Florida 
remodeled the therapy rooms at The Howard Phillips Center for Children & Families. Also in 
2015 LEGOLAND California remodeled the waiting room at the Rady’s Children Hospital 
with interactive displays and more than 20 LEGO models, including a geyser periscope built 
from 17,000 LEGO bricks. LEGOLAND New York has represented that it will provide similar 
support to Orange County institutions. 

 

These benefits of the Project would contribute significantly to the overall community general 
welfare. Further, the economic impact comments are not a proper subject of the SEQRA review.  
As noted by a DEC SEQRA guidance document: “Purely economic arguments have been 
disallowed by the courts as a basis for agency conclusions when concluding a SEQR review by 
developing Findings.  Therefore, potential [economic] effects that a proposed project may have . . 
. are not environmental factors [to be addressed in the EIS review].” 
 
Comment C.47.4: Also, a non-binding referendum has not been conducted to solicit the general 
opinions of the Project from the public from either the VOG or the TOG Boards. A Project creating 
divisiveness within the community may need such a measure. 
 
Response:   Referenda are only allowed in New York State law in certain limited instances, set 
forth by New York State statutes.  Permissive referenda for zoning and land use decisions are not 
permitted under New York State law.  A permissive referendum could be held should the Town 
Board determine to sell the Town-owned lots to the Project Sponsor.  However, such a referendum, 
were it triggered, would relate solely to the issue of the sale of such Town-owned parcels, not to 
any zoning and land use decisions by the Town Board, or any actions by the Planning Board.  As 
to the Planning Board, it is improper for any Planning Board member to make a decision based 
upon general community opposition to, or support of, the project. 
 
Comment C.47.5: Groundwater concerns are paramount if these laws are passed and LEGOLAND 
is built as the balance of water supply/demand in the area will have been greatly affected. As a 
town, we may want to look into modifying the code simultaneously to start encouraging/requiring 
creative groundwater recharge methods or include additional water use restrictions to ensure water 
will be available for future generations and land developments. We may also want to consider a 
more stringent SWPPP than the state requires. Going forward the Town Board may want to put 
alter the code making it more restrictive on our AQ-3 & AQ-6 lot designations, disallowing 
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subtraction of wetlands (or usable lands) in the subdivision equations determining how many lots 
are permitted, for build outs and disallow anything regarding bonus lots in subdivisions. 
 
Response: Based on concerns regarding available groundwater, the Project Sponsor proposes to 
connect to the Village of Goshen’s public water supply system.  However, several means of 
groundwater recharge will be implemented on the site, including but not limited to, the use of 
porous pavers, the use of natural swales and minimal use of surface detention ponds where 
stormwater could evaporate. Comments directed to the Town Board regarding potential future 
Code restrictions are not relevant to the Lead Agency’s evaluation of this project. 
 
Comment C.47.5: Property values for the village and town should be considered by our Town 
Board. Given the historic character of a great many homes in the general vicinity of the Project 
that this Project will likely affect, I would think it is in our Town’s due diligence to consider 
whether the Project is beneficial in this respect to the general welfare of the community.  
 
Response: See responses to Comments A.2.2 and A.11.4.  Economic impact comments are not a 
proper subject of the SEQRA review.  As noted by a DEC SEQRA guidance document: “potential 
[economic] effects that a proposed project may have [such as] possible reduction of property values 
in a community . . . are not environmental factors [to be addressed in the EIS review].” 
 
 
Comment C.47.6: Concerns of any traffic delays to/from BOCES, Glen Arden, and Elant should 
be given some consideration by our Town Board as well. 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.31. 
 
Comment C.47.7: It has been stated that the TOG will be sued if, these laws are passed. There will 
be legal costs and other ramifications if, these incurred suits are successful. The Town Board 
should carefully project what these costs and risks might be. The costs of fighting the lawsuits may 
negate some, if not all, positive financial impacts the town was to receive by the LEGOLAND 
Project. This would further cloud whether these changes will be for the “general welfare of the 
community”. 
 
Response: To date, the SEQRA process, site plan and subdivision review, as well as the review 
required for the proposed Local Laws have been undertaken consistent with New York State law.  
Changing zoning, provided it is accomplished as required by law, will visit no liability upon the 
Town of Goshen. Although lawsuits may be filed as to any municipal action taken, either 
approving or denying an application, the Town will incur no expense in defending against any 
lawsuits filed in connection with adoption of the proposed change in zoning, were it to occur; the 
Project Sponsor will pay all of the Town’s legal fees to defend the Town in connection with the 
proposed Project. 
 
Comment C.47.8:  Address a November 20th letter from Mrs. Bogart regarding historic homes on 
156 & 145 South Street. This is a historic corridor and any impact of traffic, or any other impacts 
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would need to be addressed. Applicant has been provided copies of this correspondence from Mrs. 
Bogart. While normally impacts of this type are focused on properties directly adjacent to the 
property, a Project of this magnitude will be affecting a broader than normal area.  
 
Response:  Written comment from Mrs. Bogart and responses are provided herein.  See response 
to Comment A.2.1.  
 
Comment C.47.9: A deeper look needs to be taken at incoming traffic from surrounding areas 
traveling toward the park.  Two areas would be from: Pulaski Highway to the intersection of 17A 
and County Rt 12.  County Route 12 traffic may travel onto to the intersection of 17M, or turning 
onto County Rt. 31 where they would likely go to the intersection of Maple Avenue & 17M <or> 
the intersection of Hatfield & 17M (this particular intersection was studied but, doesn’t reflect the 
amount of traffic coming from these other areas North & West of the site sufficiently enough.)  
The number of cars coming from these areas need to be quantified as best as possible so, the 
impacts to those intersections can be measured.  
 
Response: In order to determine the projected travel routes to and from the Proposed Project, the 
Traffic Study utilized a 200-mile radius Gravity Model as per standard practice.  As requested by 
the NYSDOT in their written comment letter, the amount of traffic expected along Route 17A 
and/or 17 M have also been considered and included in the revised traffic modeling.  This 
information is contained in the revised Traffic Study. 
 
Comment C.47.10: What I was hoping to see in the FEIS for the traffic study are  interactive on-
line map(s) whereas, we can easily see from key areas likely potential routes from surrounding 
areas, impacts to these roadways in terms of number of cars, data regarding trip times, and potential 
backups & then what the alternative routes might be. (Maybe something similar to a cross between 
the interactive GoogleMaps and typical news channel’s color coded Traffic report maps). 
 
Response:  Extensive traffic study materials have been provided for the Planning Board’s review.  
The Planning Board’s traffic engineer has provided comments to assist the Planning Board in 
understanding and analyzing the data and conclusions provided.  
 
Comment C.47.11: Potential impacts to school traffic (normal and emergency) BOCES should 
be mitigated to the greatest possible extent. We shouldn’t be delaying children from their trips to 
and from school. 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.31. 
 
Comment C.47.12: Widening of narrow roads surrounding site. Pedestrian/bike traffic would be 
hampered by the influx of traffic. There would need to be mitigation measures taken to widen 
some of these other roads (e.g. Lower Reservoir Road) It is likely that with the types of labor used 
at the park (seasonal jobs) there will be in increase in bikes and pedestrians to the site. 
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Response: Widening town roads could have the unintended consequence of encouraging higher 
speeds and creating a more suburban character. The revised traffic mitigation plan is intended to 
significantly reduce projected traffic impacts on local roads.  Traffic calming and pedestrian safety 
measures are proposed at the Heritage Trail, road crossings. (See Exhibits 2, 3 and 4 in Appendix 
M of the traffic study).  The portion of Harriman Drive from the existing Exit 125 eastbound 
ramps up to the proposed roundabout is proposed to include six (6’) foot wide shoulders on both 
sides of the roadway. These shoulders will be classified as shared-use shoulders that could be 
safely utilized by both pedestrians and bicyclists. 
 
Comment C.47.13: It appears that improvements (most notably - the “flyover”) will be necessary 
to make sure certain impacts are mitigated but, the question is then will the efforts themselves to 
create the mitigations create traffic challenges in the interim while they are being built. If so, it is 
important we know exactly what would they be and how long they would last. 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.25. 
 
Comment C.47.14: It should be required that all traffic improvements be completed by the 
applicant before the park opens. 
 
Response:  All proposed traffic improvements would be completed by the Project Sponsor prior 
to the opening of the park.  
 
Comment C.47.15: I am seriously concerned about the detailed findings that Hydrogeologist Paul 
Ruben and others have brought to light.  Given the margin of supply/demand in the water equation 
I do believe that Water Supply and/or Groundwater Recharge should be listed and described in 
“Section VII. Irreversible / Irretrievable Commitment of Resources”. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor is not using groundwater at the site and further, groundwater will 
be recharged at the site through infiltration of groundwater (see response to Comment B.5.1); 
therefore, groundwater should not be considered an “irreversible or irretrievable commitment”.  A 
portion of the Village’s overall water supply system is dependent on two groundwater wells in the 
Town of Wallkill.  Based on reports from the Village’s independent civil engineer, the Village’s 
water supply system has been found to have capacity for the Proposed Project under both current 
and a 5-year build out scenario.  Further, the Village is in the process of testing an additional well 
to supplement this system for future use.   
 
Comment C.47.16: With existing open space becoming less and less (over time with additional 
park expansion) & increased impervious surface, the rate of recharge to the aquifer in this large 
area will certainly be diminished. While the SWPPP seems to cover the basic areas & what might 
happen to each area of the affected watershed, a great effort must be made so that the Otter Creek 
is not affected (thermally, chemically, biologically) as, it is already an environmentally sensitive 
area.  Mitigations of impact to surface water runoff for the 79.8 Acres of impervious surface should 
be of a state-of-the-art effort. 
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Response:  As stated in the DEIS and shown on the map provided in response to C.1 above, the 
Project Site is not underlain by an aquifer.  The total proposed development coverage of the site is 
14.5% which is similar, if not less than, most single family homes in the Town.  This is based upon 
the impervious surfaces on the final lot acreage of 507.43 acres, after deducting the land for the 
wells, cell tower, and other proposed dedication.  This minor reduction, coupled with the additional 
water from the Village’s water supply which would be brought to the site and used for irrigation 
(and therefore into the ground) and the site grading which would reduce slopes and therefore slow 
stormwater and increase infiltration time would result in an overall negligible impact on 
groundwater recharge.   
 
Comment C.47.17: For ensuring water supply a very comprehensive series of drawdown tests 
should be performed. I think we should take guidance from some of Mr. Rubin’s recommendations 
on this topic. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.24. It is emphasized here that the drilling and studying of 
a potential additional well to supplement the Village of Goshen water supply system is not part of 
the SEQRA analysis for the Project.  The Village of Goshen has provided a “will serve” letter to 
supply the water demands of the project, and a study indicating that it presently has sufficient water 
capacity to do so, while also having sufficient water to satisfy all of the Village’s present needs, 
and build-out of the Village, under drought conditions.  This study has been subject to review by 
the Planning Board’s own water consultant. The additional well referenced in the comment is not 
needed to satisfy the water demands of LEGOLAND.  However, the Village may explore the 
option of an additional well to further supplement its system, subject to any SEQRA review as the 
impact of such a new well.  That analysis is not part of this Application.  Certain information on 
this additional well has been provided in the course of this SEQRA review for informational 
purposes only. Initial pump testing at the Village’s well site shows a well could yield an additional 
300 gallons per minute of flow which equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During 
the testing, the existing wells were in operation and the water levels in the existing production 
wells throughout the site were monitored in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing 
wells.  Based on the data obtained, the level of interference was insignificant and no adverse 
impacts on existing wells are anticipated. See well testing data provided in Appendix G. This 
additional resource is not needed to serve the Proposed Project, and is not a part of the Proposed 
Action that is the subject of this SEQR review.  The evaluation and permitting of this new well 
will be overseen by the Village of Goshen, in coordination with the NYSDEC and NYSDOH. 
 
Comment C.47.18:  As for the future water supply well, we may want to inquire as to where this 
might be planned. This would help with any analysis about future water supply. Normally it would 
not be necessary but, the metaphor about “drinking from the same cup with two straws” when we 
are at such a close margin of water supply/demand seems to require this study out of due diligence 
given our history of droughts in the watersheds that would be affected by the Project. 
 
Response:  The selected location is approximately 250 feet from the existing wells on the Village’s 
well site.  The aquifer which underlies the Village of Goshen well site (see map in response to 
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Comment C.1 above) is on the north side of the Wallkill River, approximately 4.6 miles from the 
Project Site and does not extend into Goshen.  See response to Comment C.47.27 above. 
 
Comment C.47.19: Some depictions (photo - simulation) as to how the various high retaining walls 
will look from various perspectives from Arcadia Hills should be included to visualize the visual 
impacts to these neighbors.  
 
Response:  In response to multiple comments, the grading plan has been revised to allow for less 
overall grading and reduced number and height of retaining walls. See response to Comment 
A.76.3. Walls along the guest entrance road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and 
generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 
23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site 
along the Orange & Rockland easement for the high-tension power lines spanning the site.  A cross 
section analysis has been provided in Appendix M to demonstrate views of walls from the nearest 
residences.   
 
Comment C.47.20: I am interested in what I hope will be detailed analysis/responses to comments 
made by: Barry Goldberg? 12/19 Regarding particulate levels during and after construction and 
also comment made about use (or lack of use) of energy from CPV and any impacts to this Project.  
Mr. Steve Gross on 12/19 regarding the magnitude of cuts/fills for the Project. 
 
Response: All comments received at public hearings and during the comment period have been 
responded to herein.  Mr. Goldberg’s letter is listed as B.25 and Mr. Gross’s comments are 
responded to under A.77 and B.23.  Electricity on the Project Site will be provided by Orange and 
Rockland Utilities. To work with the existing topography more closely, the revised plans reduce 
the amount and height of retaining walls on the Project Site.  Generally, retaining walls are located 
throughout the site rather than being concentrated in specific areas. Walls along the guest entrance 
road and parking areas range from 5.5’ to 23’ high and generally average 12 to 14’ in height. The 
tallest individual walls on the site are tiered 20.5’ and 23’ high walls resulting in an overall grade 
change of 43.5’ located on the southern end of the site along the Orange & Rockland easement for 
the high-tension power lines spanning the site. Walls within the interior of the park range from 4’ 
to 17.5’ high with most averaging 6’ to 8’ high.  By comparison the DEIS plan showed a maximum 
retaining wall height of 56’, and the majority of walls in the park ranged from 30 to 40’.The overall 
amount of grading and earthwork on the site has been reduced, and all necessary fill can come 
from within the site.  There will be no need to truck in soils from outside the site.   
 
 C.48. Chairman Bergus, letter dated December 15, 2016 

Comment C.48.1: Introductory Local Law No. 5 of 2016: Should all references to New York State 
Route 17 also refer to “future Interstate 86” so that the law would not be obsolete if highway 
designation changes? 
 
Response:  The law would not be obsolete if the highway designation changes, but the suggestion 
will be passed on to the Town Board to consider.    
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Comment C.48.2: Section 97-29.1 should read “Commercial” not “Commerical” 
 
Response: This is correct, and will be corrected.  
 
Comment C.48.3: Section 97-29, item G.1 specifies a minimum of 200 contiguous acres for a 
Commercial Recreation Facility. Will this specification preclude any future development along 
Rte 17 or Rte 17M that would piggy back on LEGOLAND but have less than 200 acres despite 
being of a recreational nature? This would be applicable if the Town wished to place this overlay 
district on other Town parcels. It may be too restrictive as worded. 
 
Response:  The noted provision of 97-29 will neither encourage nor preclude future development 
on parcels other than those subject to the proposed Introductory Local Law #6. Other types of 
development that may piggy-back on the LEGOLAND project can be addressed by the Town 
Board via current zoning or other zoning changes unfettered by 97-29(G)(1). 
 
Comment C.48.4: Section 97-29.1, item G3b allows for motorized rides, does this open door for 
go-kart tracks or other mini coasters etc? Concern over potential, elevated noise levels. 
 
Response:  The proposed law would allow such motorized rides as you noted.  However, the 
specifics of the rides that would be proposed must be addressed at the site plan level and related 
SEQRA to determine their appropriateness. The present LEGOLAND project does propose a ride 
known as “driving school” where children drive small cars around a track, the vehicles are solar 
powered with a battery back-up.  No rides at the Proposed Park are gas powered. If new rides will 
substantially change or affect the SEQRA review and conclusions, then it may be addressed 
through additional SEQRA review.  
 
Comment C.48.5:  Section 97-29.1, item G4 specifies maximum footprint for any non- residential 
structure as 100,000sf. Is this intended as a threshold for a single structure or the sum of all 
structure footprints (multiple structures)? 
 
Response:  The referenced number from the local law was a maximum threshold.  However, the 
largest footprint of a non-residential structure proposed within park is the hotel at approximately 
44,000 square feet.  
 
Comment C.48.6:  Section 97-10 should provide a definition for “amusement park”. 
 
Response:  The Town Board may consider further defining “amusement park” or “circus.” 
Without such a definition in the Town Code those words and phrases are considered to be defined 
by dictionary usage and any ZBA interpretation in relation to a particular application. Introductory 
Local Law No. 6 of 2016 does define to some extent these terms by noting that the recreational 
facilities defined in the law do not fall within the definition of “amusement park” or circus.” 
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Comment C.48.7:  Consideration should be given to identifying and overlaying locations and sizes 
of the significant trees (to be removed) on the clearing map consistent with any tree inventory 
completed. May impact design around the periphery of the inner park. 

Response: Figure 12 herein shows the trees from the previously provided Significant Tree Map 
with an ‘X’ over those trees which are to be removed and a circle around those trees which will be 
protected during construction and retained on site.  Based on the revised site plan, eight such trees 
will now be able to be preserved on the site.  The figure has been further revised to illustrate the 
other forested areas of the site which will remain undisturbed.  These areas will total approximately 
250 acres.  

Comment C.48.8: On Page v, Appendices, item B should reference Local Law Nos. 5 & 6 not 
4&5. 

Response:   This is confirmed and will be corrected.  The Proposed Introductory Local Laws are 
numbers 5 and 6 of 2016.  They are appended to this FEIS for reference.  

Comment C.48.9: Under C-Project Description, page 3, should reference be made to 4399.06 acres 
and not 444.54 as specified? 
 
Response: Based on the revised plan, the total area of open space or manicured lawn and 
landscaping will be 433.85 acres. This is based on the 507.43 acre proposed lot area (after 
deductions for the cell tower and land to be dedicated to the Town and State) reduced by the total 
amount of impervious surfaces (73.58 acres).  
 
Comment C.48.10: Under K-Summary of Growth Inducing Impacts, page 18, should reference be 
revised to a 522,000 gallon water storage tank consistent with references made on the plans and 
elsewhere? 
 
Response: Based on the revised park layout, a 559,000-gallon water storage tank will be provided. 
Also, see response to Comment C.28. 

Comment C.48.11: On page 26, midway down the page, reference should be made to Figure III-
13 and not III-12 as indicated (see table on List of Figures- page iv). 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment C.48.12: Under Section D. Permits, Consultations, Submissions and Approvals 
Required, page 32, Orange County Health Department Approval is required for the on-site private 
water main as well as the off-site municipal water main extension. 

Response: This has been revised in the list of Involved and Interested Agencies is provided in 
Section I.E above.  

Comment C.48.13: Under Section D. Permits, Consultations, Submissions and Approvals 
Required, page 32, reference to the Town of Goshen Zoning Board is made two times under two 
distinct bullets. 
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Response:  A revised list of Involved and Interested Agencies is provided in Section I.E above.  

Comment C.48.14: Under Section A. Geology and Soils, Potential Impacts, should reference be 
made to 4399.06 acres and not 444.54 as specified? 

Response:  See response to Comment C.48.9. 

Comment C.48.15: On Figure III-7 (Surface Water Resources), hatching must be more pronounced 
to clearly define limits of wetlands. 

Response:  Figure 9, provided in Section I above, more clearly shows site wetlands and regulated 
areas with jurisdiction of each labeled.  

Comment C.48.16: Under Section E. Groundwater and Water Supply, Potential Impacts, reference 
to a New York State Department of Health requirement for pH control and chlorine for water used 
in any attractions is unclear. Please expand or cite specific applications and requirements for such. 

Response:  It was originally believed by the Project Sponsor that water might have required 
pretreatment. After review of test results for Village of Goshen water supply, no treatment is 
anticipated.  However, if treatment were to be required, it would be limited and either located in 
individual buildings requiring treatment or the “Booster Pump Station Building” and would 
consists of either water softening (standard residential units or chlorine disinfection with a small 
metering  pump and 50 gallon solution tank).   

Comment C.48.17: Under Section E. Groundwater and Water Supply, Potential Impacts, a 30 foot 
tall water storage tank is specified. Figure III-9 refers to a 36.5 foot tall tank. Please review and 
revise for consistency. 

Response:  Based on the revised plans and in order to provide adequate pressure a 559,000 gallon 
tank will be required. It is anticipated that the tank will be placed at ground elevation of 610’ and 
be approximately 30’ in height (44.8’ including domed roof) and 50 feet wide, to provide pressures 
throughout the park exceeding the Department of Health requirements for watermain pressure.    
 
Comment C.48.18: Under Section G. Stormwater Management, Potential Impacts, page 65, for 
Watershed B5, 1.44 acres is specified. Figure III-12 specifies 1.7 acres for this sub area. Please 
review and revise for consistency. 

Response: A revised SWPPP has been prepared based on proposed layout modifications and 
changes to grading.  Each of the post-construction watersheds have been adjusted accordingly.  A 
full discussion of post-development conditions, including a breakdown of sub-watershed areas 
begins on page 5 of the SWPPP in Appendix D.   

Comment C.48.19: Under Section G. Stormwater Management, Potential Impacts, page 66, for 
Watershed B9, 6.25 acres is specified. Figure III-12 specifies 7.9 acres for this sub area. Please 
review and revise for consistency. 

Response:  See response to Comment C.48.19. 
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Comment C.48.20: On page 68, reference is made to the NYSDOT completing designs for offsite 
roadway improvements once designs are finalized as they will be performing much of the work. 
Have agreements been drawn up between LEGOLAND and the NYSDOT towards this end? 

Response:  The Project Sponsor and its design team have had several meetings with the NYSDOT 
regarding traffic mitigation. The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic 
improvements related to the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for 
LEGOLAND New York.  The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in 
the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing 
impediments that hinder the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of 
this impediment will assist New York State with this future conversion.  The conversion to 
Interstate-86 will result in federal funding contributions for the future operation and maintenance 
of Interstate-86.  The Project Sponsor has submitted an application to NYSDOT for a highway 
work permit.  No agreements are necessary, as all work will be subject to review and approval by 
the NYSDOT.  
 
Comment C.48.21: Under H. Traffic, Study Intersections and Existing Traffic Volumes, peak pick 
up and drop off times should be specified. Reference is only made to the point that analysis 
considered these times for the BOCES driveway flows.  
 
Response: The peak bussing times at BOCES were generally found to occur from 7:30 AM to 
8:30 AM which also coincides with the peak hour of commuter traffic along Harriman Drive in 
the area of BOCES. However, this does not coincide with the anticipated peak hour of 
LEGOLAND traffic which is expected to occur between 10:00 AM and 11:00 AM.  The peak PM 
bussing time is generally found to occur between 3:00PM and 4:00PM.  See Appendix E, Turning 
Movement Count Data.  Based upon the manual counts, between 30 and 40 busses were recorded 
during morning hours (26 during peak hour) on the two separate dates when school was in session.  
While 15 busses were recorded from 2:00PM to 7:00PM on September 8, and three were recorded 
during the June 2nd counts.  The bus traffic is minimal during the PM commuter traffic peak time. 
 
Comment C.48.22: Under H. Traffic, page 91, Construction Impacts, please clarify the intent of 
“… entering and 15 exiting…”. Should this read “… entering and exiting…”? 

Response: This sentence from the DEIS is superseded by the following sentence based on the 
revised grading plan and cut and fill analysis: A total cut of 1,712,405 cubic yards and a total fill 
of 1,933,281 cubic yards is projected, for a net fill needed of 229,138 cubic yards. Based on the 
projected amount of construction excavation volume the site (additional earth material removed 
for foundations and infrastructure), the necessary fill can come from within the site and no soil 
would need to be imported from outside the site.  Based on the projected amount of construction 
excavation volume on the site (for additional earth material removed for the construction of 
internal walkways, building foundations, hotel pool area, water and sewer mains, drainage pipes 
and bedding, stormwater pond, and other underground stormwater infrastructure), the necessary 
fill can come from within the site, and no soil would need to be imported from outside the site.   
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Comment C.48.23:  Under H. Traffic, Proposed Mitigation Measures, page 92, a Traffic 
Management Plan “must” be established, not “should be”. 

Response:  Confirmed.  See response to Comment C.22. 

Comment C.48.24: Under H. Traffic, Off Site Mitigation, it is specified that the Project Sponsor 
has requested that NYS and Orange County fund the improvements. Will the Sponsor fund the 
improvements in whole or in part if the NYSDOT and Orange County do not pick up the cost in 
part or in its entirety? What would the time frame be for off-site improvements with respect to 
opening day for LEGOLAND? 

Response:  See response to Comment C.47.14.  The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the 
traffic improvements related to the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for 
LEGOLAND New York.  The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in 
the financing of the cost of the Exit 125 improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing 
impediments that hinder the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.  Removal of 
this impediment will assist New York State with this future conversion.  The conversion to 
Interstate-86 will result in federal funding contributions for the future operation and maintenance 
of Interstate 86. 

Comment C.48.25: Under H. Traffic, Off Site Mitigation, page 94, has a structural analysis been 
performed to support the structural capacity of the South Street Bridge to support the dead and live 
load of the additional, proposed travel lane and vehicles?  

Response:  Based on information from NYSDOT, the South Street Bridge was designed to support 
additional live load as well additional use of the shoulder/sidewalk areas as a travel lane. Under 
that previously proposed scenario, there would also have been a new parallel pedestrian bridge in 
addition to the work on the South Street Bridge. Based on current plans, the preferred access (Exit 
125 relocation) that is being pursued does not propose any changes to the South Street Bridge since 
the majority of guests to the park will enter and exit directly from the relocated Exit 125 into the 
Project Site under the proposed access scheme. 

Comment C.48.26: Under M. Fiscal and Economic Impacts, Payment in Lieu of Taxes, when is 
the first year’s payment made? What is the benchmark for starting the clock? Would it be while 
park is under construction or two years later when the park opens to the public? 

Response:  It is expected that when the PILOT agreement is finalized, the PILOT payments would 
commence upon the completion of construction of the Project and the opening of the park. 

Comment C.48.27: Under M. Fiscal and Economic Impacts, Host Community Agreement, page 
122, is the 1.5% increase per year compounded or simple addition? Does this mean that the 
guaranteed minimum host fee of $520,000 will increase by 1.5% the next year and 1.5% the year 
after that regardless of ticket sales (assuming less than 800,000 visitors)? 

Response:  Based on comments received, the Project Sponsor will now pursue a 20-year Payment 
in Lieu of Taxes (PILOT) agreement for the proposed LEGOLAND New York theme park. The 
20-year PILOT agreement was suggested by the Orange County Industrial Development Agency 
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(IDA) and evaluated as part of the IDA’s independent Economic Impact Review Report prepared 
by KPMG in February 2017. The updated proposal will provide even greater economic benefits to 
the community over the term of the agreement. Annual payments to the Town, County and Goshen 
School District will start at a lower total amount and increase more quickly at 5% annually (instead 
of the previous 1.5%) to reach the full assessed value of the property within 20 years, rather than 
30 years under the initially proposed payment schedule. The Host Community Benefit Agreement, 
agreed to by the Town Board on May 15, 2017, is attached in Appendix C, the minimum 
guaranteed host community payment would increase at 1.5% per year, compounded.   
 
Comment C.48.28: Under M. Fiscal and Economic Impacts, Long Term, page 127, it is stated that 
Harriman Drive would be widened at the expense of the Project Sponsor as would be all proposed 
roadway improvements (no expense to the Town). Does this also include improvements to Rt 17, 
e.g. ramps to Rte 17M, associated signalization, widening of the South Street Bridge, etc? 

Response:  This is confirmed.  None of the traffic improvements would be the responsibility of 
the Town of Goshen and the costs of such improvements would not be borne by the Town of 
Goshen or its taxpayers. 

Comment C.48.29: Under N. Visual Resources, Existing Conditions, Image 9, page 136, it is 
specified that the location is not visible from that location due to existing topography and the 
billboard on the south side of Rte 17M. It is my understanding that the billboard is to come down 
as part of the Chaffee Pool site plan application. 

Response:  Comment noted.  When traveling west on Route 17M, visibility of the Proposed 
Project would be impacted by changes in topography as well as, existing vegetation along Route 
17M, NYS Route 17, vegetation on the Arcadia Hills well property (15 acres immediately east of 
the site fronting on NYS Route 17, directly south of the intersection of Route 17M and Old Chester 
Road) and forested areas on the east side of the Project Site which will be preserved by 
conservation easement.  Buildings such as the back-of-house area may be partially visible from 
locations along Route 17M but will be neutral in color and will be enclosed with a security fence.  

Comment C.48.30: Under Q. Agricultural, Potential Impacts, page 149, NYSDEC criteria numbers 
should be specified for arsenic and lead to which actual field measurements were evaluated. It is 
not sufficient alone to state that levels were identified as below all soil and groundwater cleanup 
criteria maintained by the agency. 

Response:  Based on the Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment provided in Appendix I of the 
DEIS, Arsenic levels ranged from 3.1 mg/Kg to 7.3 mg/Kg and Lead ranged from 13 mg/Kg to 44 
mg/Kg.  Even at the maximum observed concentrations, both arsenic and lead are identified to be 
below all soil and groundwater clean-up criteria maintained by NYSDEC. For reference, specified 
clean up criteria for Arsenic is 19 mg/Kg and the maximum criteria for Lead is 400 mg/Kg for 
residential uses and 800 mg/Kg for nonresidential uses.  

Comment C.48.31: Under R. Air Quality, Existing Conditions, page 151, should reference be 
correctly made to Table III-12 and not Table III-11 (last paragraph on the page)? 
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Response:  This is confirmed.  Table III-12 of the DEIS provides ‘Existing Pollutant 
Concentrations in Goshen’.  
 
Comment C.48.32: Under R. Air Quality, Potential Mitigation Measures, page 155, please specify 
where water used to spray unpaved areas (to reduce dust generation) is to come from? On- site 
wells or trucked in)? 

Response:  Water needed during construction will be brought onsite by trucks.  There will be no 
use of the onsite wells for any purpose.   

Comment C.48.33:  Under S. Construction, page 155, is February 2017 a realistic start date given 
the timeline of SEQRA and where the Project currently is in the time line?  

Response:  February 2017 is now obviously not a realistic start date. If approvals are forthcoming 
from the Town Board and Planning Board, the decisions for which are anticipated in 2017, the 
Project Sponsor would commence construction thereafter. 

Comment C.48.34: Under S. Construction, page 156, what occupancy is Projected for the on-site 
hotel during the winter months, both prior to and subsequent to the opening of the Sealife 
Aquarium (while the balance of the park is closed). Has the traffic analysis addressed this offseason 
traffic flow at the locations of interest, demonstrating the off season reduction in anticipated traffic 
relative to the months when the park is operational? 

Response:  See response to Comment C.30.  Based on LEGOLAND Windsor, hotel occupancy 
during off-season (January-March and October-December) generally is expected to vary from 16% 
to 54% of total capacity.   

Comment C.48.35: Under S. Construction, Off-Site Improvements, page 159, narrative must 
clearly state that off-site traffic improvement are to be completed prior to operation of the facility. 
This includes all roadway improvements, signalization, signage, etc. Narrative only identifies off-
site improvements such as water and sewer lines along Harriman Drive. It only states that timing 
of roadway improvements would be coordinated with the NYSDOT but does not lock down a date. 

Response:  See response to Comment C.47.14. 
 
Comment C.48.36: Sheet C5 of 26 [of the site plans] What are the plans for on-site well #3, located 
along the parking lot ring road? Plan only states that the casing is to be raised.  See also Sheet C15 
of 26. 
 
Response:  Well 3 is located further to the south on the property than Wells 1 and 2, approximately 
75 linear feet and down gradient of the proposed emergency access road within a steep 
embankment.  Since Well 3 will not comply with the DOH requirement for 100 feet of ownership 
surrounding the well, and development and access are restricted by the steep topography, the 
Project Sponsor has proposed to extend the well casing to the proposed grade and provide the 
Town with easements to utilize the well, if necessary, as a monitoring well.  Alternatively, if the 



II-773 
 

Town prefers, Well 3 will be abandoned in accordance with any applicable NYSDEC and/or 
American Water Works Association (AWWA) guidelines. 
 
Comment C.48.37: Sheet C5 of 26: Please clarify what is meant by “Potential location of informal 
helicopter landing zone”. Will a concrete pad be prepared or will area just be leveled and 
manicured only. 
 
Response:  No construction is to be associated with a helipad-landing site.  An area of level grass 
was requested to be identified by emergency service providers for a possible helipad-landing site, 
should one be needed in an emergency situation. In the event of an emergency, a medi-vac 
helicopter could also land in the proposed parking areas.   
 
Comment C.48.38: Where are the plans for off-site water and sewer improvements along Harriman 
Drive, profiles, etc? 
 
Response:  Project Water and Sewer design reports are included in Appendix I and discuss all 
system infrastructure requirements including off-site improvements.  Profiles are provided on 
Sheets 28 and 29 of the plan set.  
 
Comment C.48.39: Sheet C11 of 26 of the site plans: What are the plans for on-site well casing, 
located west of the resort entrance road? 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.48.36.  
 
Comment C.48.40: Sheet C13 of 26 of the site plans: How do hotel guests exit the hotel and enter 
guest services and ticketing to enter the park? Is there a sidewalk or path from the hotel drop off 
point directly into the park or must guests enter through the parking lot? 
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.27. 
 
Comment C.48.41: Sheet C13 of 26 of the site plans: How do hotel guests exit the hotel property 
into Town when the parking control structure is closed (off hours)? This comment applies to both 
parking in front of and below the hotel. Will a keyed gate be provided or will access be through 
the service road near the maintenance/warehouse building? 
 
Response:  As hotel parking is included with the cost of the hotel room, hotel guests would not 
need to pay to exit the parking lot and would be able to leave at any time.  
 
Comment C.48.42:  On sheet C14 of 26: If park attendance numbers exceed projections, how 
would additional parking requirements be met? Would off- site parking and shuttles be provided 
or would visiting guests just be turned away?   
 
Response:  Park attendance is limited by tickets sold.  The Project Sponsor would not sell tickets 
in excess of the Park’s capacity See response to Comment C.23. 
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Comment C.48.43:  Sheet C26 of 26: Will the proposed back- up generator in the water booster 
pump house be exercised on a regular basis? If so would generator go into test mode manually or 
automatically on a periodic basis? 
 
Response:  The back-up generator in both the water booster station and the sewer pump station 
will automatically run a test cycle on a weekly basis.  
 
Comment C.48.44: On Sheet L141-L147:  Inner Park Area Development Tree Planting Plan- Are 
all tree and shrub species outside of the 8’ fence deer resistant species? 
 
Response:  The planting plan does not identify the specific species of each tree on the plan, rather 
it provides a list of species to be provided and shows where types of trees would be planted (i.e. 
evergreen, deciduous, etc.).  Trees selected for outside of the fence are typically large specimen 
trees and wetland and bat mitigation trees which are not favored by deer. 
 
Comment C.48.45: Sheet L155: Water storage tank should be surrounded by a perimeter security 
fence. 
 
Response:  A security fence will be provided around the proposed water storage tank.   
 
Comment C.48.46: Sheets L191-L195 should specify proposed light intensities in ft-candles or 
lumens at various locations, e.g. main entrance, parking lots, hotel, maintenance/admin buildings. 
 
Response:  A lighting plan has been provided (see sheet L191-L195 of the plan set) which 
demonstrates lighting levels at all property lines.  
 
Comment C.48.47: Sheets L196-L198: Specs on light fixtures are difficult to read due to 
reproduction. Consideration should be given to enlarging reproductions. 
 
Response: While lighting specifications are reproductions, quality of the images has been 
improved for legibility.   
 

 C.49. Member Dropkin, letter dated January 14, 2017 
 
Comment C.49.1: The APPENDICES section incorrectly refers to Local Laws 4 and 5; this should 
be changed to Local Laws 5 and 6. 
 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment C.49.2: Regarding the Executive Summary, the Scope on Page 6 requires that the DEIS 
not only address the issues raised by the Orange County Planning Department, but also identify in 
the DEIS where these issues are addressed. I do not believe that latter has been complied with. 
This identification will ease public and agency review. Also, I did not see where in the Executive 
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Summary there is set forth a “Summary of Impacts on Energy and Solid Waste Management” as 
required by the Scope. 
 
Response: The referenced Orange County Planning Department letter dated July 29, 2016. 
Comments made in that letter were in reference to the Adopted Scope not the DEIS and therefore 
the County’s comments were addressed in the Adopted Scope by amending that document to 
include all relevant comments.  Further, each of the County’s comments in the referenced letter 
are organized by topic area (soils, stormwater, etc) which makes it easy for the agency to look for 
response to each comment under that particular topic area heading.  The County’s comments on 
the DEIS, and responses thereto, are found at Comment B.184. 
 
A summary of Impacts on Energy Use and Solid Waste Management begins on page 16 in the 
Executive Summary of the DEIS.  
 
Comment C.49.3: On page 4 of the DEIS, under ‘Project Purpose, Public Need and Benefit’, it is 
stated that the Applicant will offer year-round educational opportunities. This should be confirmed 
and clarified because the Proposed Project, other than for the hotel and aquarium, will only be 
open for part of the year (7 months) according to the DEIS. The Project Sponsor has committed to 
offering student field trips at a cost of $15 per student. 
 
Response: Comment noted. The aquarium will be open year round and Bricktopia which is located 
adjacent to main entrance contains indoor attractions such as the Imagination Zone (see image on 
page 4 of the DEIS) which is an enclosed building featuring model building, earthquake tables, 
robot building, computer programing and will have general classroom space would also be 
available for classes or similar organization use (by appointment) during winter months.   
 
Comment C.49.4: On page 5, it is stated that the Proposed Project will employ “500 full-time 
employees, 300 part-time employee …” The DEIS should clarify if these are year-round 
employees or otherwise clarify what is meant by “part-time” and “full-time.”  
 
Response:  While outdoor areas of the park will be closed, the hotel, aquarium and office portions 
of the park will be open year round.  Additionally park maintenance staff will be working in the 
park.  The Proposed Project will create 500 full-time (40 hours per week), year-round jobs and an 
additional 500 seasonal jobs for the busier summer season.  Full time jobs include management, 
marketing, finance personnel, information technology (IT) and administrative positions as well as 
security, maintenance and hotel and aquarium management, which pay competitive salaries and 
offer benefits.   
 
Comment C.49.5: On the same page [Page 5], it is stated that there will be “800 construction jobs.” 
State whether these are full-time employees or fulltime equivalent employees; if the latter, please 
define. 
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Response:  This number is a projected total construction jobs throughout the construction phase 
of the Project.  It does not represent only full-time construction workers, nor is it a ‘full-time 
equivalent’ calculation.  
 
Comment C.49.6:  On page 5, the Applicant states that the Winter Haven facility has generated 
since its opening in 2011, nearly $110M in off-site hotel sales, and over $20M in off-site restaurant 
sales. Back up data supporting these statements would be desirable. 
 
Response: This information was provided in an independent report titled, “LEGOLAND 
FLORIDA RESORT ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS” dated April 6, 2016 prepared by Dr. 
James W. Farrell, CFA of the Barney Barnett School of Business and Free Enterprise (see 
Appendix K). 
 
Comment C.49.7:  Table I-I, page 7, states under POTENTIAL IMPACT, that there will be 436.38 
acres left undisturbed. Elsewhere the DEIS states this to be 444.54 acres. This should be clarified 
and corrected.  
 
Response: Based on this revised layout, total disturbance of the site is projected to be 
approximately 149.9 acres with approximately 73.58 acres to remain impervious post-
construction. The remaining 357.53 acres of land within the 507.43 lot area of the Proposed Park 
will remain undisturbed.  
 
Comment C.49.8: Also in this Table and under this category, on page 8-9, the on-site portion of 
the sewer collection system is discussed. The DEIS should be clear that the Applicant pays for 
this. 
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor will pay for all required onsite and offsite sewer infrastructure.   
 
Comment C.49.9: On page 9, under Traffic, there is no discussion of the flyover. This should be 
discussed.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment C.49.10: There is nothing in the document that makes clear who pays for any upgrades 
or expansions of the Village sewer system or plant should it require such action as a result of, or 
to the extent attributable to the Project (to the extent attribution can be reasonably demonstrated). 
 
Response:  Based on the report prepared by the Village’s water and sewer consultant no upgrades 
to the overall Village sewer system or to the Village’s Sewer Treatment Plant are required as serve 
the Proposed Project.  In the event such improvements are desired in the overall Village system in 
the future, the entire district would share costs of improvements and the Project Sponsor would 
pay its fair share just as any other user of the system.   
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Comment C.49.11:  As I understand it, during heavy precipitation events, the Village sewer system 
has occasionally exceeded its 2M GPD capacity. This matter should be discussed because it is an 
environmental and public health and safety issue to the extent (if at all) that the Proposed Project 
will further impact this issue. 
 
Response:  While the Village had historically experienced inflow and infiltration (I&I) issues, 
over the last several years they have undertaken a successful I&I reduction program.  Even before 
this time, the Village had never exceeded its 2M gallons per day capacity.  The Village of Goshen’s 
daily sewer system usage during the peak month (July) averages 774,000 gallons per day so it 
would be highly unlikely a volume of I&I would cause the total volume to exceed 2M gallons per 
day.    
 
Comment C.49.12: The Table, in the same column, on Page 10, refers to fireworks. The intended 
frequency and duration should be clarified as this implicates noise.  
 
Response:  An expanded discussion of noise related to fireworks was provided in DEIS Section 
III-I, on page 101.  Fireworks could be used at the site for special holiday celebrations such as the 
Fourth of July or Halloween.  Typical fireworks displays at the park last approximately 20 minutes 
and would only occur on weekends.  While decibel levels of fireworks can reach up to 150dBA at 
close range, based on noise measurements at the LEGOLAND Florida Resort during the Brick or 
Treat Halloween Celebration, noise levels are anticipated to range from 100 to 106 dBA at nearest 
property lines.   
 
Comment C.49.13: In the Table, under MITIGATION MEASURES, on Page 10, it is stated that 
in the summer season the park closes at 8 pm; it should also state that in the off-peak season, the 
park closes at 6 pm (informational).  
 
Response:  This table is a brief summary only. An expanded discussion of park hours of operation 
is provided on page 24 of the DEIS and is reiterated in Chapter I herein.   
 
Comment C.49.14:  On page 10, there is no discussion of the frequency or the time of day when 
solid waste is removed (although later in the document, I believe it is stated that solid waste is 
removed twice a week, but the time of day is not stated). This should be discussed. 
 
Response:  The data provided in Section III-J of the DEIS is confirmed.  Based on other existing 
facilities, trash is anticipated to be picked up 2 to 3 times per week during the peak season.  Trash 
removal will be by private hauler company and as such, specific times of trash pick-up will be 
determined by that company based on their existing schedules.   
 
Comment C.49.15:  In the Table, Page 12, under the POTENTIAL IMPACTS column, it is stated 
that after the park closes at 8 pm in the peak season, lighting levels will be reduced. It should be 
clarified as to when the lighting will be reduced in the off-peak season.  
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Response:  Main park lighting during the shoulder season (April- May and September- October) 
would similarly use lighting for approximately two hours after park closing (6PM during the week 
and 8PM on weekends) to allow for all guests to exit the property safely and for parking cleaning.   
 
Comment C.49.16:  On page 13, the construction of the hotel in Phase 1 should be included under 
Construction, if this is the case. 
 
Response:  It is confirmed that the hotel will be constructed in Phase 1 of park construction.  
 
Comment C.49.17:  On Page 14, under Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts, it is stated 
that existing mature vegetation will be removed. If what is meant by this is that certain mature 
trees will be cut down, these trees should be identified in the DEIS and it should be clarified which, 
if any, of these trees might be saved; said otherwise, I suggest that there be a Tree Saving Plan.  
 
Certain trees appear to be of extreme age and are of significant girth. They have value both 
environmentally (as to pollution and as a visual and noise barrier) and historically, and if the Park 
portion of the Proposed Project can be developed without taking down these trees, such action will 
also add to the aesthetics of the Park. Also, the unavoidable adverse impacts otherwise mentioned 
by the Applicant in other places of the DEIS should be included in the first paragraph of section 
G. 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.48.7. 
 
Comment C.49.18:  On page 15, item 4, the Green/Sustainable Alternative, should be more fully 
discussed. 
 
Response:  This discussion is part of the Executive Summary.  A more thorough discussion of the 
Green / Sustainable Alternative is provided in Chapter V, Section D. 
 
Comment C.49.19: On Page 16, Summary of Impacts on Energy Use and Solid Waste 
Management, it should be stated how much energy the site will demand (as required by the Scope).  
 
Response:  A projection of energy use from existing Florida and Windsor parks is provided on 
page 102 of the DEIS.  This section states. “The LEGOLAND Florida Resort consumes 
approximately 1,092,809 kWh per month while the park in Windsor which is a seasonal park with 
no waterpark attractions consumes an average of 724,624 kWh per month with a summer peak in 
2015 of 1,003,755.” 
 
Comment C.49.20:  Also, “eight” town-owned parcels should be changed to “nine.” This should 
be corrected elsewhere in the DEIS.  
 
Response:  Comment noted. The FEIS reflects this change.  
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Comment C.49.21:  The amount of electric consumed at Windsor Park as stated on page 16 
conflicts with page 10. This should be corrected. 
 
Response:  LEGOLAND Windsor consumes an average of 724,624 kWh per month.  
 
Comment C.49.22: On Page 17, Summary of Growth Inducing Impacts, it is stated that the Project 
Sponsor would “compensate” the Village of Goshen for “the development of [the] additional 
well.”  Elsewhere in the DEIS, the Applicant states that it will pay for replacement and upgrade 
for a portion of the wastewater line along Harriman Drive. Other than these two off-site 
improvements, the Applicant states in the DEIS (see below) that it expects the County and the 
State to pay for all off-site improvements. The DEIS does not state what its intentions are regarding 
the Proposed Project if County and State money is not so paid. This should be stated so as to make 
full disclosure to the Planning Board and the public. 
 
Response: See response to Comment C.47.14. 
 
Comment C.49.23: The Scope, Page 6, requires there to be a disclosure of “any other legal 
agreements that may affect the proposed use of the site.” If there are no such other agreements (or 
if there are additional agreements), this should be so stated.  I recollect this being stated elsewhere, 
but it also should be stated here. 
 
Response:  On page 21 of the DEIS it states, “There are multiple existing easements on the Project 
Site.  A 50-foot wide easement runs from Harriman Drive to existing tax lot 11-1-45 providing 
access via gravel drive to a fenced enclosure containing a communications tower and multiple 
equipment cabinets.  A second easement, varying in width but generally approximately 80 feet 
wide, runs east-west through the entire property, approximately 3,700 feet from Harriman Drive 
controlled by Orange and Rockland Utilities to allow for the operation and maintenance of 
electrical transmission lines.  Easements exist along both sides of roads which were rough graded 
as part of a proposed expansion of the Arcadia Hills residential development.  The site is not 
subject to any other legal agreements.” 

Comment C.49.24: On Page 20 of the DEIS, Table II-1, and based upon the narrative in Section 
II.A, 6 wells are identified (2 on 11-1-58, 1 on 11-1-49.2, 1 on 11-1-60, 1 on 11-1-65, and 1 on 
11-1-67). However, Figure II-2 seems to show 11 wells. This should be clarified. 
 
Response:  Figure II-2 shows existing wells on the site and “test wells” dug for earlier Project’s 
on this site. They are not functioning wells.   
 
Comment C.49.25: The Scope, Page 6, requires the “graphic representation” of “buildings, 
architecture,” of the Proposed Project. Only some appear to be shown in the DEIS on Pages 22 
and 23. If not all buildings, etc. are shown, they should be so shown. 
 
Response:  Additional representative images of LEGO Factory, a theater and restaurant buildings 
from both LEGOCITY and LEGO Friends themed areas are provided below with architectural 
drawings provided in Appendix M.  
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Comment C.49.27: On page 24, the 2nd paragraph, please advise of the hours of any tractor-trailer 
entrance or exit from the park.  
 
Response: As stated in the DEIS, “Deliveries would be during normal park business hours and 
would be from local vendors and commercial currier service such as United Parcel Service or 
Federal Express. Deliveries are typically by appointment so as to stagger truck arrivals.  At 
LEGOLAND Florida, food and beverage deliveries are scheduled between 6:00AM and noon 
while retail deliveries are scheduled from noon to 4:00PM. A similar system would be created for 
the Proposed Site.  The back-of-house area has been designed to accommodate tractor trailers.” 
 
Comment C.49.28: “MUTCD” should be fully stated; do not use the acronym, as this is not helpful 
to the Planning Board or the public. 
 
Response:  This acronym stands for the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices and all traffic 
related signage and pavement markings on all roads must be consistent with standards provided in 
this text.   
 
Comment C.49.29: On page 25, under Public Improvements, it should be clarified if the Applicant 
is paying for the construction or erection of these improvements. Also, “124” should say “124W.” 
 
Response: Comment noted. The Project Sponsor has committed to finance the traffic 
improvements related to the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for the Project.  
The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in the financing of the cost of 
the Exit 125 improvements, which resolve one of the pre-existing impediments that hinder the 
conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region.   
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Comment C.49.30: On page 26, “Figure III-12” should be “Figure III-13.” 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment C.49.31: On Page 27, under Areas to Remain Undeveloped, it is stated in the DEIS that 
the undeveloped open space will not be subject to any deed restriction or conservation easement; 
this is also stated elsewhere in the document. If a governmental entity, such as the NYSDEC, 
requires a deed restriction or a conservation easement, this statement cannot be made. Regardless, 
the Applicant states or implies that the unimproved portions of the Project site are to remain 
undeveloped; this being the case, these unimproved portions should be subject to a conservation 
easement so that there is a legal mechanism under which the undeveloped portions of the Project 
site are better assured of staying in their natural state in perpetuity. This particularly so for the 
Project site because a portion of it is located in the Moodna watershed and includes the Otter Kill 
waterway, each of which should to the fullest extent reasonably possible be and remain protected. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.25.2. 
 
Comment C.49.32: On page 29, under Construction, it should be stated when construction of the 
hotel, the park, utilities, and grading will be undertaken; whether they will be in Phase 1 or 
otherwise.  
 
Response:   All construction shown on the proposed plans, including off-site improvements, with 
the exception of the proposed aquarium, will be constructed in Phase 1 of the development. Phase 
1 will be broken down into smaller construction phases to limit the amount of disturbance at any 
one time.  
 
Comment C.49.33:  In the last paragraph of [page 29], it is not stated how the Proposed Project 
supports the Mid-Hudson Regional Economic Development Strategy. This should be so stated. 
 
Response:   Page 111 of the DEIS states, “The Orange County Economic Development Strategy 
(2015) targets tourism as one of the main industries imperative to economic development in the 
County.  The goals of this plan include expanding tourism by expansion of both overnight 
accommodations to provide revenue to the County through the hotel occupancy tax and 
developments which emphasizes Orange County as a ‘destination’ within the Northeast.  The 
Proposed Action accomplishes both of these goals.” The Proposed Project was specifically called 
out as a “priority Project” in this document.   
 
In addition, the Proposed Project is consistent with the following specific goals of the Mid-Hudson 
Regional Economic Development Strategy (2011): 

 Encourage the creation of destination hotels to capitalize on and enhance existing 
attractions and support more overnight stays that would lead to greater and longer tourist 
visitation from outside of the region and greater local expenditure. (Goal III.3) 

 Promote the Mid-Hudson as a tourist destination  (Goal III.4) 
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 Promote infrastructure investments in priority growth areas … to take advantage of our 
region’s existing infrastructure.  (Goal IV.4) 

 Promote overnight accommodations, restaurants and recreation that appeal to diverse 
populations.  (Goal XIII.1) 

Comment C.49.34:  On Page 30, under Town-owned Land, it is stated that the fair market value 
of the Town-owned land is to be established by appraisals. The DEIS should make it clear who 
pays for the appraisals. Also in the first paragraph of this Page, the reference to “Local Law #4” 
should be Local “Law #6.” 
 
Response: Appraisals would be paid for by the Project Sponsor.  An appraisal of the Town-owned 
properties was conducted by Valuation Consultants and is in included as Appendix J.  Valuation 
Consultants appraised the value of the Town-owned lots that the Project Sponsor would acquire at 
a fair market value of $41,100. An appraisal is being conducted by an independent appraiser, 
chosen by the Town without any input from the Applicant, but will be paid for by the Applicant.  
 
Comment C.49.35:  In the first full paragraph of Page 31, “800 full-time jobs” should be changed 
to “500 full-time jobs.” 
 
Response:  That entire referenced sentence should be struck.  The paragraph should read as 
follows, “LEGOLAND New York will be a great benefit to the Town of Goshen and its 
surrounding areas The Project will employ 500 full-time employees, 300 part-time employees and 
500 seasonal employees.  The Project will generate 800 construction jobs. Merlin Entertainments 
agrees with Orange County Industrial Development Agency’s local labor policy and has agreed to 
enter a local labor agreement guaranteeing at least 85% of the construction jobs will come from 
Orange County or surrounding Counties.  In addition to onsite jobs, the site will use local vendors 
for a range of services such as pest control, laundry services, food suppliers, etc.  Local restaurants 
and hotel accommodations will benefit from additional tourists in the area.” 
 
Comment C.49.36: Under Permits on Page 32, add SHPO, as it is stated later in the DEIS (Pages 
147 and 148) that artifacts and perhaps artifact study or removal might be required.  
 
Response:  The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation does not 
formally approve any aspect of the Project.  The agency has issued a letter dated January 24, 2017 
stated they agree with the conclusions of the Project’s Archeologist (see Appendix L herein) and 
they request to “review” any Data Recovery Plan which would be prepared for the removal of any 
artifacts prior to any construction on the Project Site.  The Applicant will submit all requested 
documentation to SHPO for their review and coordination.  
 
Comment C.49.37: Elsewhere in the DEIS, the Applicant states that no variances will be needed. 
Under Permits the Applicant lists the ZBA for potential variances. This matter should be clarified. 
 
Response:  As provided on the current layout, the Project does not require any variances.  The 
Planning Board suggested the Town of Goshen Zoning Board be listed as an Involved Agency so 



II-784 
 

they would receive all SEQR documentation in the event any variances were found to be necessary 
so the agency would have the necessary documentation to make any decisions.  
 
Comment C.49.38: Geology and Soils- On Page 36, under Potential Impacts, the total acreage that 
will remain undeveloped open space and manicured lawns is misstated as 439.06 acres; this should 
be 444.54 according to Page 28 and elsewhere in the DEIS. This should be corrected. There should 
also be a breakdown between manicured lawn and undeveloped open space (inclusive of forest). 
 
Response:  Based on this revised layout, total disturbance of the site is projected to be 
approximately 149.9 acres with approximately 73.58 acres to remain impervious post-
construction.  Areas which are disturbed during construction, but are not developed with buildings, 
roads or other paved surfaces will be planted with an extensive planting plan which includes over 
5,000 trees. This 76.32 acre area has been referred to as “manicured lawn or landscaping”.  An 
additional 357.53 acres will remain completely undisturbed on the site.    
 
Comment C.49.39: On Page 37, blasting is discussed. The Scope on Page 7 states that any 
alternatives to blasting should be addressed and such alternatives in the DEIS are not discussed. 
 
Response:  The DEIS states, “An alternative to blasting is hydraulic jackhammering. This 
alternative is a longer, more drawn out process (rather than a single blast) and also creates more 
dust and spreads noise over a longer period of time.” 
 
Comment C.49.40: On the same Page of the DEIS, it is stated that the construction contractor will 
develop a blasting protocol. The DEIS should be made clear that any blasting protocol will be 
subject to Town review, approval, and continuing monitoring and that the Applicant will comply 
with the same. 
 
Response:  This is confirmed. Any blasting protocol will be subject to Town review, approval, 
and continuing monitoring and the Applicant will comply with the same. 
 
Comment C.49.41:  Topography- On Page 39, under Existing Conditions, the proposed retaining 
walls are stated to be precast concrete “with a decorative exterior.” Given the proposed height and 
length of the proposed retaining wall, examples of these exteriors should be provided to the 
Planning Board or shown in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Based on comments received, the grading plan has been revised to reduce the overall 
amount of site disturbance, reduce the amount of grading and reduce the use and height of retaining 
wall.   That being said, a detail of the proposed walls has been provided on Sheet 34 of the site 
plan set.    
 
Comment C.49.42: Surface Water Resources- On Page 8 of the Scope, the Applicant is to state in 
the DEIS if a Jurisdictional Determination from the Army Corps is needed. The DEIS should so 
state this on Page 41 or elsewhere in the DEIS. 
 



II-785 
 

Response:  The Project Sponsor requested from the ACOE a federal wetland jurisdictional 
determination, which request has been superseded by a pre-construction notice (“PCN”) for 
coverage under the Nationwide Permit program.  The PCN details the amount of disturbance 
associated with the development of LEGOLAND New York.   
 
Comment C.49.43: References to Section III-G on Pages 41, 42, and 43 should be changed to 
Section III-F.  
 
Response:  The reference to Section III-G on page 41, 42 and 43 is correct as information 
regarding water quality and volume treatment and other aspects of the SWPPP are provided in the 
Stormwater Management Section (III-G) of the DEIS.   
  
Comment C.49.44: On Page 42, make the same Section correction as above in each of the 5th and 
the last full paragraphs. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.49.42 above.  
 
Comment C.49.45:  On Page 43, the 3rd full paragraph, regarding the references to the significant 
trees on-site see comment above about possibly saving these trees. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.48.7.  
 
Comment C.49.46: Vegetation and Wildlife- On Page 43, under Existing Conditions, it is stated 
that approximately 45 significant trees are located within the proposed area of disturbance. The 
DEIS should state which of these trees can and will be saved (see above). If any cannot be saved, 
the reasons therefor should be stated.  
 
Response:  Trees which must be removed are in areas where grading is needed to create a flat, 
more useable site.  Grading has been adjusted where possible to save significant trees but, as 
discussed in the arborist’s report in Appendix O, root structures of mature trees expand well 
beyond the immediate area of the tree and construction would likely compromise the health of 
many of the trees.  See also Comment C.48.7 and Figure 12 herein.  
 
Comment C.49.47: On Page 53, under Potential Impacts, the open space acreage should be 
corrected to be consistent with the revised figure of 444.54 acres. On Page 54, the DEIS states that 
the Applicant’s biologist has concluded that tree clearing on the Project site might affect bat 
habitat, but the DEIS does not state if there is to be a Biological Assessment study of this matter.  
 
Response: Based on the revised Project layout, the total area of disturbance is 149.9 acres with 
76.32 acres of this total to be landscaped or be maintained as manicured lawn post-construction.  
Total undisturbed open space on the site would be just over 357 acres of land.   
 
A full Indiana Bat and Long-Eared Bat habitat assessment was completed on the site which 
concluded that the Project Site contains potential bat habitat.  In order to mitigate any potential 



II-786 
 

impacts all onsite tree clearing will be conducted during the bats hibernation period, generally 
between November 1 and March 31 during the hibernation period of the Indiana and Northern 
Long Eared Bats to avoid impacts to any active roost trees.  Further, the applicant has prepared a 
landscaping plan which incorporates native bat roosting trees such as Shag Bark Hickory Trees 
and White Oak to be planted adjacent to wetland areas.  
 
Comment C.49.48:  On page 50, there is reference to the NYSDEC concurring with the Applicant 
regarding there [being] no need for surveys of the Northern cricket frog on-site. The DEIS should 
include this letter and this paragraph should state where in the DEIS the letter can be found. 
 
Response:  The full comment letter from the NYSDEC is provided herein as written Comment 
B.32 herein.  A hard copy of the letter can be found in Appendix B.  
 
Comment C.49.49: On Page 50, the last full paragraph, the amount of undisturbed acreage should 
be clarified and corrected (if incorrect). 
 
Response:  Based on this revised layout, total disturbance of the site is projected to be 
approximately 149.9 acres with approximately 73.58 acres to remain impervious post-
construction. Total undisturbed open space on the site would be just over 357 acres of land.   
 
Comment C.49.50: Groundwater and Water Supply- On Page 55, under Existing Conditions, it is 
stated Wells 2 and 3 pumped at 46 and 37.5 GPM, respectively, but on Page 28 these figures are 
given as 15-25 GPM and 50-65 GPM for parcel 11-1-58. The Applicant should clarify this matter.  
 
Response:  The discussion on page 28 is only in reference to Wells 1 and 2 (wells to be offered 
for dedication to the Town), while the discussion on page 55 discusses all 3 of the existing supply 
wells on the Project Site.   
 
Comment C.49.51: On page 56, there are stated to be 8 wells on the Project Site, but under Figure 
II-2 there appear to be 11 wells. This also should be clarified.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.49.24 above.  
 
Comment C.49.52:  On Page 10 of the Scope, the Applicant is to secure written confirmation from 
the Village of Goshen confirming its ability to supply water to the Project Site to meet the Proposed 
Project demands. While this is provided in the APPENDICES, the Farr Engineering letter (the 
water engineer for the Village) contains computations that are internally inconsistent and should 
be clarified. The Applicant should provide the underlying source and basis for the Farr Engineering 
calculations to the Planning Board’s water engineer for review and discussion, to the extent the 
Planning Board consultant desires such discussion. 
 
Response:  Additional analysis from the Village’s water engineer has been provided in Appendix 
G which confirms previous data provided and confirms the Village’s permitted water takings 
permit from the NYSDEC. See also response to Comment B.5.3. 
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Comment C.49.53: On Page 59 of the DEIS, the Applicant should state that native “xeriscape” 
plants will be used for landscaping as the Applicant states that it will be solely using Village 
municipal water and xeriscape plantings should reduce water consumption.  
 
Response:  All plants in the proposed landscaping are native to keep the amount of additional 
watering to a minimum.   
 
Comment C.49.54:  Finally, I note that a few members of the public have stated that the safe yield 
of the Village water supply is 950,000 GPD. I expect this to be addressed by the Applicant.  
 
Response:  All public comments have been addressed herein. The engineering report provided in 
the DEIS and the additional information herein are based on NYSDEC and Health Department 
standards and approved capacity levels. The Village’s approved capacity level is 1,300,000 gallons 
per day. 
 
Comment C.49.55: On Page 55, the 1st full paragraph, it is stated the “intensive use insecticides 
or of herbicides outside of the park may impact prey species of vegetation.’  Page 42 says no 
insecticides will be used. Clarify this matter. 
 
Response: Insecticides and herbicides will be used inside the park to control algae and pests.  No 
insecticides will be used outside of the park area (within the areas to remain undisturbed) so as to 
not harm insects which provide food for bats.  
 
Comment C.49.56:  Page 11 of the Scope requires a discussion of easements as they might relate 
to the on-site water system (or in this case, the portion of the on-site system getting water from the 
proposed municipal system). This is not discussed or should be more fully discussed. 
 
Response: No onsite easements are necessary for the water system.  An easement will be required 
along Harriman Drive for the new water main.   
 
Comment C.49.57: On Page 57 of the DEIS, it is stated that the Project site will have adequate 
water storage for fire flow capacity. Has this been confirmed by the Town Fire Department. If so, 
evidence of the same should be provided. 
 
Response:  Local Fire Departments do not set water storage requirements.  The required water 
storage is determined by the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) and is confirmed by the 
Town Building Inspector.    
 
Comment C.49.58:  Page 58 makes reference to well testing for a new well that is to be completed. 
Has this been completed and state the results and provide the associated study. 
 
Response:  Additional testing at the Village of Goshen’s well property has been completed.  Initial 
pump testing shows the new well can yield an additional 300 gallons per minute of flow which 
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equates to an additional 432,000 gallons per day.  During the testing, the existing wells were in 
operation and the water levels in the existing production wells throughout the site were monitored 
in order to see if the new well interfered with the existing wells.  Based on the data obtained, the 
level of interference was insignificant and no adverse impacts on existing wells is anticipated. See 
well testing data provided in Appendix G.  This additional resource is not needed to serve the 
Project, and is not a part of the Action that is the subject of this SEQR review.  It is provided for 
informational purposes only, as it was the topic of several public comments. The evaluation, 
permitting and development of this new well will be overseen by the Village of Goshen, in 
coordination with the NYSDEC and NYSDOH. 
 
Comment C.49.59:  Under Water Supply on Page 59, the Scope requires discussion of mitigation 
(Page 11), as well as unavoidable adverse environmental impacts. Neither is discussed in the DEIS 
as to Water Supply. This should be discussed. 
 
Response: There are no unavoidable adverse impacts to groundwater.  Impacts to onsite 
groundwater have been avoided by the Applicant’s proposal to connect to the Village’s Municipal 
Water Supply System.  As no use of groundwater on the site will result from the Project, and water 
service will be provided to the Project by the Village of Goshen, which is currently has the capacity 
and permits and approvals to do so, no mitigations are proposed.  Mitigation for the increases in 
impervious surfaces on the site are discussed in Section III-G, Stormwater Management, of the 
DEIS.  
 
Comment C.49.60: Wastewater Management- On Page 60 of the DEIS, on the top of the page, 
there is stated to be a “potential build out of the Village” as it relates to wastewater. The quoted 
phrase requires clarification.  
 
Response:  As part of the analysis prepared by the Village’s water and sewer engineer, a build-
out analysis was prepared to understand what future water and sewer needs of the Village could 
be so that it could be ensured that all in-district properties could be served by the Village’s water 
and sewer systems prior to agreeing to provide water or sewer services to the Proposed Project (an 
out of district user).  The build-out analysis assumed the development of all vacant properties in 
the Village of Goshen and added this amount of sewer (and water) use to the existing Village usage 
to obtain a future full build out scenario.   
 
Comment C.49.61: On the [page 60], the force main along Harriman Drive is stated to be replaced. 
It should be clarified who is to pay for this as required by the Scope on Page 12.  
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor will pay for the cost of the replacement of the forcemain. 
 
Comment C.49.62: On Page 61 of the DEIS, administrative issues, including easements, relating 
to wastewater should be discussed as is required by the Scope on Page 12. Unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts should be discussed as required on Page 12 of the Scope. 
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Response:  The DEIS addresses sewer easements on page 60 as follows, “All onsite improvements 
will be owned and maintained by the property owner.  All offsite infrastructure will be owned and 
maintained by the Village of Goshen.  Both on and offsite infrastructure will be constructed prior 
to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy for the park. No Transportation Corporation or 
Sewer Works Corporation would be required.  No easements for maintenance are required; 
however, should easements be determined to be necessary, the Project Sponsor will coordinate 
with the Village of Goshen.”  It is noted that easements will be sought from the NYSDOT for 
installation and maintenance of this new forcemain within Harriman Drive. Generation of 
wastewater is an unavoidable adverse impact.  
 
Comment C.49.63: On Page 61 of the DEIS, it is stated that grant funding of the wastewater system 
improvements will be sought. It would be helpful to clarify who is seeking this grant money 
(informational).  The DEIS should state which parties will be seeking this type of funding.   
 
Response:  The Project Sponsor is seeking grant funding for infrastructure improvements, and has 
submitted a 2017 Consolidated Funding Application for consideration by the Regional Economic 
Development Council.  Awards are typically announced in later in the year.    
 
Comment C.49.64:  Stormwater Management- Page 61 [of the DEIS] also refers to “the utility 
easement.” This utility easement should be more clearly identified.  
 
Response: This reference is to the Orange and Rockland utility easement which runs east-west 
through the entire property, and contains Orange and Rockland high-tension electric transmission 
lines.  This easement varies in width but is generally approximately 80 feet wide.  
 
Comment C.49.65: The Scope, Page 13, requires a discussion of unavoidable adverse 
environmental impacts. This should be discussed in the [stormwater management section of the] 
DEIS. 
 
Response:  The creation of impervious surfaces on the site is an unavoidable adverse 
environmental impact, and the mitigation for this impact is the stormwater management plan.   
 
Comment C.49.66: On Page 62 of the DEIS, in the first carryover paragraph, the phrase “the 
detention capability of the reservoir will be negligible” should be clarified. On Page 63, the 
reference to Appendix G should be Appendix F. 
 
Response:  Based on the stormwater modeling, its overall size and limited spillway, the ability of 
Goshen Reservoir #2 to detain additional stormwater is minimal.  Reservoirs are not necessarily 
designed to control stormwater.  They hold stormwater but once they are full, they are designed to 
discharge it to the system.  
 
Comment C.49.67: Traffic- I continue to be very concerned about (and looking for further 
discussion on) the benefits and detriments of the “flyover” versus using Exit 124W as the principal 
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means of ingress to the Project site, [and] the adequate length of the exit and entrance lanes on and 
off NYS Route 17 to avoid backup on the mainline, possible back up on South Street.  
 
Response: See response to Comment A.2.3. 
 
Comment C.49.68:  [I continue to be concerned about] the feasibility of additional lanes on Route 
17 in the general vicinity of the Project Site, and the removal of toll booths at Exit 131. 
 
Response: New York State has advanced the $150 million for the reconstruction of the Woodbury 
Transit and Economic hub, which will be completed in 2019. The transit and economic 
development hub Project will likely reduce congestion on Route 17 and in the Mid-Hudson region. 
 
Under the Exit 131 improvement Project, the NYSDOT will expand the Route 32 corridor, replace 
the Route 32 bridge over Route 17, reconfigure the ramp leading to the New York State Thruway 
(I-87), and add a solar-powered bus station, an expanded commuter parking lot, and an intelligent 
transportation system that adapts to changing traffic conditions. Each of these enhancements, 
including the addition of cashless tolling, will improve access and reduce delays due to traffic 
congestion at the Exit 131 interchange.  The Exit 131 interchange has long functioned as a 
bottleneck that results in traffic congestion on Route 17 and the Thruway. 
 
As part of the traffic mitigation plan, new acceleration and deceleration lanes on Route 17 and 
extension of a third, westbound lane on NYS Route 17 from the relocated Exit 125 to the exiting 
third lane just east of Exit 124 (a distance of over 5,000 feet) would be constructed.  
 
Taken together, the relocation of Exit 125 and the improvements at Exit 131 will likely decrease 
the traffic impact of visitors traveling to and from the Proposed Project, as well as reducing legacy 
traffic congestion on Route 17. 
 
Comment C.49.69:  Among other things, the traffic consultant for the Planning Board stated at the 
1/5/17 meeting of the Planning Board, that backup on NYS 17 mainline and significant back up 
on South Street for ingress to the Project site, is likely at various times. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment A.2.3. This comment is based on the previous DEIS 
mitigation plan and is no longer applicable based on the preferred revised traffic mitigation plan. 
 
Comment C.49.70: On Page 87 of the DEIS, the reference to “a public/private partnership” 
requires clarification.  
 
Response:  This language is excerpted from a NYSDOT long-range plan for road configuration 
in the study area.  It is a reference to the fact that funding for the recommended extension of 
Hatfield Lane was recommended to be paid for with both public and private funds. The 
improvements discussed were identified as “potential future improvements” and were discussed 
for informational purposes. Based on discussions with NYSDOT, there is currently no plan to 
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complete these improvements or timetable for when they would be implemented and therefore 
they have not been included in the traffic analyses except as required in the Scoping Document.   
 
Comment C.49.71: On Page 88, under Anticipated Site-Generated Traffic, it would seem that 
hourly traffic volumes from the Windsor facility might be helpful as this facility is elsewhere 
described as most similar to the Proposed Project. The reason for its omission should be addressed.  
 
Response: Traffic data from the Windsor, England LEGOLAND facility was referenced in the 
Traffic Impact Study. Based on a review of the available information, the percentage distribution 
of entering and exiting traffic were found to be similar to that observed at the Carlsbad, California 
location, which was shown in Table SGT-1 of the DEIS Traffic Impact Study and also similar to 
that which is projected at the Proposed Project. The hourly monthly average entering and exiting 
percentages for Weekday and Saturday at the Windsor, England facility are summarized below.  
Actual traffic volumes have been added in addition to the distribution to the information provided 
based upon the Carlsbad facility. 
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Comment C.49.72: On Page 92, it is stated that the Proposed Project traffic peaks are typically 
outside the commuter peak time. The Friday and Sunday evening peak commuter times and traffic 
should also be discussed.  
 
Response: See response to Comment C.49.86. 
 
Comment C.49.73: On Page 95, it should be clarified as to who will pay for the cost of the Exit 
125 improvements (and this comment applies generally to all traffic and traffic-related 
improvements).  
 
Response: See response to Comment C.47.14. 
 
Comment C.49.74: On Pages 94-95, the Applicant states in a conclusionary manner that if Exit 
125 were closed, the other proposed improvements to the road network, etc. would compensate 
for this closure. This should be more fully explained.  
 
Response: The closure of Exit 125 was one of several options evaluated by the NYSDOT in order 
to remove one of the impediments to the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate 86.  See response to 
Comment C.49.66. 
 
Comment C.49.75: Generally, public transportation uses, including buses, trains, shuttles, etc., 
should be more fully discussed to the extent possible.  
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Response: The DEIS states, “The Project proposes to provide shuttle bus services to and from 
area hotels including the Holiday Inn Express in Chester as well as to the other numerous hotels 
located in the Town of Wallkill on Crystal Run Road, including the Holiday Inn, Marriott, 
Hampton Inn and Microtel.  Shuttle services will be coordinated with the anticipated visitors and 
reservations will be coordinated to provide the necessary frequency of service, based on the 
number of expected visitors.  An automated system will be developed so that hotel patrons visiting 
LEGOLAND can arrange the shuttle via smart phone applications. 
 
The Project Sponsor will make every effort to encourage the use of public transportation to the 
Project Site to reduce automobile trips.  With the anticipated regional, draw including from urban 
centers south and east of the site, the traffic study recommends that bus service connecting from 
various collecting points, such as the LEGOLAND Discovery Center in Yonkers, NY and a pickup 
point in Manhattan, be developed to encourage bus transport to and from the site to reduce the 
number of automobile trips.  These types of transit accommodations could also be coordinated 
with other major generators in the area such as Woodbury Common Premium Outlets.” 
 
Comment C.49.76: The Scope on Page 18 requires unavoidable adverse impacts to be discussed 
and this should be done. 
 
Response: Page 96 of the DEIS states, “Traffic generation is an unavoidable adverse 
environmental impact.”  
 
Comment C.49.77: At the public hearing on the Proposed Project on 12/19/16, both the BOCES 
Superintendent and the Goshen School District Superintendent stated that they were concerned 
about ingress and egress to the BOCES facility on Harriman Drive under the Applicant’s currently 
proposed transportation plan. These concerns should be specifically addressed in the DEIS. 
 
Response:  Public hearing and written comments from Mr. Hecht and Mr. Connor are addressed 
herein (see comments A.4, A.6 and B.29). 
 
Comment C.49.78: On Page 79 of the DEIS, there is stated to be an analysis of the BOCES 
driveway flows. This analysis and where it might be found in the DEIS should be included. 
 
Response: Detailed turning movement traffic counts were collected at the intersection of Harriman 
Drive and the BOCES Access Drive during Weekday, Saturday and Sunday peak hours in both 
summer and when school was in session (as was done for all intersections in the study area. Refer 
to page 10 of the traffic study or a discussion begins on page 77 of the DEIS).  The peak bussing 
times at BOCES were generally found to occur from 7:30 AM to 8:30 AM which also coincides 
with the peak hour of commuter traffic along Harriman Drive in the area of BOCES.  The analysis 
for this location is summarized in Tables 1 through 9 of the FEIS Traffic Study.  The Peak PM 
bussing times are prior to the PM peak commute hour and generally occur between 2:00PM and 
3:00PM. 
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Comment C.49.79: Several members of the public have expressed concerns of the increased traffic 
on local roads. I expect that the Applicant will be respond to and address these concerns as well as 
the many comments offered by the traffic consultant for the Planning Board, all to the extent 
required under the Scope. 
 
Response: All public hearing and written comments have been addressed herein.  
 
Comment C49.80: Page 80, the 1st full paragraph, ends in an incomplete sentence. The sentence 
should be completed. 
 
Response: This sentence should read as follows, “As a result of additional background traffic 
increases along the NYS Route 17 corridor, especially as a result of major traffic generators like 
the Montreign Casino, these diverted volumes are expected to increase in the future.”  
 
Comment C.49.81: On Page 82, it is stated that there are certain areas where “the expected queues 
exceed available storage lengths.” While this is stated on this Page to be found in the Queue 
Summary Tables, a summary of the matter on this page would aid in Planning Board and public 
review.  
 
Response: Under the previous access alternative, there were locations where queues were 
expected to exceed the available storage lane length and under that plan additional widenings and 
extension of such lanes were identified. Under the current access plan, many of these are now 
eliminated; however, the revised Traffic Impact Study does identify those areas where 
improvements are needed such as the intersection of Route 17M and South Street. With the 
proposed improvements no significant queuing beyond available storage lengths is anticipated at 
any locations, except for during the Peak Summer Sunday Afternoon Period during which time 
period traffic Route 17 eastbound currently diverts to Route 17M to avoid existing delays.. 
 
Comment C.49.82: On Page 87, it is stated that Exit 125W on NYS Route 17 is anticipated to be 
eliminated at some point. However, there is no discussion of the resulting queuing at other exits 
or intersections. This should be discussed. 
 
Response: The discussion regarding Exit 125 has been updated to reflect the current plans based 
on input from the public, the NYSDOT and FHWA. Regardless of LEGOLAND, Exit 125 
westbound would have had to be relocated to satisfy interstate standards and the current proposal 
is to relocate that interchange to the east. Under this access scenario (the preferred access scenario), 
the majority of traffic will access Harriman Drive and the Project site directly from Route 17. 
There is not expected to be any queuing problems at the other intersections studied including Exit 
124. Note that both Exit 125 west and Exit 125 east will be relocated under the current access 
improvement proposal. 
 
Comment C.49.83: On Page 91, the Applicant states a possible flyover on NYS Route 17 would 
in effect likely reduce the number of vehicles that would travel to the Village. This is speculation 
and it should be stated that this is the opinion of the Applicant. 
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Response: This statement is supported by the analysis in the revised traffic impact study.  See 
projected departure distribution traffic volume diagrams in Appendix A beginning on page 266. 
 
Comment C.49.84: On Page 91, under Construction Impacts, the required number of trucks for 
earth moving on local roads should be stated. 
 
Response:  A new Cut and Fill Analysis has been prepared based on the revised site layout plans.  
(See Figure 7).  Based on this plan the overall amount of grading and earthwork has been reduced. 
The plan shows a total cut of 1,712,405 cubic yards and a total fill of 1,933,281 cubic yards for a 
net fill needed of 229,138 cubic yards. Based on the projected amount of construction excavation 
volume the site (for additional earth material removed for foundations and infrastructure), the 
necessary fill can come from within the site and no soil would need to be imported from outside 
the site. 
 
Comment C.49.85: On Page 92, rather than stating that a Traffic Management Plan “should” be 
established, the DEIS should state that it “would” or “will” be established. 
 
Response:   In addition to the proposed roadway improvements, LEGOLAND will implement a 
Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) which will encourage use of mass transit 
during peak times by coordinating express bus service to and from the site. It will also use variable 
message signs and interactive traffic information updates to patrons via social media. Information 
will be provided to park attendees to inform them of conditions on Route 17 during those periods. 
LEGOLAND will also develop programs to encourage patrons to avoid those peak travel times by 
either staying at the park later or to schedule their departure accordingly to help avoid those peaks 
and lessen any potential impacts during those Peak Summer Sundays.   
 
Comment C.49.86: On [Page 92], it is also stated that LEGOLAND site generated traffic would 
typically be outside the morning and afternoon commuter peak. While this might be true, summer 
Sunday night, and perhaps summer Friday night traffic could coincide with LEGOLAND traffic. 
I defer to the Planning Board traffic consultants on this matter. 
 
Response:  During the summer season, the existing roadway network experiences significant 
delays on Route 17 on Sunday afternoons (approximately 8 Peak Summer Sundays), which 
generally begins peaking around 3pm. This is also a time when some traffic typically begins to 
start exiting the LEGOLAND Park. This condition and associated delays which presently occur 
during these time periods will continue to occur with or without the Proposed Project until longer 
term plans including possible widening to three lanes are completed for the Route 17/I-86 Corridor. 
During these approximately eight summer Sundays, this diverted traffic will be better 
accommodated by some of the improvements being implemented in association with 
LEGOLAND. Assuming that the Proposed Project-generated traffic exits according to historical 
discharge patterns, a 20% decrease in travel speeds along the Route 17 eastbound mainline could 
be anticipated during this limited time period.  It should be noted that during other time periods, 
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the proposed relocated Exit 125 interchange will provide a significant operational and safety 
benefit to traffic travelling along this portion of Route 17 (both eastbound and westbound).   
 
 
Comment C.49.87: On Page 93, the Applicant states that public transit alternative “could” be 
explored. Rather, the Applicant should state that they will be explored and the DEIS should provide 
more information on the state of these explorations, if possible. 
 
Response:  The DEIS further states, in order to reduce the number of vehicle trips to the site, “The 
Project proposes to provide shuttle bus services to and from area hotels including the Holiday Inn 
Express in Chester as well as to the other numerous hotels located in the Town of Wallkill on 
Crystal Run Road, including the Holiday Inn, Marriott, Hampton Inn and Microtel.  Shuttle 
services will be coordinated with the anticipated visitors and reservations will be coordinated to 
provide the necessary frequency of service, based on the number of expected visitors.  An 
automated system will be developed so that hotel patrons visiting LEGOLAND can arrange the 
shuttle via smart phone applications. 
 
The Project Sponsor will make every effort to encourage the use of public transportation to the 
Project Site to reduce automobile trips.  With the anticipated regional, draw including from urban 
centers south and east of the site, the traffic study recommends that bus service connecting from 
various collecting points, such as the LEGOLAND Discovery Center in Yonkers, NY and a pickup 
point in Manhattan, be developed to encourage bus transport to and from the site to reduce the 
number of automobile trips.  These types of transit accommodations could also be coordinated 
with other major generators in the area such as Woodbury Common Premium Outlets.”  
 
LEGOLAND will implement a Transportation System Management Program (TSMP) which will 
encourage use of mass transit during peak times by coordinating express bus service to and from 
the site. It will also use variable message signs and interactive traffic information updates to 
patrons via social media. Information will be provided to park attendees to inform them of 
conditions on Route 17 during those periods. LEGOLAND will also develop programs to 
encourage patrons to avoid those peak travel times by either staying at the park later or to schedule 
their departure accordingly to help avoid those peaks and lessen any potential impacts during those 
Peak Summer Sundays. 
 
The TSMP will be a condition of approval, and will be subject to the review of the Town Building 
Inspector, in consultation with the Town Police Department.  The TSMP will be periodically 
reviewed with Town Officials to determine effectiveness of measures being implemented, as well 
as potentially incorporating new measures.   
 
Comment C.49.88:  On Page 96, unavoidable adverse impacts should be discussed as required by 
the Scope. 
 
Response:  Page 96 of the DEIS states, “Traffic generation is an unavoidable adverse 
environmental impact.”  
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Comment C.49.89: Noise- On Page 101, the frequency and duration of fireworks should be more 
fully discussed. Persons living near the Project site have expressed concerns about noise from the 
proposed facility and fireworks no doubt add to these concerns.  
 
Response:  Fireworks would only be utilized for special events such as Fourth of July or 
Halloween and total time of use would be approximately 20 minutes per event. This short time 
frame of the use of fireworks would limit potential impacts. 
 
Comment C.49.90: The Scope, on Page 19, requires mitigation to be discussed as to Arcadia Hills. 
This should be discussed. Also, the Scope requires unavoidable adverse impacts to be discussed 
and this should be done. 
 
Response:  The DEIS addresses this scope requirement on page 102 as follows, “Noise levels at 
the property lines do not warrant mitigation on the east side of the Project Site.  Additionally, all 
rooftop HVAC equipment will be positioned away from adjacent receptors and as necessary, or 
will include potential acoustic screening to limit any increased noise levels.  It is anticipated that 
the on-site mitigation, i.e., the HVAC attenuation and landscape screening, will mitigate noise to 
all surrounding properties. Therefore, no unavoidable adverse environmental impacts from noise 
are anticipated.”   
 
Comment C.49.91:  Utilities and Solid Waste Disposal- On Page 102, there is no discussion of the 
noise to be generated by emergency generators. (There is discussion on Page 103, stating that there 
will be “no impact.”) This should be further discussed.  
 
Response:  Diesel powered generators will be installed at the hotel, aquarium and at the sewer 
pump station and water booster station.  Standard 80kW generators would be used with acoustical 
enclosures to attenuate noise. 
 
Comment C.49.92: Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts should also be discussed as 
required by the Scope [in the Utilities and Solid Waste section]. 
 
Response: The DEIS states on page 104, “Energy use is an unavoidable adverse environmental 
impact.”   
 
Comment C.49.93: In the last paragraph on Page 102 “facility” should be “facilities” and on Page 
104, noise from stand-by generators and solid waste are also unavoidable adverse impacts. This 
should be so stated (unless not true). 
 
Response:  While noise from generators is an unavoidable adverse impact, each generator would 
be in an acoustical enclosure to mitigate impacts. 
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Comment C.49.94: Land Use and Zoning- On Page 108, it is stated that access easements will be 
provided to certain well lots. I suggest that, if true, these easements be stated to be “practical and 
useable for vehicular and pedestrian purposes”.  
 
Response:  The language of the easements can be prepared to the satisfaction of the Town 
Attorney.  However, it is noted that no road or driveway construction can occur as this area is 
protected wetland.  
 
Comment C.49.95: Unavoidable adverse environmental impacts should be discussed [in the Land 
Use and Zoning section]. 
 
Response:  Page 114 of the DEIS states, “Change in land use is an unavoidable adverse 
environmental impact.”  
 
Comment C.49.96: On Page 113, in the next to last and the last paragraph the phrase “It is 
anticipated” is used when discussing lighting. It is suggested that these phrases be deleted and that 
the statement be made without them. 
 
Response: During the off season when outdoor areas within the park are closed, lighting within 
the main guest parking area serving the park will be minimal and only the areas being used for 
SeaLife Aquarium or for indoor educational uses as described above would be used.  A detailed 
lighting plan has been provided with the revised site plans.  See sheet L191-L195.  
 
Comment C.49.97: On Page 114, views of the Project Site from the Acadia Hills might be an 
unavoidable adverse impact. This should be further discussed. 
  
Response: As shown in the Visual Impact Analysis the Project Site is currently visible from 
various areas within the Arcadia Hills neighborhood.  As further demonstrated, views of the 
Proposed Project itself, will be minimal and mitigated with the provision of a fence, the provision 
of more than 1000 foot vegetated buffer between the nearest residences and the implementation of 
a landscaping plan that includes the planting of more than 5,000 trees. This is not an unavoidable 
adverse impact.  
 
Comment C.49.98: Community Services- On Page 115, the Goshen Fire Department should 
provide confirmation that its fire equipment is adequate for the needs of the Project site and that 
the emergency access and traffic improvements are sufficient for its needs. 
 
Response:  A letter from Elmer Budd, Chief and Richard Pearson, Chief-elect of the Goshen Fire 
Department dated December 13, 2016 has been provided and responded to herein (see Comment 
B.47).  
 
Comment C.49.99: On Page 116, “joint Parks and Recreation Department” should be changed to 
Joint Parks and Recreation Commission.” 
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Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment C.49.100: On Page 117, it is not clear if the Applicant is committing to a helipad. This 
should be made clear.  
 
Response:  See response to Comment C.48.37. 
 
Comment C.49.101: On Page 117, it should be clear that the emergency evacuation plans and drills 
would be reviewed and held at least once a year.  
 
Response:  The DEIS states, on page 118, that the Project Sponsor will hold emergency evacuation 
drills at the park to be coordinated with staff, onsite emergency services and local emergency 
service providers.  The applicant and their design team have met with representatives from local, 
county and state emergency service providers where various mitigations, site plan modifications 
and emergency evacuation plans were provided and discussed.  The Project Sponsor will continue 
to coordinate with service providers throughout the planning process and once the Project is 
constructed.  Drills can be held at any time at the request of emergency service providers.  
 
Comment C.49.102:  The Scope on Page 20 requires the impacts and adequacy of the Proposed 
Project on hospitals and courts to be discussed as well as additional cost to taxpayers for additional 
services resulting from the Proposed Project. These additional costs should be netted against the 
Fiscal Impacts analysis.  
 
Response:  Courts and hospitals are largely user-supported facilities, in that court fees are paid by 
those who appear in court and hospital bills are paid by the individual who requires hospital 
services.  Based upon reports of other LEGOLAND facilities there appears to be no significant 
impact to either hospitals or courts as a result of LEGOLAND operations.  Thus, no significant 
fiscal impact would occur to any taxing jurisdiction from such use.   
 
Comment C.49.103: The Scope requires a discussion of the relationship with private security and 
municipal police departments. The Applicant should make certain these matters are discussed.  
 
Response:  The DEIS states, “The Project Sponsor has agreed to hold emergency evacuation drills 
at the park to be coordinated with staff, onsite emergency services and local emergency service 
providers.  This will ensure proper training and seamless coordination in the event of an 
emergency.”  The applicant and their design team has met with representatives from local, county 
and state emergency service providers where various mitigations, site plan modifications and 
emergency evacuation plans were provided and discussed.  The Project Sponsor will continue to 
coordinate with service providers throughout the planning process and once the Project is 
constructed.   
 
Comment C.49.104: The Scope, on Page 21, requires discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts 
[in the Community Services section]. 
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Response:  No unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated to community resources.  This is stated 
on page 119 of the DEIS.   
 
Comment C.49.105: Fiscal Impacts- On page 122, the Applicant “anticipates 50,000 hotel room 
stays per year.” The Applicant should provide the basis for this conclusion. 
 
Response:  This Projected total is based on the total annual hotel room stays at the LEGOLAND 
Windsor Resort Hotel. As discussed in the DEIS this is a seasonal park and therefore would be 
anticipated to have a similar number of stays as the Proposed Park with peaks in the summer 
months and holiday weekends and a reduced guest count during winter months when the outdoor 
areas of the park are closed.   
 
Comment C.49.106: On Page 124, Table III-9, the Applicant should state if these are “year-round” 
employees.  
 
Response: All jobs listed in Table III-9 are full time, year round positions.  
 
Comment C.49.107: On [page 124], “FTE” should be fully stated and defined. 
 
Response:  FTE stands for Full Time Equivalent. The concept is used to convert the hours worked 
by several part-time employees into the hours worked by full-time employees. On an annual basis, 
a single FTE employee unit is considered to be 2,080 hours, which is calculated as 8 hours per 
day, times 5 work days per week. 
 
Comment C.49.108: On Page 126, Table III-10, if the fiscal benefits are per year, it should so state. 
“Total Economic Output or Demand” should be explained in lay terms. 
 
Response:  The paragraph immediately preceding Table III-10 explains the data in the table and 
the terms and confirms the impacts would be annual.  The paragraph states: “For the Proposed 
Project, the total impact is based upon the impacts of their direct activities as well as the indirect 
and induced spending that occurs as a result of the direct activities. The Direct Effect measures the 
economic impact of Proposed Project’s employment and construction activities. The Indirect 
Effect measures the economic impact of Project suppliers, for example the jobs created in the food 
services industry due to their purchase of food to prepare and sell in their parks. Benefits would 
be expected for other local vendors in service sectors such as dry cleaning, hotels, gas stations, 
food suppliers, etc. The Induced Effect measures the economic impact of changes to household 
expenditures due to increased employment for both the Proposed Project and their suppliers. An 
example of Induced Effect would be a LEGOLAND employee spending more money at a 
restaurant because they have higher income. The table below measures the indirect and induced 
economic impacts of the park operations on an annual basis. It is anticipated these economic 
benefits would be experienced each year.” 
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Comment C.49.109: On Page 127, the cost of roadway repairs, providing sewer and water, should 
be estimated and netted against the tax dollars or PILOT payments to be derived from the Proposed 
Project. 
 
Response:  The costs of providing water and sewer will be paid by the Project Sponsor to the 
Village of Goshen on a user-fee basis.  No costs would be incurred by the Town related to water 
and sewer.  Costs related to road repairs and other Town Highway Department related costs are 
taken into consideration in the analysis and shown in Table III-11.   
 
Comment C.49.110: Visual Resources- On Page 23 of the Scope, unavoidable adverse impacts are 
required to be discussed.  
 
Response: No unavoidable adverse environmental impacts are anticipated to visual resources.  
This is stated on page 144 of the DEIS.  
 
Comment C.49.111: On Page 142 of the DEIS, the Applicant states that the Project site will be 
seen from two locations at the Arcadia Hills subdivision. The Applicant should state if this matter 
could be adequately addressed with evergreen plantings or other reasonable actions. On Page 144, 
there should be stated if there will be adverse visual impacts regarding the Arcadia Hills 
subdivision. 
 
Response: As shown in the visual analysis, portions of the project such as the hotel and main guest 
parking lot are likely to be visible from higher elevations along Arcadia Road.  These areas are 
more than 3,000 feet from Arcadia Road and are further buffered by supplemental plantings within 
the park and within the parking lot.  As shown on the proposed planting plan, more than 5,000 
trees are proposed to be planted on the site to soften appearances of the site.   
 
Within the Arcadia Hills subdivision, elevation decreases from Arcadia Road west towards the 
proposed park.  As shown on Images 5,6 and 7 in the DEIS, the Project Site is not visible from 
within the Arcadia Hills development. Views are blocked by dense mature vegetation both within 
the development and along the property boundary shared with the site.  Areas along this boundary 
are not proposed to be disturbed and are to be placed in conservation easement which will preserve 
the mature vegetation and natural existing viewshed in perpetuity.  No adverse visual impacts are 
anticipated to result from the Project. 
 
Comment C.49.112: Environmental Contamination- If pesticides are to be used on the Project site, 
their possible impact on persons and the watershed should be discussed. 
 
Response: Airborne pesticides and herbicides would not be used at the Proposed Project.  
Additionally, no pesticides or herbicides will be used outside of the park area and therefore would 
be unlikely to get into wetlands or other sensitive environmental areas. Only standard, household 
spray pesticides and herbicides are proposed such as ‘Round-up’.  Chemicals are typically sprayed 
at night after park closing and are not sprayed while guests are in the park.   
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Comment C.49.113: Agriculture- On Page 150, the 4th paragraph the word “their” should be “the 
Proposed Project’s.” 
 
Response:  Comment noted.  
 
Comment C.49.114: Air Quality- Page 25 of the Scope requires a discussion of the cumulative 
impacts of new Projects, including impacts on air quality and traffic. The Applicant should make 
certain this is discussed in the DEIS. As far as I can tell particulate emissions are only discussed 
as to those generated from the Project site (see Page 152; there is only discussion of improved 
queuing on Page 153). 
 
Response: Regarding air quality, see the additional air quality information in Appendix Q and the 
responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.1003, B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment C.49.115:  The Scope requires discussion of unavoidable adverse impacts [in the Air 
Quality section]. 
 
Response: No unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated to air quality.  This is stated on page 
155 of the DEIS.  See also, response to Comment B.4.21. 
  
Comment C.49.116:  Several members of the public at the public hearing and by written comment 
have also raised health concerns about particulate pollution. I expect these concerns to be 
adequately responded to and addressed by the Applicant. 
 
Response: During construction, air quality could be temporarily affected by dust from disturbed 
areas during dry periods and emissions from construction vehicles and other machinery.   Best 
Management Practices will be employed as needed during construction activities to reduce the 
potential for fugitive dust generation at the site.   For example, stabilized truck exit areas would be 
established for washing off the wheels of all trucks that exit the construction site. Tracking pads 
would be established at construction exits to prevent dirt from being tracked onto roadways. Any 
truck routes within the site would be either watered as needed or, in cases where such routes would 
remain in the same place for an extended duration, the routes would be stabilized, covered with 
gravel, or temporarily paved to avoid the re-suspension of dust. During dry weather, exposed soil 
areas (unpaved access roads, soil piles, staging areas etc.) would be watered once per day to control 
fugitive dust, or more, as needed. All trucks hauling loose material would have their loads securely 
covered prior to leaving the construction sites. To minimize fugitive dust emissions, vehicles on-
site would be limited to a speed of 10 mph. The temporary concrete batch plant would also 
incorporate dust control measures (e.g., dust collectors and covers limiting pathways for dust).  
 
Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or reducing the 
maximum idling time to 5 minutes consistent with NYSDEC regulations. Clear signage indicating 
idling limits shall be provided for construction workers at all access points.  
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Additionally, during construction, fugitive dust from soil erosion from the 149.9 acres of total 
disturbance is the largest potential contributor to air pollution.  This is a temporary impact. 
Adherence to the New York State Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges from Construction Activity, combined with the required storm water 
pollution prevention plan and soil Best Management Practices, would further reduce the potential 
for soil erosion. Proposed erosion and sediment control measures consistent with Section 97-42 of 
the Town Code are proposed. All erosion and sedimentation control measures shall be installed 
before any land disturbance.  The BMPs would include but not be limited to the following: 

 The smallest practical area of land shall be exposed at one time; 
 When land is exposed during development, the exposure shall be the shortest practical 

period of time;  
 Temporary vegetation and other protective measures shall be provided to ensure soil 

stabilization to steeply slope areas; 
 Provide controls to reduce soil erosion and intercept/slow storm water flows; 
 Cover stockpiled soil; 
 Use dust suppressants, such as watering soils and unpaved roadways; 
 Preserve existing vegetation where no construction activities are planned and wherever 

possible; and 
 Replant/re-vegetate all exposed disturbed areas immediately upon completion of 

construction. 
 
During the excavation process, all the topsoil in disturbed areas would be cleaned and reused on-
Site; sound rock, if encountered, could be crushed and utilized as base material.  Dewatering would 
be required during the construction of building foundations, underground utility 
trenching/excavations, and any additional subsurface construction.  See the additional air quality 
information in Appendix Q and the responses to Comments A.54.1, A.64.6, A.100.1, A.100.3, 
B.4.21 and B.21.5. 
 
Comment C.49.117: Page 155 does not say what the unavoidable adverse impacts will be, if any, 
and there is no discussion of off-site mitigation (if possible). 
 
Response: Unavoidable adverse impacts related to construction have been mitigated to the extent 
practicable. Off-site mitigations would be the same as for onsite impacts with respect to erosion 
control, dust suppression, and all other aspects of stormwater pollution prevention would be 
required. Bonds would be posted for work within public rights of way.  
 
Comment C.49.118:  Construction- On Page 154 of the DEIS, it should be made clear what section 
of South Street is expected to have construction traffic.  
 
Response:  The portion of South Street which would be expected to have construction traffic is 
the portion between Route 17M and Harriman Drive.  
 
Comment C.49.119: On Pages 155, 156, and 157 of the DEIS, it should be made clear who pays 
for damage to Town and County roads and traffic improvements.  
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Response: No County Roads are anticipated to be utilized as main means of access for 
construction vehicles.  Bonds would be posted with the town for construction and roads in the 
vicinity of the Project Site will be improved at the expense of the Project Sponsor as part of the 
proposed traffic mitigation. Any damage would be repaired or replaced by such improvements. 
See Figure 6 and Appendix M of the traffic study. 
 
Comment C.49.120: The Applicant does not adequately explain why it anticipates road damage 
from construction to be minimal. 
 
Response: Construction traffic is anticipated to use Route 17 and Harriman Drive to reach the site.  
The most heavily traveled road for construction would be Harriman Drive, which would be 
improved from the existing Exit 125 eastward, at the expense of the Project Sponsor as part of the 
proposed traffic mitigation. Any damage in this vicinity would be repaired or replaced by such 
improvements. See Figure 6 and Appendix M of the traffic study. The entire length of Harriman 
Drive is not proposed to be improved as part of the FEIS Preferred Alternative improvement plan.  
It should also be noted that any construction bonding with the Town, would cover the cost of 
remediation of any roadways potentially damaged by construction vehicles beyond the roadways 
proposed to be improved as part of the proposed project. 
 
Comment C.49.121:  I do not see where it is stated what party will pay for and improve South 
Street and Harriman Drive. 
 
Response: The Project Sponsor has committed to obtain all required permits, construct and finance 
the traffic improvements related to the relocation of Exit 125 and other traffic improvements for 
the Project. The Project Sponsor has requested that New York State participate in the financing of 
the cost of the Exit 125 improvements. The Exit 125 improvements will resolve one of the pre-
existing impediments that hinder the conversion of Route 17 to Interstate-86 in this region. 
Removal of this impediment will assist New York State with this future conversion. The 
conversion to Interstate-86 will result in federal funding contributions for the future operation and 
maintenance of Interstate 86.  
 
Comment C.49.122: The Scope, on Page 25, requires discussion of noise from construction. The 
Applicant should make certain this is discussed. In the public comments, I note that one member 
of the public recommended sounds barrier as they might be used on the new Tappan Zee Bridge. 
Assuming this statement to be accurate, the Applicant should discuss the use of these barriers for 
both construction and operational purposes.  
 
Response:  The DEIS provides a noise analysis which discuses both short term and operational 
noise impacts (see Section III-I). The only receptor location to experience a noticeable (over 3 
dBA) noise impact during the weekday build-condition was Receptor 6 which is located at the 
western property line near the hotel and entrance to the main guest parking area.  This receptor 
location borders vacant land and is more than 1,000 feet from Glen Arden buildings or any 
residential dwellings.  Construction of the Tappan Zee Bridge is projected for a 6-year construction 
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schedule and the bridge accommodates approximately 140,000 vehicles1 a day, 24-hours day. The 
mitigation measures required for this scale of a project are not necessary for the Proposed Project.  
 
Comment C.49.123: Precautions to protect significant habitat is not discussed as required under 
Page 25 of the Scope.  
 
Response:  With respect to protection of identified potential endangered habitat, the DEIS states 
on page 155, “As discussed in more detail in Section III-D above, all on-site tree clearing will be 
conducted between November 1 and March 30 in order to avoid disturbance of any potential 
Indiana and Northern long-eared bat habitat.” 
 
Comment C.49.124: One member of the public has disputed the net cut and fill and the consequent 
truck traffic during construction. The Applicant should address the public member’s comments.  
 
Response:   All public comments have been addressed herein.  The grading plan and associated 
cut and fill analysis has been revised based on several public comments to reduce the overall 
amount of earthwork.   
 
Comment C.49.125: Unavoidable adverse impacts are not discussed on Page 159 [for 
Construction]. 
 
Response:  Generation of construction related vehicles and removal of surface vegetation causing 
potential for erosion and/or dust are unavoidable adverse impacts related to construction; however, 
they have been and will be mitigated to the extent practicable.  See response to Comment C.49.117.  
 
Comment C.49.126: Alternatives- On Page 165, the word “eight” should be “nine” as to town 
parcels. 
 
Response:  This is correct.  Nine parcels within the Project Site are town-owned.  
 
Comment C.49.127: The Applicant should make clear that the GPD of water includes the proposed 
aquarium. 
 
Response:  The Projected water demand for the Proposed Park was determined based on water 
use at LEGOLAND Windsor Resort because of its similar size, attractions and seasonal nature.  
This park also has an aquarium which would have been included in the water usage that was 
provided from this park.   
 
Comment C.49.128: Growth Inducing Impacts- VII in the DEIS should be changed to VIII, and 
the last paragraph on Page 170 should begin with “The Applicant believes that.” 
 
Response:  The referenced statement is not an option. It supported by several facts related to 
existing Village zoning and land use.  
                                                 
1 As per www.newnybridge.com 
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Comment C.49.129: The Applicant should address whether the Overall Site Plan Concept as to 
roads complies with proposed Local Law No. 6 as to continuous internal roadways and paved 
roadways. 
 
Response: The site plan has been revised so that roads have increased connectivity.  This improves 
internal circulation for both staff and emergency services on the site, which complies with the 
requirements of Introductory Local Law No. 6.      
 
Comment C.49.130: Several members of the public have commented on the reduced buffers 
surrounding the proposed LEGOLAND park and the concerns that they have regarding the 
consequent impact on the watershed and noise. I expect that the Applicant will specifically address 
this matter. 
 
Response: All public comments have been addressed herein.  Based on current Project design, a 
buffer of over 1000 feet is provided between the nearest proposed development and residential 
dwellings as well as a zoning buffer.   
 
Comment C.49.131: Several members of the public commented on the contours and elevations of 
the Proposed Project site relative to surrounding properties including Arcadia Hills.  
The Applicant should address these comments. 
 
Response:   Existing contours of the Project Site and surrounding areas based on site surveys and 
Orange County GIS data were presented on Figure III-4 and III-5 of the DEIS.  All public 
comments from the public hearings and written comments have been addressed herein.   
 
Comment C.49.132: One member of the public commented, to the effect, that certain information 
contained in the Appendices was not adequately referenced in the DEIS and consequently this 
makes it unnecessarily difficult to access information in the DEIS. The Applicant should draft the 
DEIS to make all information in the DEIS and the Appendices readily accessible. 
 
Response: A Table of Content was provided with the DEIS to direct readers where to find each 
impact topic and each related appendix.  Each related Appendix and document contained therein 
was also specifically referenced in the text of the related topic.  The Traffic Impact Study, however, 
was somewhat more difficult to navigate as the Table of Contents did not provide a location of 
each table or figure provided in the Appendices, coupled with the sheer volume of the document.  
In order to improve the ease of locating information in the traffic impact study a more thorough 
table of contents has been provided.   
 
Comment C.49.133:  Landscaping should be employed to the fullest extent possible to minimize 
on a year-round basis the view of the park from surrounding residences. 
 
Response:  A full planting plan has been prepared for the Proposed Project which includes more 
than 5,000 trees.  Trees include evergreen, deciduous and ornamentals as well as wetland specific 
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plantings and trees which lend themselves to provision of bat habitat. (see sheets L141 through 
L147 of the plan set).  
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