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CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS  
538 Broad Hollow Road, 4th Floor East I Melville, NY 11747 I 631.756.8000 I www.h2m.com 

M  E  M  O  R  A  N  D  U  M 
 
TO:  Lee Bergus, Chairman & Planning Board 
 

FROM:  Dennis G. Lindsay, PE, Town Engineer, &  
Sean T. Hoffman, PE, Planning Board Consultant 

 

SUBJECT: Merlin Entertainments Group US Holdings, Inc./LEGOLAND New York 
  Commercial Recreational Facility 
  Subdivision, Special Permit & Site Plan – DEIS Review – Public Hearing 
  File # 11-1-45 - 47, 49.2, 58, 60, 62 - 69 & 15-1-591; Memo No. 83–16-042 
 

DATE:  May 18, 2017 
 

CC:  Douglas Bloomfield, Supervisor & Town Board; Neal Halloran, Building Inspector, Broderick 
Knoell, Highway Superintendent, Richard Golden, Esq., Kenneth Mackiewicz, PE, Traffic 
Consultant; Ralph E. Huddleston, Jr., Environmental Consultant; William Canavan, PG, LSRP 
& Dominic Cordisco (for Applicant)  

 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
The following are our technical comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for a 
commercial recreational facility, LEGOLAND New York (LLNY) including a theme park, hotel and various 
administrative services on 522± acres (total holdings) on a site located south of NYS Route 17/future I-86, east 
of Reservoir Road and west of Arcadia Road with frontage along Harriman Drive, Arcadia Road and 
Conklingtown Road.  The site includes lands in the Rural (RU) and Hamlet Residential (HR) Zones and the 
AQ-3, Scenic Road, Floodplain & Ponding, and Stream Corridor & Reservoir Overlay Districts.    

Background/SEQRA Process – During the June 16, 2016 meeting you assumed lead agency status 
classified this project as a Type I action and required submission of an environmental impact statement (EIS).  
A public scoping session was held July 21, 2016 culminating in the adoption of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) scope during your August 18, 2016 meeting.  On November 17, 2016, the DEIS was 
determined adequate for public review and a public hearing was scheduled for December 15, 2016.  Review of 
the DEIS, receipt of public comment (public hearing and written comments), completion of a Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) on substantive issues and adoption of findings are required under 
SEQRA. 

Local Laws – The special permit and site plan application has been submitted in connection with an 
application to the Goshen Town Board to consider an amendment to the Town Comprehensive Plan 
(Introductory Local Law No. 5) and a Commercial Recreation (CR) overlay zone (Introductory Local Law No. 6) 
to allow the proposed use in the RU and HR zoning districts.  As such, the December 15, 2016 meeting is a 
joint meeting with the Town Board, to allow combined public hearings regarding Local Law Nos. 5 and 6, DEIS, 
subdivision, site plan, special permit, clearing and grading permit and the sale of Town parcels to the project 
sponsor. 

DEIS Review – We have reviewed the DEIS for technical content.  To assist in your review, we have prepared 
the attached list of comments based on our review.  We are distributing this in advance of the public hearing to 
give you and the project sponsor an early opportunity to consider our comments.  We may wish to supplement 
these based on information you receive during the public hearing and/or subsequent written comments. 

                                                 
1  Section 11, Block 1 Lots 60, 62-69 are currently owned by the Town of Goshen.  The applicant proposes to subdivide 

portions of these parcels containing above-grade municipal infrastructure and purchase the remainder for 
incorporation into the Project Site. 



 
Town of Goshen 
Planning Board Memo No. 83-16-042 
Page 2 of 13 

 
We have also commented on the site plan to the extent related to the environmental review.  We anticipate 
further comment on plan details as the environmental review concludes and revised site plans are submitted 
incorporating your findings.  Our comments have addressed the typical zoning and engineering issues 
assigned to us as Town Engineer; comments on traffic and environmental review have, for the most part, been 
left to other special Board consultants. 

If you or the project sponsor requires any clarification on our comments, please advise.  

In addition to the tabulated list below, we have identified the following matters as those you may wish to 
consider with the applicant so the plan will address these potentially significant environmental issues: 
 

 Access & Interconnectivity - 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 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. 

 Setbacks and Buffer Areas – 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).   
 

 Water Supply – 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.    
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Introduction – The following comments are formatted to correspond with the structure of the DEIS.  We believe 
this makes it easier to follow and for tracking responses in the FEIS.  We have attempted to limit our 
comments to those of a substantive nature.  In some instances, we have noted inconsistencies.  These are 
usually of small environmental consequence but are noted where they might lead to confusion or leave an 
unclear record of the underpinnings of the Board’s ultimate findings. 
 
Cover Sheet- No comments at this time. 
   
I:  Executive Summary – Revisions or clarifications in either the Executive Summary or detail section will 
require review by the applicant for consistency.   
   

II:  Project Description 
Comment 

No. 
Page/Fig. Comment 

II-1 20 FEIS to acknowledge appraisals will be performed to establish fair market 
value of existing parcels owned by the Town prior to sale or transfer. 

II-2 31 FEIS to acknowledge LLNY description as a “great benefit” is the Project 
Sponsor’s opinion. 

II-3 32 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 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. 

III:  Environmental Setting 
A Geology and Soils 

III.A-1 34 DEIS provides depth to groundwater for existing soils except Bath-Nassau. 
FEIS to provide groundwater depth (from Soil Survey or field observations). 

III.A-2 Fig. III-3 & 
Fig. III-6 

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.   

III.A-3 36 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.  

III.A-4 37 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. 

III.A-5 38 FEIS to confirm bedrock faults and fracture traces are outside the limits of 
disturbance and evaluate impacts of development. 

III.A-6 38 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. 
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B:  Topography  

III.B-1 39 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. 

   
C:  Surface Water Recourses 

III.C-1 40 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.   

III.C-2 40 FEIS should discuss impacts to surface waters associated with of offsite 
improvement areas. 

III.C-3 40 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.  

III.C-4 41 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 clarify if grading for emergency access road will disturb 
wetlands. 

III.C-5 42 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. 

III.C-6 42 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.   

   
D:  Vegetation and Wildlife – No comments at this time.
   

E:  Groundwater/Water Supply 
Comment 

No. 
Page/Fig. Comment 

III.E-1 55 
Appendix D 

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. 

III.E-2 55 
Appendix D 

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 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. 
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III.E-3 55 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. 

III.E-4 56 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. 

III.E-5 56 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.  

III.E-6 56 
Appendix E 

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. 

III.E-7 56 
Appendix E 

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. 

III.E-8 56 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 parks or industry standards to support average and peak day 
demand estimates.  FEIS to address similarities between Windsor and LLNY in 
terms of water use for landscaping and aquarium. 

III.E-9 56 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. 

III.E-10 57 
Appendix E 

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. 

III.E-11 57 
Appendix E 

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. 

III.E-12 57 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. 

III.E-13 57 DEIS indicates possible onsite water treatment (pH and chlorine disinfection); 
FEIS to describe location for water treatment including any chemical storage 
and transfer locations. 
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III.E-14 58 DEIS indicates aboveground fuel storage; FEIS to identify specific locations 

and quantify total volume of onsite storage. 

F:  Wastewater Management
III.F-1 59 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. 

III.F-2 59 
Appendix E 

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. 

III.F-3 60 
Appendix E 

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. 

III.F-4 60 
Appendix E 

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.  

III.F-5 - 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. 

III.F-6 61 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. 

III.F-7 61 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. 

III.F-8 Appendix E 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 
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disrupt service. 

III.F-9 Appendix E 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). 

III.F-10 Appendix E FEIS to confirm adequate cleaning velocity will be achieved in the force main 
under all anticipated operating conditions including low flow (winter). 

   

G:  Stormwater Management 
Comment 

No. 
Page/Fig. Comment 

III.G-1 Appendix F  SWPPP references 2010 NYSDEC requirements. Confirm latest (2015) 
version of requirements will be utilized. 

III.G-2 Appendix F Study Point Peak flows (Table 7) should be revised for consistency with results
from watershed model (SWPPP Appendix B, Page 3 of 606). 

III.G-3 Appendix F 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. 

III.G-4 Appendix F SWPPP Appendix B, watershed model (Watershed B7) shows a bioretention 
area in line with a stormwater pond. Plans show bioretention area discharging 
to Study Point B while stormwater pond discharges to Study Point A. SWPPP 
to be revised to correspond with plans. 

III.G-5 Appendix F SWPPP to include sizing calculations for culverts under the proposed main 
entrance road. 

III.G-6 Appendix F SWPPP Appendix B watershed model uses a 48-hour storm event and a 24-
hour rainfall depth. FEIS to confirm or revise for consistency. 

III.G-7 Appendix F 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.  

III.G-8 Appendix F FEIS to confirm outlet discharge velocities are less than erosive velocity for 
proposed discharge conditions.  

III.G-9 Appendix F 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.   

III.G-10 Fig. III-12 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. 

III.G-11 Appendix F 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.  

III.G-12 Appendix F FEIS to clarify which pretreatment practice is intended at each bioretention 
areas; detail(s) to be provided on the plans. 

III.G-13 Appendix F FEIS to include collection and conveyance (i.e. pipe sizing and swale)
calculations. 

III.G-14 Appendix F FEIS to confirm proposed riparian buffers conform with NYSDEC Stormwater 
Design Manual (Section 5.3.2). 

III.G-15 Appendix F FEIS should provide table indicating impervious area in each watershed to 
facilitate subsequent review. 
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III.G-16 Appendix F SWPPP Pond B7 report indicates discharge flowrate exceeds calculated 

channel protection flowrate.  FEIS to revise. 
III.G-17 Site Plan Addition information indicting drainage of the proposed parking deck should be 

provided in FEIS or on revised site plans.  
III.G-18 Site Plan Storm System Layout plans to include collection system so model routing may 

be confirmed. 
III.G-19 Appendix F FEIS to confirm filtering systems are sized to temporarily store at least 75% of 

the Water Quality Volume prior to filtration. 
III.G-20 Site Plan FEIS to include details on Underground Sand Filtration. 

   
H:  Traffic – No comments at this time.  
   
I:   Noise – No comments at this time. 

   

J:  Utilities and Solid Waste Disposal 
III.J-1 102 FEIS to clarify project site includes several exiting Arcadia Hills well sites 

(DEIS page 6) and telecommunications tower which also have energy 
demands. 

III.J-2 102 & 103 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. 

III.J-3 103 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. 

III.J-4 103 FEIS to include “will serve” letters from electrical and natural gas utilities 
indicating their ability to provide service to the Proposed Action. 

III.J-5 103 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. 

III.J-6 103 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. 

III.J-7 103 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]. 

III.J-8 103 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 estimates.  FEIS to provide per capita 
estimates from LEGOLAND parks or industry standards to support waste 
generation estimates for the Proposed Action. 

III.J-9 103 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.) 

III.J-10 103 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. 
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III.J-11 104 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. 

III.J-12 104 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. 

III.J-13 105 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.   

   
K:  Land Use and Zoning  

III.K-1 106 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. 

III.K-2 106 Site plans to should show the required 150-foot setbacks in connection with 
Stream Corridor and Reservoir Watershed Overlay District. 

III.K-3 107 
Table II-1 

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. 

III.K-4 Fig. III-15 Existing land use figure should include land uses in Town/Village of Chester 
within one (1) mile of project site. 

III.K-5 108 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.  

III.K-6 109 
Appendix B 

FEIS to include revised version of Introductory Local Law No. 6 of 2016.

III.K-7 109 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). 

III.K-8 109 DEIS indicates setbacks of 276 feet and 350 feet from Harriman Drive; these 
should be shown on the site plan. 

III.K-9 111 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). 

III.K-10 113 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. 

III.K-11 Site Plan 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. 

   

L:  Community Services 
III.L-1 114 DEIS indicates 6 full time Town police officers; FEIS to confirm current staffing 

with 2017 budget and/or discussions with Police Chief. 
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III.L-2 115 FEIS to confirm Orange County Emergency Services Center is approximately 
three (3) miles from project site. 

III.L-3 116 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.  

III.L-4 116 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. 

III.L-5 116 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.).   

III.L-6 116 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. 

III.L-7 117 FEIS to confirm ring road and internal driveways have been designed to 
accommodate existing GFD apparatus including ladder truck. 

III.L-8 116 & 117 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). 

III.L-9 118 FEIS to provide support for DEIS statement that no increased to Town court 
services are anticipated (comparisons to other LEGOLAND parks would be 
appropriate). 

III.L-10 118 FEIS should define the features, size, etc. related to potential police substation 
and first aid facility and identify same on site plan.   

III.L-11 118 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. 

III.L-12 118 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. 
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M:  Fiscal Impacts 

III.M-1 Table III-7 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. 

III.M-2 121 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. 

III.M-3 124 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. 

III.M-4 125 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. 

III.M-5 125 
Table III-7 

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. 

   

N:  Visual Resources 
   

III.I-1 132 & 133 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. 

III.I-2 136 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. 

III.I-3 141 DEIS indicates the project site in not visible from any national, state or local 
historic and aesthetic resources.  FEIS to evaluate if any impact to these 
resources from offsite improvements. 

III.I-4 141 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. 

III.I-5 142 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. 
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III.I-6 Post 
Development 

Image 4 

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.  

III.I-7 143 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 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.  

III.I-8 144 DEIS indicates the site’s natural and proposed topography will work to visually 
buffer the site; we suggest the FEIS include cross-sections through he 
developed site to graphically demonstrate the effect of proposed topography 
will have on visual impacts. 

   
O:  Environmental Contamination – No comments at this time.
   
P:  Cultural Resources – No comments at this time. 
   
Q:  Agriculture – No comments at this time. 
   
R:  Air Quality – No comments at this time. 
   
S:  Construction Impacts – No comments at this time. 

III.S-1 155 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. 

III.S-2 156 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. 

III.S-3 156 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. 

III.S-4 157 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. 

III.S-5 159 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.   
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IV:  Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts – Revisions or clarifications in other sections will require 
review by the applicant for consistency. 
   
V:  Alternatives 

V-1 162 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 DEC). 

V-2 163 
Table V-2 

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. 

   
VI:  Project Impacts on Use and Conservation of Energy Use and Solid Waste Management – Revisions or 
clarifications in other sections will require review by the applicant for consistency. 
   
VII:  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources – Revisions or clarifications in other sections 
will require review by the applicant for consistency. 
   

VIII:  Growth Inducing Impacts 
VIII-1 170 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.   

 



 

 

Memorandum 
 

To: Lee Bergus, Chairman 

Town of Goshen Planning Board 

 

From: Ken Mackiewicz, P.E. 

Carlito Holt, P.E., PTOE 

 

Subject: DEIS Section III.H-Traffic Technical Review 

LEGOLAND New York Commercial Recreational Facility 

Town of Goshen, Orange County, New York 

 

Date: December 14, 2016 

  

Project No.: 261543 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Provident Design Engineering, PLLC (PDE), formerly TRC Engineers, Inc. Hawthorne New York 

Business Operations, a licensed Professional Engineering Firm in the State of New York, has 

performed a comprehensive review of Section III.H-Traffic of the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (DEIS), dated September 28, 2016, revised through November 17, 2016, prepared for the 

proposed LEGOLAND New York Commercial Recreation Facility to be located in the Town of 

Goshen, Orange County, New York.  Additional documentation reviewed includes the Traffic Impact 

Study Technical Appendix, dated September 19, 2016, revised through November 18, 2016 prepared 

by Maser Consulting, P.A. 

 

This is a comprehensive review of the Traffic Section and Technical Appendix of the DEIS and 

highlights areas where further explanation or backup materials should be provided to assess the data as 

presented and conclusions drawn from such data and analyses. 

 

This review has been completed without the benefit of discussions with the New York State Department 

of Transportation (NYSDOT) (meeting scheduled for December 15, 2016), as well as other interested 

review agencies such as Orange County.  Additionally, input from the public hearing process has not 

yet been received at the time this Memorandum was prepared.  PDE reserves the right to provide 

additional comments, during the written comment period, that may expand upon the comments 

contained herein based upon feedback received from the NYSDOT, Orange County, the general public 

or other interested agencies. 
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EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

 

The following study locations were analyzed: 

 

1. NYS Route 17A, NYS Route 207 and Matthews Street/N. Connector Road 

2. NYS Route 17M (N. Connector Road) and Exit 124 On/Off Ramps 

3. NYS Route 17M/N. Connector Road and South Street 

4. NYS Route 17M and Route 17 Exit 125 WB On/Off Ramps 

5. Harriman Drive and Project Site Access 

6. Harriman Drive and Glen Arden Retirement Community Access 

7. Harriman Drive and BOCES Drive/Exit 125 EB On/Off Ramp 

8. Harriman Drive and BOCES Access Drives 

9. Harriman Drive and BOCES Access Drives 

10. Harriman Drive and BOCES Access Drives 

11. South Street at Harriman Drive 

12. South Street and Reservoir Road/Lower Reservoir Road 

13. NYS Route 17A and Hatfield Lane/NYS Route 17 Exit 124 EB On/Off Ramp 

14. NYS Route 17M and Arcadia Road 

15. NYS Route 17M and Duck Farm Road 

16. NYS Route 17M and Old Chester Road 

17. Orange County Heritage Trail crossing at South Street 

18. Orange County Heritage Trail crossing at Duck Farm Road/NYS Route 17M 

19. Orange County Heritage Trail crossing at Old Chester Road 

20. NYS Route 207 and Main Street/Church Street 

21. NYS Route 17M and West Avenue/Chester Shopping Center Driveway (Village of Chester) 

22. NYS Route 17M and NYS Route 94 (Village of Chester) 

23. NYS Route 17M and Kings Highway (C.R. 13) (Village of Chester) 

24. NYS Route 17M and Lehigh Avenue (Village of Chester) 

25. NYS Route 17 Eastbound Mainline (6 locations from Exit 123 to 125) 

26. NYS Route 17 Westbound Mainline (6 locations from Exit 123 to 125) 

 

The Applicant performed Peak Hour Manual Turning Movement (MTM) traffic counts at the study 

locations during the nine (9) different analysis periods as follows: 

 

1. Typical Weekday AM Peak Hour (non-Summer/non-Friday – school still in session) 

2. Typical Weekday PM Peak Hour (non-Summer/non-Friday – school still in session) 

3. Typical Saturday Peak Hour (non-Summer – school still in session) 

4. Typical Sunday Peak Hour (non-Summer – school still in session) 

5. Summer Friday AM Peak Hour 

6. Summer Friday PM Peak Hour 
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7. Summer Saturday Peak Hour 

8. Summer Sunday Morning Peak Hour 

9. Summer Sunday Afternoon Peak Hour 

 

In order to verify the MTM traffic counts the Applicant performed 24-hour Automatic Traffic Recorder 

(ATR) machine counts at the following locations: 

 

1. North Connector Road between Exit 124 ramps and South Street 

2. NYS Route 17M between South Street and Exit 125 ramps 

3. South Street between NYS Route 17M and Harriman Drive 

4. South Street south of Harriman Drive 

5. Harriman Drive between the BOCES Access Drive and Exit 125 ramps 

6. NYS Route 17 mainline between Exits 124 and 125 

 

The following are comments with respect to the traffic data collection. 

 

1. For Location 11, the Summer Friday Peak Period uses count data from the 7/22/16 count instead of 

the 8/12/16 count, which has higher traffic volumes.  The Applicant should clarify why the 7/22/16 

count data was utilized instead of the 8/12/16 data.  

 

2. The Technical Appendix does not appear to contain data for MTM traffic counts at  

 

a. Location 1 – Typical Weekday Peak PM Hour 

b. Location 6 – Summer (all days) Peak Hours 

c. Location 15 – Typical Weekday Peak AM and Peak PM Hours 

d. Location 16 – Typical Weekday Peak AM and Peak PM Hours 

e. Location 22 – Typical Weekday Peak AM and Peak PM Hours 

f. Location 23 – Typical Weekday Peak AM and Peak PM Hours 

g. Location 24 – Typical Weekday Peak AM and Peak PM Hours 

 

The Applicant should identify how the traffic volumes at these locations, during the associated time 

periods were determined. 

 

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. 
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BACKGROUND TRAFFIC VOLUME DEVELOPMENT 

 

The Applicant utilized a 1.0% annually compounded growth rate to develop future No-Build Traffic 

Volumes in the Proposed Project Design Year of 2021.  Additionally, traffic volumes from thirteen (13) 

adjacent developments were included in the future No-Build Traffic Volumes.  The following are 

comments as they pertain to the development of the future No-Build Traffic Volumes: 

 

1. 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. 

 

2. Since many of the roadway improvements identified in the DEIS affect NYS Route 17 and this 

roadway is proposed to be designated 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. 

  
3. The Applicant should provide additional information with respect to adjacent developments to 

verify the volumes identified on adjacent development traffic volume figures contained in the 

Technical Appendix.  The Applicant identifies the source of the information in Table OD-1, but 

does not provide the actual data, such as pertinent pages from the referenced Traffic Study or ITE 

Trip Generation calculations.  Additionally, the Applicant should identify how they extended the 

Trip Distributions for these adjacent developments to encompass the Proposed Project’s Study 

Area. 

 

4. Bethel Woods was listed as an adjacent development even though it is an existing operating use.  

The purpose of identifying this location as an adjacent development was 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 2016 events calendar in the Technical Appendix, 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. 
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TRIP GENERATION 

 

The Applicant identifies an anticipated peak attendance at the Proposed Project of 20,000 daily visitors 

during peak summer months and 15,000 daily visitors during peak non-summer months.  The Proposed 

Project Peak Hour Trip Generation estimates were based upon the amount of daily visitors currently 

experienced at the Carlsbad, California facility and how that translates to the total number of vehicles 

entering and exiting that existing site, during the corresponding Peak Hours.  Utilizing the daily 

attendance figure as the independent variable the Applicant then projects a Peak Hour entering and 

exiting trip rate (vehicles per attendee).  This trip rate is then applied to projected attendees for the 

Proposed Project to determine the anticipated Peak Hour entering and exiting trips, during the associated 

Peak Hour. The following are comments on the Applicant’s Proposed Project Trip Generation 

estimates: 

 

1. 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: 

 

a. Daily Attendance Figure at Existing Facility 

b. Total Entering and Exiting Trips at Existing Facility 

c. Entering and Exiting Trip Rate per Attendee at Existing Facility 

d. Anticipated Daily Attendance Figure at Proposed Project 

e. Total Entering and 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 the attendee numbers and thus those trips are captured 

in the total trip rate per attendee. 

 

2. Discussion should be provided with respect to the data and operations at the existing Winter Haven, 

Florida facility to determine whether that data should also be considered in development of the 

Proposed Project Trip Generation estimates. 

 

3. The Carlsbad, California and Winter Haven, Florida 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 partial year operation) comparing the anticipated daily 

peaks for a seasonal operation. 
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4. The Applicant references the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) as a source in developing 

the Proposed Project Trip Generation estimates; however, no specific ITE information is provided 

in the Traffic Impact Study Report or Technical Appendix.  PDE reviewed Trip Generation Rates 

from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition for Amusement Parks (Land Use Code - 480).  It 

should be noted that the Trip Generation rates provided are based on three studies, one of which 

was performed in California in 1970 and the other two performed in Oklahoma in 1987.  The studies 

only included data for Saturday and Sunday time periods.  Based upon the information contained in 

the ITE Trip Generation Manual a total of 27,571 Daily Vehicle Trips could be anticipated for a 

Saturday and 26,166 Daily Vehicle Trips for a Sunday.  Applying the Daily Trip Distributions on 

Table SGT-1, the Peak Hour entering volumes between 11:00 AM and 12:00 PM would be 1,810 

Vehicles Trips on Saturday and 1,726 Vehicle Trips on Sunday, as compared to 1,428 and 1,240 

Vehicle Trips identified in Table SGT-3.  Although the ITE data is dated and limited to only three 

sites, the Applicant should provide additional discussion with respect to this data versus the 

Proposed Project Trip Generation estimates. 

 

5. Based upon the annual attendance figures provided in the Traffic Impact Study Report, both the 

Carlsbad, California and Winter Haven, Florida 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 in place that insure the 

Proposed Project anticipated attendees will not be exceeded.  Higher attendance would result in 

more delays and this has not been 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 then additional mitigation may be needed to offset 

additional impacts. 

 

TRIP DISTRIBUTION 

 

In order to determine the projected travel routes to and from the Proposed Project, the Applicant utilized 

a 200-mile radius Gravity Model.  This Gravity Model considered the census populations within the 

200-mile radius and related it to the distance each population center is located from the Proposed Project.  

The following are comments on the development of Proposed Project Trip Distributions: 

 

1. Figure number G-1 identifies a 100-mile radius.  The appropriate radius should be identified on this 

Figure. 

 

2. The Gravity Model identifies an Adjusted Distribution that shifts approximately 10% of the traffic 

oriented to/from Interstate 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 Proposed Project and clearly 
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identify the local travel routes they 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. 

 

3. 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.  This is due to the existing back-ups on NYS Route 17 

eastbound, during this time 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 NYS 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 Proposed Project, during 

this time period. 

 

4. 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, 

it is 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. 

 

ANALYSES 

 
PDE has reviewed the highway capacity analysis files provided and offers the following general 

comments regarding parameters utilized in the analysis: 

 

1. 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. 

 

2. 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. 

 

3. 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.  
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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 

 

4. 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 

 

5. 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 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. 

 

6. 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. 

 

7. 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. 
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8. Pedestrian Phasing/Calls – The analysis utilizes the pedestrian phasing and timing data included in 

the traffic signal timings provided in the Study (except for the intersection of NYS Route 207 & 

Main Street/Church Street, as noted in Item No. 7 above).  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. 

 

9. 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.  

 

10. Storage Lane Lengths –  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. 

 

The following are more specific comments related to particular study locations/areas: 

 

1. NYS Route 17M/North Connector Road & South Street 

 

a. The Conceptual Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 1 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. 

 

b. The Conceptual Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 1 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 which leads directly to this crossing.  The Applicant should 

update the plan accordingly. 

 

2. South Street & Harriman Drive 

 

a. 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.  Dual 

right-turns must have two receiving lanes to operate safely and efficiently.  The Applicant 

should correct the analysis for this improvement condition. 
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b. The Applicant does not show any crosswalks at this intersection in the Conceptual 

Improvement Plan illustrated on 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 the plan 

accordingly. 

 

3. Harriman Drive & BOCES Entry/Exit-Only Driveways 

 

a. 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.   

 

4. South Street Overpass 

 

a. 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. 

 

5. Flyover from NYS Route 17 Westbound to Harriman Drive 

 

a. The Conceptual Improvement Plan illustrated on Exhibit 7 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. 

 

6. NYS Route 17 Mainline, East of Exit 125 

 

a. 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 
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lane in each direction, the added lanes should also be removed from the future condition 

analyses. 
 

The following are PDE’s comments related to the results of the highway capacity analysis.  It should be 

noted that many of these results will change based upon revisions to analysis to address comments noted 

herein. 

 

1. In general, there are several instances where Level of Service (LOS), Delay/Density and Queue 

values listed on the detailed LOS Summary Tables do not match results shown in the Synchro 

analysis files.  The Applicant should resolve any inconsistencies between the analysis results and 

LOS Summary Tables. 

 

2. The attached 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.  The more 

critical degradations in the Build/Build with Improvements condition are highlighted in red on those 

tables, some of which are listed below: 

 

a. 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. 

 

b. 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. 

 

c. 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. 

 

d. 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. 
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e. 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. 

 

f. 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. 

 

The Applicant should address these degradations and provide additional mitigation where  

necessary. 

 

3. 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. 

 

4. 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. 

 

5. 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. 

 

6. 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. 
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SIMULATION MODELING 

 
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 Simulation Models provide a better understanding of the analysis results for the non-

technical reviewer. 

 

IMPROVEMENTS 

 

The following is a list of recommended improvements contained in the Traffic Impact Study Report, 

along with comments on particular recommended improvements shown in bold: 

 

1. 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 (see below for further discussion) 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. 
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2. Widen 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 note above concerning shifting Exit 124 further east with the future I-86 

conversion. 
 

3. Widen 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. 

Reconstruct 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. 
 

4. Upgrade 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. 
 

5. Widen the southbound approach to the South Street Bridge to allow for the added lane from the 

channelized right turn discussed in Item 3.  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 note above. 
 

6. 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 (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 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 improvement as mitigation. 
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7. Restripe 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. 
 

8. Widen Harriman Drive to provide a two lane receiver for left turns from South Street.   

 

9. Widen 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 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. 
 

10. Install 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. 
 

11. 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. 

 

12. Install 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. 
 

13.  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 
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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 traffic signal technology. 
 

14. Modify 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 (see also 

Appendix J).  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. 
 

15. 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. 
 

16. Widen the Harriman Drive eastbound approach to provide a separate right turn lane for traffic 

entering the Glen Arden access. 

 

17. Reconstruct the existing vertical curve on Harriman Drive east of Glen Arden to improve sight 

distances consistent with the roadway design speed. (See Exhibit 6).  

 

18. Implement other various signing and striping improvements as shown on Exhibit 1. 

 

19.  Implement signal timing improvements at various area intersections, as identified in the Level of 

Service summary tables (Tables No. 1 through 9).  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. 
 

20. The Heritage Trail has three (3) 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 (See 

Exhibits 2, 3 and 4). 

 

a. The Duck Farm Road 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 
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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. 
 

b. 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 crossing distance, as well as enhancing 

the safety/visibility of the crossing via a textured or raised crosswalk. 
 

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 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. 

 

21. 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 has express bus service to and from 
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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. 

 

22. 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. 
 

23. 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. 

 

24. 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 be shifted further east then 

the Applicant should discuss the impacts this shift would have on the proposed improvement 

plan. 
 

25. 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 (see Exhibit 1). The Level of Service Analysis for the direct 

ramp connection from NYS Route 17 WB is contained in Appendix D. This analysis also includes 

a direct connection to NYS Route EB. The traffic volumes associated with this alternative are 

summarized on Figures No. 26-DIR through 51-DB-DIR contained in Appendix A. The Levels of 

Service Summary for this alternative is contained in Appendix B in Tables No. 1-DIR through 9-
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DIR. Also, an alternate plan indicating a direct connection to NYS Route 17 Eastbound was also 

developed and is shown on Exhibit 7. 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. 
 

26. 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 

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. 
 

27. 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 
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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.  

 

28. 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. 

 

29. 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. 

 

 

ACCIDENT DATA 

 

The following are comments with respect to the Accident Data presented in the DEIS: 

 

1. 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). 

   

2. There are no accident summaries of individual key intersections.  This information/analysis should 

be provided. 

  

3. 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.   
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TRAFFIC CIRCULATION AND PARKING 

 

The following are comments on the Site Plans as they relate to Traffic Circulation and Parking: 

 

1. 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. 

 

2. 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. 

 

3. The design should direct exit flows away from critical pedestrian crossing areas to limit the 

pedestrian/vehicular conflicts, especially during peak exit times. 

 

4. Information should be provided on how the “Guest Loading Area” will work. 

 

5. Information should be provided on how someone who is not parking would be able to drop off and 

pick up patrons at the Park. 

 

6. Information should be provided on how Hotel patrons will enter and exit the Hotel parking without 

having to pay when leaving the Park. 

 

7. The Applicant should discuss whether consideration was given to providing shuttle service to the 

more remote parking areas. 

 

8. A bus turning diagram demonstrating buses can perform the required turns should be provided. 

 

9. 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. 

 

10. Turning templates for emergency service vehicles should be provided along emergency service 

access drives to demonstrate these vehicles can be readily accommodated. 
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CONSTRUCTION TRAFFIC 

 

1. 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). 

 

2. 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. 

 

3. 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.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The comments noted herein are based upon a comprehensive review of the Traffic Section and 

Technical Appendix of the DEIS.  The Applicant should address all substantive comments noted herein. 

As noted previously, this review has been completed without the benefit of discussions with the New 

York State Department of Transportation (NSYDOT) (meeting scheduled for December 15, 2016), as 

well as other interested review agencies such as Orange County.  Additionally, input from the public 

hearing process has not yet been received at the time this Memorandum was prepared.  PDE reserves 

the right to provide additional comments, during the written comment period, that may expand upon the 

comments contained herein based upon feedback received from the NYSDOT, Orange County, the 

general public or other interested agencies. 
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 1
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NO CONN RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY WB-L exceeds storage (30')
NB-LTR B 13.0 D 35.0 2 22.0
SB-LTR B 11.6 D 50.0 2 38.4

8 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EAST DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR c 16.5 f 112.0 3 95.5

9 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EXIT DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 14.2 e 46.7 3 32.5

11 SOUTH ST & HARRIMAN DR LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-LR c 15.6 D 38.0 1 22.4

SB-LT a 8.8 D 35.9 3 27.1 SB-LT exceeds storage (305')

20 RT 207 & MAIN ST/CHURCH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
SE-LT D 36.1 E 60.4 1 24.3 SE-R exceeds storage (33')

NW-LT C 34.7 D 52.7 1 18.0

TYP WKDY AM
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 2
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NO CONN RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY NB-L EXCEEDS STORAGE (69'); EXHIBIT 1 SHOWS 325' STORAGE

5 HARRIMAN DR & LEGOLAND SITE ACCESS LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
SE-TR - 0.0 D 40.4 - 40.4

7 HARRIMAN DR & RT 17 RAMPS/BOCES LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-R - 0.0 e 35.1 - 35.1

22 RT 17M & RT 94/ACADEMY AVE LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
EB-L F 109.0 F 117.3 - 8.3

25 RT 17 EB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 C 25.0 E 35.0 2 10.0

TYP WKDY PM
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 3
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

8 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EAST DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 10.8 d 31.9 2 21.1

9 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EXIT DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 11.6 e 36.5 3 24.9

TYP SAT
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 4
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

8 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EAST DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 10.9 e 36.8 3 25.9

9 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EXIT DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 10.9 e 37.6 3 26.7

11 SOUTH ST & HARRIMAN DR LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-LR B 10.7 D 38.8 2 28.1

20 RT 207 & MAIN ST/CHURCH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-L E 55.0 E 74.3 0 19.3

WB APPROACH D 44.3 E 59.3 1 15.0

TYP SUN
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 5
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

2 NORTH CONNECTOR RD & EXIT 124 RAMPS LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY NB-R EXCEEDS STORAGE (113')

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LTR A 7.8 D 37.0 3 29.2
SB-LTR A 8.4 D 46.6 3 38.2

8 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EAST DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 10.6 e 42.4 3 31.8

9 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EXIT DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 12.8 f 64.1 4 51.3

11 SOUTH ST & HARRIMAN DR LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY SB EXCEEDS STORAGE (185')
WB-LR B 11.5 D 42.9 2 31.4

20 RT 207 & MAIN ST/CHURCH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY SB-LT EXCEEDS STORAGE (18'); SB-R EXCEEDS STORAGE (34')
WB-L F 160.2 F 203.3 0 43.1 WB-L EXCEEDS STORAGE (98')

WB APPROACH F 102.7 F 133.3 0 30.6
NW-LT D 44.4 F 82.2 2 37.8

NW APPROACH D 40.9 E 74.2 1 33.3
OVERALL E 67.7 F 85.5 1 17.8

26 RT 17 WB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 D 26.8 E 41.6 1 14.8

SUMMER FRI AM
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 6
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
EB APPROACH B 17.6 D 45.7 2 28.1
NB APPROACH B 14.3 D 44.0 2 29.7 NB-L EXCEEDS STORAGE (124')

OVERALL B 19.0 D 43.9 2 24.9

7 HARRIMAN DR & RT 17 RAMPS/BOCES LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB APPROACH a 8.0 f 64.3 5 56.3

OVERALL a 8.7 e 48.8 4 40.1

11 SOUTH ST & HARRIMAN DR LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-LR B 12.6 D 35.7 2 23.1

SB-LT A 7.8 D 41.1 3 33.3

25 RT 17 EB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 D 31.6 F 53.1 2 21.5

26 RT 17 WB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 F 75.1 F 81.5 0 6.4

30 WEAVE BTWN. EXITS 130A AND 130 LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
F 49.6 F 53.4 0 3.8

31 WEAVE BTWN. EXITS 122A AND 122 LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
F 41.6 F 48.7 0 7.1

SUMMER FRI PM
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 7
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB APPROACH A 7.9 D 40.3 3 32.4
SB APPROACH A 8.3 D 46.0 3 37.7

8 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EAST DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR a 9.5 e 35.8 4 26.3

9 HARRIMAN DR & BOCES EXIT DRWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR b 13.0 f 78.7 4 65.7

11 SOUTH ST & HARRIMAN DR LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY SB-LT EXCEEDS STORAGE (154')
WB-LR B 10.7 D 42.2 2 31.5

26 RT 17 WB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
WEAVE BTWN. EXITS 125 & 124 B 20.0 D 30.1 2 10.1

SUMMER SAT
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 8
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB APPROACH A 8.7 D 49.2 3 40.5
SB APPROACH A 8.3 D 46.0 3 37.7

5 HARRIMAN DR & LEGOLAND SITE ACCESS LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LR a 0.0 D 37.1 3 37.1

7 HARRIMAN DR & RT 17 RAMPS/BOCES LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
EB APPROACH a 9.9 e 35.9 4 26.0

OVERALL a 9.5 d 26.2 3 16.7

11 SOUTH ST & HARRIMAN DR LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY SB-LT EXCEEDS STORAGE (68')

SUMMER SUN AM
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 9
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB APPROACH C 21.8 E 70.1 2 48.3

NB-TR  - 0.0 F 290.6 - 290.6 NB-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (95')
NB APPROACH B 17.0 F 232.9 4 215.9

OVERALL B 17.2 F 179.3 4 162.1

4 RT 17M & EXIT 125 RAMPS LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY MISSING LOS RESULTS FOR NO-BUILD SB-TR
NW-LT b 10.4 F 321.8 4 311.4
SE-TR F 94.9 - 94.9 SE-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (404')

OVERALL  - 0.0 F 125.4 - 125.4

6 HARRIMAN DR & GLEN ARDEN ACCESS LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NE APPROACH a 9.1 D 47.5 3 38.4

7 HARRIMAN DR & RT 17 RAMPS/BOCES LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-LT a 9.8 f 119.2 5 109.4

WB APPROACH  - 0.0 f 89.8 - 89.8
SW APPROACH e 35.4 f 306.4 1 271.0 SW-LTR EXCEEDS STORAGE (800')

OVERALL d 29.0 f 139.0 2 110.0

11 SOUTH ST & HARRIMAN DR LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY ALTERNATE IMPROVEMENT (WB-LR & WB-R) EXCEEDS STORAGE (323')
WB R  - 0.0 F 226.2 - 226.2 WB-R EXCEEDS STORAGE (1,447')

WB APPROACH e 39.3 F 209.5 1 170.2
OVERALL  - 0.0 F 181.5 - 181.5

14 RT 17M & ARCADIA RD LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB APPROACH A 4.1 E 62.6 4 58.5
SB APPROACH A 6.6 F 84.8 5 78.2 SB-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (572')

OVERALL A 6.9 E 79.3 4 72.4

15 RT 17M & DUCK FARM RD LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-LR c 15.8 D 35.4 1 19.6

16 RT 17M & OLD CHESTER RD LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
SB-LR c 23.7 F 561.7 3 538.0

21 RT 17M & WEST AVE/CHESTER MALL LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
SB-TR C 25.4 F 174.7 3 149.3 SB-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (788')

SB APPROACH C 23.7 F 164.6 3 140.9
OVERALL C 20.4 F 107.4 3 87.0

22 RT 17M & RT 94/ACADEMY AVE LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
EB-L D 49.4 E 71.2 1 21.8 SB-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (788')

WB-TR C 28.7 E 55.0 2 26.3
SE-T C 24.4 E 58.2 2 33.8

SE-TR C 24.4 E 62.6 2 38.2 SB-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (640')
SE APPROACH C 24.0 E 56.5 2 32.5

NW-LL C 32.8 E 66.2 2 33.4

23 RT 17M & KINGS HWY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY NE-R EXCEEDS STORAGE (52')
EB-T E 75.6 F 133.9 1 58.3 EB-T EXCEEDS STORAGE (1,161')

EB APPROACH E 57.9 F 111.2 1 53.3
NE-L D 38.4 E 78.9 1 40.5

NE-APPROACH C 33.1 E 66.6 2 33.5
OVERALL D 42.4 F 89.7 2 47.3

24 RT 17M & LEHIGH AVE LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
EB APPROACH A 5.4 D 49.3 3 43.9

OVERALL A 9.2 D 43.5 3 34.3

29 RT 17 EB BTWN. EXITS 130 AND 130A LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
E 37.5 F 66.9 1 29.4

SUMMER SUN PM
NB B/BWI CHANGE

MISSING
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 10
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY NB-L EXCEEDS STORAGE (247')
EB APPROACH D 38.9 E 61.6 1 22.7 EB-L EXCEEDS STORAGE (53')

WB APPROACH C 20.9 E 56.2 2 35.3
SB APPROACH B 17.1 E 56.6 3 39.5

26 RT 17 WB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 F 75.1 F 81.5 0 6.4

SUMMER FRI PM (EXIT 125 CLOSURE)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 11
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

26 RT 17 WB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
WEAVE BTWN. EXITS 125 & 124 C 25.7 E 38.8 2 13.1

SUMMER SAT (EXIT 125 CLOSURE)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 12
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NO CONN RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LTR B 11.7 D 38.3 2 26.6
SB-LTR B 10.2 D 50.9 2 40.7

TYP WKDY AM (FLYOVER)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 13
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NO CONN RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY NB-L EXCEEDS STORAGE (172'); EXHIBIT 1 SHOWS 325' STORAGE

5 HARRIMAN DR & LEGOLAND SITE ACCESS LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY SE-TR SHOWS DELAY OF 37.2 SEC BUT NO QUEUE LENGTH

25 RT 17 EB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 C 25.0 E 35.0 2 10.0

TYP WKDY PM (FLYOVER)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 14
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NO CONN RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-LTR A 8.8 D 42.1 3 33.3
SB-LTR A 8.3 D 46.6 3 38.3

TYP SUN (FLYOVER)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 15
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

26 RT 17 WB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 D 26.8 E 41.6 1 14.8

SUMMER FRI AM (FLYOVER)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 16
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB APPROACH B 17.4 D 49.4 2 32.0 NB-L EXCEEDS STORAGE (228')
SB APPROACH B 16.8 D 44.1 2 27.3

25 RT 17 EB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 D 31.6 F 53.1 2 21.5

SUMMER FRI PM (FLYOVER)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 17
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

26 RT 17 WB MAINLINE, WEAVE & RAMPS LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY LOS DENSITY
FREEWAY EAST OF EXIT 125 C 25.7 E 38.8 2 13.1

SUMMER SAT (FLYOVER)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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JOB NO.: 261543
PROJECT: LEGOLAND REVIEW
LOCATION: TOWN OF GOSHEN,
ORANGE COUNTY, NY

TABLE NO. 18
SIGNIFICANT LOS/QUEUE DEGRADATIONS

12/13/2016

LOC. INTERSECTION NOTES

3 NORTH CONNECTOR RD/RT 17M & SOUTH ST LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
WB-TR - 0.0 F 109.5 - 109.5

WB APPROACH C 20.3 F 104.1 3 83.8
NB-TR - 0.0 F 308.3 - 308.3 NB-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (37')

NB APPROACH C 20.2 F 236.2 3 216.0
OVERALL B 19.0 F 178.2 4 159.2

5 HARRIMAN DR & LEGOLAND SITE ACCESS LOS DELAY LOS DELAY LOS DELAY
NB-L - 0.0 E 70.8 - 70.8 NB-TR EXCEEDS STORAGE (488')

SUMMER SUN PM (FLYOVER)
NB B/BWI CHANGE
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CARPENTER ENVIRONMENTAL ASSOCIATES, INC. 
CEA ENGINEERS, P.C. 
610 County Route 1, Unit 2F 
Pine Island, New York 10969 

 Phone: 845-781-4844 
Fax: 845-782-5591 

Senders E-mail: re.huddleston@cea-enviro.com 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 

Date:  12-15-16 
 
To:  Lee Bergus, Chairman & Planning Board 
 
From:  Ralph E. Huddleston, Jr., CEA  
 
Re:  Technical Review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
 Statement/ LEGOLAND NEW YORK 
 
CC: Neal Halloran, Building Inspector; Broderick Knoell, Highway 

Superintendent; Kelly Naughton, Esq.; & Dominic Cordisco, Esq. (for 
applicant)  

 
CEA No. 21614 

  
 
          
We offer for your consideration the following technical comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the LEGOLAND subdivision, site plan and 
special permit application. As per the instruction of the Board, we have limited our 
review to the assigned sections of the defined scope.  
 
Involved Agencies – No additional comments at this time. 

 
I. Executive Summary – All changes addressed should be summarized in summary. 
 
III C. Surface Water Resources and Wetlands 

  
- FEIS should address all anticipated impacts associated with off-site 

improvements. 
- Stabilization and mitigation details for all wetland/buffer disturbances should 

be provided with maintenance plans to assure survival of the mitigation 
plantings. 
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- FEIS should include an update as to Federal Jurisdictional Determination and 
NYSDEC reviews. 

- FEIS should include documentation to confirm that no changes in 
classifications of Dams will be necessitated by the project. 

- FEIS should address the potential for downstream flooding impacts to the 
offsite flood plains. 

 
III D. Vegetation and Wildlife 
 

- 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. 

- FEIS should include more detail on anticipated light pollution distances and 
the potential for the light pollution to impact foraging bats. 

 
III I. Noise 
 

- The Masur 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 projects. Detailed information regarding the use of Carlsbad as a 
comparative project should be provided. 

- L90 and L max definitions should be discussed for clarity to the public. 
- The DEIS discusses a “possible substation.” Potential impacts of the 

substation should be discussed. 
- 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). 

- The Masur 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. 

o According to the Masur 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 the 
Arcadia Hills impacts are not discussed in the DEIS. 

 Additional analysis would seem warranted. 
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- 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. 
 

III J. Utilities and Solid Waste 
 

- Status of electrical substation shown on plans should be clarified. Should 
make clear as to its relationship and impacts to the project. 

- FEIS should identify any and all service lines and upgrade requirements for 
project. 

- 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. 

- Location and details of emergency generators and fuel storage should be 
provided. 

- FEIS should include details on the anticipated value and impacts of 
sustainability and landfill diversion measures. 

 
III O. Environmental Contamination - No additional comments at this time. 
 
III P. Cultural Resources -- FEIS should state that all 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. 

 
III Q. Agricultural - No additional comments for this level of the review. 
 
III R. Air Quality 
 

- 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. 

- 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. 

- FEIS should quantify impacts and discuss how mitigation methods will be 
employed to protect air quality. 

 
III S. Construction 
 

- Applicant should qualify or revise the anticipated estimate of initiating 
construction so as not to assume approval. 

- FEIS should clarify when offsite improvements are anticipated. 
- FEIS should discuss timing and significance of NYSDOT offsite 

improvements the project. 
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IV Unavoidable Adverse Impact - See individual sections. 
 
V Alternatives - No comments at this time. 
  
VI Project Impacts on Energy Use and Solid Waste - See Utilities and Solid Waste 

section. 
 
VII Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - No additional 

comments at this time. 
 
 



Technical Memorandum 

 

To: Mr. Sean Hoffman, PE 
 H2M Architects + Engineers 
 2 Executive Boulevard, Suite 401 
 Suffern, New York 10901 
 
From: William A. Canavan, PG, LSRP 
 HydroEnvironmental Solutions, Inc. 
 One Deans Bridge Road 
 Somers, New York 10589 
 
RE: Legoland New York Commercial Recreational Facility 
 Goshen, Orange County, New York 
 
Date: December 14, 2016 
 
 
 HydroEnvironmental Solutions, Inc. (HES) on behalf of the Town of Goshen, New 
York has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Assessment (DEIS) for Legoland 
New York Commercial Recreational Facility submitted to the Lead Agency (Town of 
Goshen Planning Board) on September 28, 2016 and accepted by the Town on 
November 17, 2016.  HES, on behalf of the Town of Goshen and the Town Engineer, 
has reviewed the sections of the DEIS that pertain to groundwater use and potential 
impacts, if any.  Based on our review HES offers the following: 
 

 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.  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 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 
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potential effects to the existing on-site and off-site supply wells should be 
analyzed and included in the DEIS.   
   

 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. 
 

 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.   
 

 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. 
 

 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.   
 

 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 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.  
 

 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 
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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.  
 

 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. 
 

 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. 
 

Please contact HES at (914) 276-2560 if you have any questions or should you 
require any additional information related to this matter. 
 

 























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































 

 

 
January 17, 2017 

 

Douglas Bloomfield, Supervisor 

Lee Bergus, Chairman 

Town of Goshen  

Planning Board & Town Board 

41 Webster Avenue      

Goshen NY  10924 

 

Dear Sirs: 

 

This letter is being submitted to you for the public comment period on the Merlin Entertainment 

Legoland commercial recreation facility proposal in Goshen.  

 

Our non-profit organization supports the public interest in seeing the protection of the scenic, historic 

and cultural landscapes from the negative impacts of new development. We have heard from members 

of the community who want to safeguard the historic and agricultural character of Goshen as well as 

raise concerns about other environmental impacts that the Legoland proposal will have on water, 

sewer, traffic to name a few.  

 

With our brief review of the DEIS, several sections appear to be missing complete analysis, therefore 

calling into question if the document was actually adequate for public review at this time. For instance, 

the DEIS states more information is forthcoming from offsite well exploration to supplement Village 

supply as well as cultural study ongoing, blasting protocols undefined in addition to lack of 

information on emergency services regarding mutual aid impacts, which are still under review. One 

particular section demonstrating the inadequacy of the DEIS for public review is with the visual impact 

analysis which did not meet the scope outline requirements as per SEQR which we will address in 

more detail in the body of our letter.  

 

We understand that it the intention of SEQR that “all agencies conduct their affairs with an awareness 

that they are stewards of the air, water, land and living resources, and that they have an obligation to 

protect the environment for the use and enjoyment of this and all future generations. 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 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). 

 

 
 

PO Box 721 
Chester NY 10918 

www.thepreservationcollective.com 
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The following comments are for your consideration in regards to the combined public hearing for 

Introductory Local Law No 5 and 6, Site Plan, Subdivision, Special Permit, Clearing and Grading 

Permit, the Sale of Town Parcels to the Project Sponsor and review of the DEIS. 

 

Local Laws 

 

No. 5: The law 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. 

 

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:   

 HR District: “at least 30% of the site area must be protected as undeveloped open space 

preserved with a conservation easement.”   

 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 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. 

 

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:”  
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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?  

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. 

 

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.” 

 

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 Recreation Facility within 6 

months of the effective date of the local law, if so approved, the Commercial Recreation Facility is 

thereafter abandoned.”   

 

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. 

 

Site Plan 

 

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.  

 

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”, 

however, 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?  

 

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? 

 

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? 
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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? 

 

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? 

 

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? 

 

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?  

 

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. 

 

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.  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 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.  
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The following comments on the DEIS are intended to provide you with information to assist in your 

assessment of the impacts of the proposed Legoland New York project.  After briefly reviewing the 

Draft EIS (dated Nov 17), here is a summary of our comments and questions by specific sections: 

 

 

DEIS 

 

II. Public need and benefit – 

 

 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? 

 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? 

 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. 

 

A. Geology and Soils - 
 

 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?  

 The DEIS states that there is approximate 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. 

B. Topography –  

 

 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? 

 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.  

 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?  
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C. Surface Waters -  

 

 Was a complete functional analysis prepared regarding subsurface water to insure the design is 

not diverting hydrology to or from the wetlands?  

 Is there an analysis of the flow patterns on site and wetland functions? 

 Are there “wetlands of unusual local importance” on site or in close proximity?  

 Is the Reservoir hydraulically connected to the water supply to Arcadia Hills? 

 Is there a discussion of any downstream systems and facilities to be impacted by any changes in 

drainage patterns?  

 The DEIS states (on page 111) “ The proposed project incorporates riparian buffers of at least 

100 feet around all onsite wetlands”[emphasis added], 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? 

 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? 

 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? 

 

D. Vegetation & Wildlife:  

 

 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. 

 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.  

 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.  

 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.   

 

E. Groundwater and water supply -  

. 

 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 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?  
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E. Groundwater and water supply - continued: 

 

 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? 

 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? 

 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? 

F. Wastewater Management – 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. 

G. Stormwater Management 

 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? 

 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? 

 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?  

 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?  

 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. 

 

H. Traffic - The DEIS states that 1.5 and 2.5 million annual visitors are anticipated to visit the site. 

 

 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).  

 Is the data on deliveries and staff trips comparable between all current facilities? 

 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. 

 How was the amount of bus parking spaces determined? 
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H. Traffic - continued 

 

 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? 

 How early are visitors/vehicles allowed on premises prior to opening hours of the park?  

 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? 

 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? 

 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?  

 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? 

 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? 

 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 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?  

 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? 

 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, 4
th

 of July and Labor Day) were not taken into account in 

the DEIS. 

 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? 

 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? 
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H. Traffic - continued 

 

 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.” 

 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 

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.” 

 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. 

 

I. Noise - 

 

 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. 

 The noise impact evaluation report recommends a sound wall along portions of the access road 

but this is not fully discussed in the DEIS. 

 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 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. 

 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? 

 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?  

 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.    
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J. Solid Waste Disposal –  

 

 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?  

 Will there be any firework debris that needs to be addressed? 

 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. 

 

K. Land Use and Zoning – 

 

 Note our comments regarding the proposed Local Laws, site plan, subdivision, and permits 

included in the beginning of this letter. 

 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?   

 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? 

 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?  

 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.” 

 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? 

 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? 
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K. Land Use and Zoning – continued 

 

 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” 

[emphasis added].  Note under water resources, it states “the small, headwater setting of both 

these reservoirs mean that their watersheds or drainage areas are also small and fragile. These 

watersheds are a priority for protection.” 

 The DEIS fails to recognize that the Southern Wallkill Biodiversity Plan has identified this site 

and surrounding area as a “biodiversity hub”.  
 

L. Community Services - 

 

 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? 

 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. 

 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. 

 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? 

 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? 

 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. 
 
 
M. Fiscal Impacts - 

 

 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?  

 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? 

 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. 
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M. Fiscal Impacts – continued 

 

 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 –  

o 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? 

o 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?  

o What infrastructure upgrade costs are anticipated in the next 5 years for the Village and 

Town e.g. road repairs, facilities, sewer, water, etc.  

 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. 

 

N. Visual Resources – 

 

The Town of Goshen Comprehensive Plan states how the “Town recognizes that it is presently and 

appropriately a primarily rural community” and “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”. This document is an example of the public’s appreciation for their visual 

surroundings in Goshen. 

 

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).  

 

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.  

o 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.  

o 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. 
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N. Visual Resources – continued 

 

 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.  

 

 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. 

 

 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. 

 

 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 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. Also, the scope required 

discussion with compliance with the DEC policy and procedure for assessing and mitigating impacts  

(http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/visual2000.pdf  ) This requires a viewshed map, or 

line of sight profiles at the very least.  

 

The following are additional comments regarding potential impacts to review, as required in the scope: 

 

 Need photos of signage proposed and location/size on and off site to see if they comply with 

Town Code 97-49 Signs. 

 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. 

 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.   

 

http://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/permits_ej_operations_pdf/visual2000.pdf
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N. Visual Resources – continued 

 

 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? 

 What was used to study these tall structures’ visual impact on the landscape; was a balloon test 

conducted?  

 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?  

 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? 

 Note our comments and questions on landscaping in the beginning of this letter regarding 

certified arborist consultant, planting guarantee and site plan notes as well as concerns of 

proposed height allowance with new local law for CR overlay zone. 

 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?  

 Does a lighting analysis show a uniform distribution of light?  

 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? 

 If solar or wind turbines are added to the plans, then impacts need to be reviewed. 

 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? 

 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? 

 

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 Supplemental EIS should be required. Any 

new information submitted in the Final EIS limits public input and analysis of the data. 
 

P. Cultural Resources – 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.  
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R. Air – 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? 

 

S. Construction Impacts – 

 

 Will the off-site road improvements be included in a timeline for completion and/or set as a 

priority in phasing plan? 

 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. 

 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? 

 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?  

 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? 

 
 
V. Alternatives -  

 

 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.? 

 Designate or subdivide permanently protected lots for open space from developed theme park 

use. 
 

 

VIII. Growth inducing impacts - 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. 

 

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.  
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Furthermore, we are concerned if it is planned to include new information in the Final EIS because the 

SEQR process does not require a public hearing at that stage of review. 

 

As a reminder, “The lead agency is responsible for the adequacy and accuracy of the Final EIS. A 

project sponsor may be requested to prepare draft responses to some or all of the substantive comments 

received on a draft EIS. However, the lead agency must still review any responses prepared by the 

sponsor to ensure that the analyses and conclusions accurately represent the lead agency's assessment. 

The lead agency may need to edit a sponsor's draft responses. The lead agency may also consult with 

other involved agencies, or with outside consultants, but this in no way reduces the responsibility of 

the lead agency for the final product.” (SEQR Handboook) 

 

In summary, we hope that our comments and questions assist in your review of the proposed action 

and decision making process. 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. 

 

If you have any questions, please don’t hesitate to contact us. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Tracy Schuh 

President 

TPC, Inc. 

 

Cc:  Goshen Environmental Review Board  

Orange County Planning Department 

  

 

 

Attachment (pictures for visual impact study). Photos can be provided in separate files upon request. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

The Preservation Collective, Inc. is a non-profit 501c(3) tax-exempt corporation whose mission is to educate the 
community by bringing attention to and defending against the environmental impacts of  

new development and advocating for improved controls for sustainable growth  
to protect the scenic, historic and cultural landscapes in Orange County. 

 Follow Us on Facebook 

https://www.facebook.com/#!/pages/The-Preservation-Collective-Inc/154583044607587
https://www.facebook.com/#!/pages/The-Preservation-Collective-Inc/154583044607587
https://www.facebook.com/#!/pages/The-Preservation-Collective-Inc/154583044607587
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Pictures for Visual Impact Study 

 

HERITAGE TRAIL 

“IMAGE 8B is further west along the Heritage Trail illustrating 

the dense vegetation which creates secluded views and noise 

buffering for users of the trail.” 
[Source: DEIS Legoland 11/17/16] 

 

       See below comparison 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BELOW Photo (1A&1B) along the Heritage Trail illustrates gaps in vegetation demonstrating trail 

users ability to see across NYS Rt17 when leaf-off conditions which was not provided in the DEIS. For 

reference, deer crossing sign on NYS Rt 17 in background in Photo 1A and cell tower in Photo 1B. 

[Source: TPC 1/12/17] 

 

 
 

Cell tower 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PHOTO 1A 

PHOTO 1B 
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Pictures for Visual Impact Study 

 
IMAGE 8A is from the intersection of Duck Farm Road and the Heritage Trail looking south at Route 17M with NYS Route 17 

immediately beyond the trees. As shown in the photo, even at the road clearing during majority leaf-off conditions, the Project Site is not 

visible from this location due to both the Heritage Trail being topographically lower and existing, mature vegetation along Route 17M 

and New York State Route 17. 

[Source: DEIS Legoland 11/17/16] 

 See below comparison 

 

BELOW Photo (1C) taken closer to the Heritage Trail at Duck Farm Road. Photo demonstrates the 

view of the project site with leaf-off conditions, which was not provided in DEIS. [Source: TPC 

1/12/17]

 

PHOTO 1C 
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Pictures for Visual Impact Study 

 

 

OLD CHESTER RD / RT 17M  
“IMAGE 9 is taken from Old Chester Road at its 

intersection with Route 17M looking southwest with the 

Project Site in the background at the far right of the 

image” 

[Source: DEIS Legoland 11/17/16] 

 

 

 

See below comparison 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BELOW Photo (2) taken from vehicle at intersection of Old Chester Road and 17M which 

demonstrates the broad view of the ridge in the direction of the project site, which was  not provided in 

the DEIS. Note, the cell tower seen as reference.  [Source: TPC 1/5/17] 

 

 

PHOTO 2 
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Pictures for Visual Impact Study 

 
IMAGE 14 is from the west bound shoulder of NYS Route 17 looking south/ southwest over the Project Site. The existing residential 

structure on parcel 11-1-47, located along Harriman Drive is visible from this location [Source: DEIS Legoland 11/17/16] 
 

 

 
 

ABOVE Image 14 from the DEIS fails to address the visual impact of the proposed project from 

different vantage points along NYS Route 17.  

BELOW Photo (3) demonstrates the broad view of the site shown above of the existing house. 

[Source: TPC 1/5/17] 

 

 
 

 

 

PHOTO 3 
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Pictures for Visual Impact Study 

 

BELOW Photos (4 & 5) demonstrate the broad view of the project site from NYS Route 17, which was 

not provided in the DEIS to address the visual impacts. [Source: TPC 12/11/16] 

 

 
Above photo (4): As reference, cell tower is behind the hill from this location (zoom-in to see crane on 

site at time photo was taken)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cell tower

PHOTO 5 

PHOTO 4 
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Pictures for Visual Impact Study 

 

 

IMAGE page 143 [Source: DEIS Legoland 11/17/16] 

 

 
 

 

 

Source: Photo found on internet of Hotel California lighted at night 
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