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NEW YORK OFFICE 
33 Airport Center Drive, Suite 202, New Windsor, NY 12553  
845-567-3100  |  F: 845-567-3232  |  mheny@mhepc.com 

 

 
PENNSYLVANIA OFFICE 
111 Wheatfield Drive, Suite 1, Milford, PA 18337 
570-296-2765 |  F: 570-296-2767  |  mhepa@mhepc.com 

 
TOWN OF NEWBURGH 

PLANNING BOARD 
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS 

 

PROJECT NAME:  BRITAIN WOODS DEIS 
PROJECT NO.:   22-17 
PROJECT LOCATION:  442 LITTLE BRITAIN ROAD (NYS ROUTE 207) 

SECTION 97, BLOCK 1, LOT 32.1, 32.2, 32.3 & 40.1 
CITY OF NEWBURGH SECTION 41, BLOCK 1, LOT 2 & 3 

REVIEW DATE:   2 OCTOBER 2024 
MEETING DATE:  N/A 
PROJECT REPRESENTATIVE:        ENGINEERING & SURVEYING PROPERTIES, PC 
 
 

1. Local approvals identify outside Sewer User Agreement for the City of Newburgh.  This should 
be revised to state “Town of Newburgh”. 
 

2. The sewer district creation is identified as the Town of Newburgh.  It is unclear if a sewer district 
will be created or the project will be treated as an outside user.  Discussion regarding the 
outside user should be expanded. 
 

3. Discuss additional permits and approvals required for the water main extension. 
 

4. A City of Newburgh Flow Authorization letter will be required of the project.  Newburgh sewer is 
conveyed to the City of Newburgh sewage treatment plant.  Intermunicipal Agreement identifies 
that notification and City approval prior to Town approval of any project is required. 
 

5. Further description of the process for the water main extension to the site as well as a 
description of the on-site water service should be addressed. 
 

6. The DEIS identifies that fire flow characteristic testing was performed by the applicant’s 
engineer.  Fire flow information pertaining to the flows and pressures within the proposed 
development should be provided.  Fire flows from the internal hydrant system should also be 
addressed.  Fire Department has requested this information. 
 

7. Under the sanitary sewer section, update portions of the discussion regarding dry and wet 
weather flows to use Town of Newburgh 2023 flow records. 
 

8. Sanitary sewer discussion should be further expanded to identify the process needed for outside 
user approval by the Town of Newburgh. 
 

9. Provide response to the 19 April 2022 letter to the Army Corps of Engineers requesting a 
Jurisdictional Determination.  Has any response to this letter been received?  What is status of 
Army Corps Jurisdictional Determination. 
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10. Last complete paragraph on page 6 for the sewer main extension report should be evaluated as 

it discusses hydrants and valves. 
 

11. The sanitary sewer Report identifies that the proposed force main connects to the first manhole 
located on the south end of Unity Place.  This manhole is a force main clean out manhole, with a 
3-inch force main which continues in a northerly direction.  The first gravity manhole in Unity 
Place is located several hundred feet north of the manhole depicted.  Analysis of the proposed 
connection point and Unity Place downstream capacity should be undertaken. 
 

12. Table 1 in the Sewer Report identifies estimated sewer demand utilizing a demand rate of 10 
gallons per day, per unit for the lounge and multipurpose room use.  NYS Design Standards for 
intermediate size wastewater treatment system utilizes 20 gallons per day per seat for a lounge, 
bar use and lounge, “bar use” or 10 gallons per day for a “banquet hall”.   Confirm the use of the 
room and the design flow utilized. 
 

13. Table 1 NYS intermediate size wastewater treatment system states 10 gallons per day per 
person for health club.  Fifty gallons per day per station is used for the proposed “fitness 
center”. 
 

14. Appendix B Pump Station Calculations the Engineering Report states SDR21 where the 
calculations said schedule 26.   This should be clarified.   
 

15. Appendix B Pump Station Calculations Ten States Standard Section 49.61 identifies that C value 
not to exceed 120 is allowed for design of friction loss in PVC force mains.   
 

16. Confirm the sewage pump manufacturers recommended duty cycle.   
 

17. Confirm that proposed pumps are capable of passing solids of at least 3 inches in diameter.  
Identify other protective measures regarding solids are proposed in the pump station. 
 

18. Air relief valves must be placed at high points in the first force main to prevent air locking per 10 
States Standards Section 49.2. 
 

19. Address draining valves at the low points of the proposed sanitary sewer force main. 
 

20. Clarify ownership of the sanitary sewer force main.   Additional information regarding operation 
and maintenance of the force main should be included in the DEIS regarding the private force 
main. 
 

21. The Water Report identifies similar gallons per day usage rates as the Sanitary Sewer Report.  
These should be further clarified. 
 

22. The Water Report should use C value of 120 for cement line ductile iron pipes.   
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23. Project received a “No Impact” letter from the Office of Parks, Recreation Historic Preservation.  
It is noted that the former “lime kilns” are located immediately west of the project site.  Plans 
should address protection of these facilities during off-site water, sewer and traffic work.  A 
discussion regarding protection of the lime kilns should be incorporated into the FEIS.  The 24 
August 2022 letter identifies the “independence property lime kilns’”.  Office of Parks, 
Recreation Historic Preservation (OPRHP) stated “we are requesting that measures be taken to 
avoid any impacts to the site.  That would involve securing the services of an Archeological 
Consultant to confirm the location, site boundaries and current condition of the site to establish 
avoidance measures.  This may necessitate adjustments to the Site Plan to avoid disturbance of 
the site depending on the precise location of the kilns and their relationship to the entrance 
road and nearby stormwater management area in the southwest corner of the planned 
development”.  Since the OPRHP letter the water and sewer mains are proposed to extend in 
the vicinity of the kilns.  A Work Plan should be prepared and implemented in order to protect 
the historic features.  The proposed water line extension proposed will run along the shoulder of 
the highway between the roadway and the kilns. Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation approval of the work plan should be received. 
 

24. The project has a Figure 3.1E identifying general cuts and fill depths.  Cut and fill depths should 
be identified on Figure 3.1B, which would provide the ability to determine impacts regarding 
depth to bedrock.  Adding a column to the figure identifying finish grades and foundation depths 
in the area of these test pits will provide an evaluation of potential rock impact.  A discussion 
regarding proposed foundations and utilities which will be below proposed grade should also be 
provided with appropriate analysis as to potential impacts for rock to be encountered.     

 
25. The discussion on agricultural soils should be expanded.  The statement that the site contains a 

total of 24 acres of agricultural soils should be expanded.  The group number for this agricultural 
soil and impacts associated with loss of agricultural soils should be specifically addressed. 
 

26. Discussion regarding bedrock and ground water should be expanded to address impacts 
associated with bedrock removal.  Impacts related to blasting or mechanical removal of the rock 
should be further discussed.  Bedrock was identified in the areas of Buildings 1, 2, 8 and 10 and 
along the entrance to NYS Route 207.  Discussions regarding impacts of utility installation should 
be further clarified.  An evaluation of potential bedrock along proposed utility routings should 
be addressed. 
 

27.   The discussion regarding blasting identifies rock processing activities.  Additional discussion 
should be included in the document regarding rock processing, will a crusher be utilized at the 
site.  Nosie and dust impacts from crushing should be appropriately addressed.  The quantity 
and time frames for blasting activities should be addressed.   Discussions regarding blasting 
requirements should also be incorporated into the document.   Seismograph and air monitoring 
should be discussed. 
 

28. The document should discuss whether a Clearing or Grading Permit will be sought for clearing 
and grading of the site prior to all other approvals being obtained.  Public Hearings are required 
to be held if clearing and grading permit is proposed.  The public hearing notice for the DEIS did 
not identify Chapter 83 for Clearing and Grading Permit. 
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29. The discussion regarding erosion and sediment control identifies that disturbed areas that have 
established final grade or temporary grade and will be idle for more than 14 days will be 
stabilized immediately to minimize potential exposure to erosion sediment.  It is noted that if 
greater than 5 acres or proposed to be disturbed this stabilization time frame becomes reduced 
to 7 days. 
 

30. The basis for the statement which states that rock removal by blasting is not anticipated should 
be further discussed.  Basis for this should be determined.  The removal of 20,000 yards of 
material by mechanical means will result in long-term impacts associated with noise from the 
mechanical rock removal.  As stated above blasting impacts protocols and procedures be further 
expanded.  Time frame for mechanical removal of rock should be addressed. 
 

31. It should be noted that 1 or all of the 3 wetlands on the site could be potentially considered 
wetlands of unusual importance by NYSDEC if and when proposed freshwater wetland 
jurisdiction and classification regulations are updated.  The new regulations are expected in 
effect 1 January 2025.  The project site most likely be located in a “urban area” which may 
impact areas developable on this site due to the potential for required buffers under the new 
regulations.   
 

32. The DEIS should identify and discuss if any of the 3 wetlands on the site are classified as vernal 
pools. 
 

33. Discussion regarding passive recreation trails to be incorporated into the plans should be 
included in the document.    
 

34. During the DEIS Public Hearing it was noted that a potential to relocate the primary access road 
was to be evaluated.  Additional traffic and geotechnical information should be provided, if the 
access drive is relocated.  
 

35. The project is identified as having a public sewer force main extension.  There is no indication 
that the Town of Newburgh intends to accept dedication of the public sewer force main.   Force 
main as proposed serves only subject project.  This project is proposed to be an outside user of 
the Town of Newburgh’s sewer system.  Further information and discussions with the Town of 
Newburgh Town Board would be required to determine if the public sewer force main would be 
accepted. 
 

36. Public comments regarding the operation and maintenance of the proposed sanitary sewer 
pump station and proposed sewer force main have been received.  Expanded discussions of the 
required operation and maintenance including requirements for inspection and maintenance of 
the sanitary sewer pump station.  Approval from NYSDOT for installation of private force main 
will be required. 
 

37.  Applicant’s engineer to verify the drainage area to the south east of the existing pipe, under 
NYS Route 207, as it appears the drainage area that goes off site does not follow existing 
contours.   Also, verify the drainage area of the pipe under NYS Rte. 207 that feeds the wetlands, 
as it appears this drainage area does not follow the existing contours. 
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38. Revise the curve numbers for woods in both existing and proposed conditions.  Hydrologic 

Group B soils must have a CN of 55. Hydrologic Group C soils must use a CN of 70 and Hydrologic 
Group D soils must use a CN of 77. 

 
39. Applicant’s engineer to verify the curve number calculation for area PR-A2,  as this area only has 

0.01 acres of impervious, which is only about 20 linear feet of roadway.  Grasscrete, while 
pervious, cannot be considered grass in the curve number calculation.  Use a gravel road in the 
curve number calculation for the areas with grasscrete. 
 

40. Applicant’s engineer to verify the curve number calculation for area PR-C1-B, as this area does 
not appear to have any woods, yet over 1.5 acres of woods is called out in the CN calculation. 
 

41. Revise the TC for area PR-A2, as the provided calculation shows it starting in a grass area, yet the 
plan shows it in grasscrete pavers which should not be considered as grass.   
 

42. Show the infiltration testing locations on a plan that shows the location of the proposed basins 
along with the proposed grading. 
 

43. Applicant’s engineer to show that the proposed stormwater pipes are sized appropriately, as 
they are almost all 15” diameter pipes and not capable of handling the required flow. 
 

44. Provide ACOE approval for the proposed wetland disturbance of over 23,000 sq. ft.  
 

45. The SWPPP calls out basin A1 as a detention basin, but the basin has infiltration. Call out the 
basin as an infiltration basin in the SWPPP report. 
 

46. Basin A1 and C1 both have infiltration rates, but no infiltration testing has been provided.   
Provide infiltration testing in accordance with the NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual and 
provide the infiltration results on the plan.  Note that a minimum of 4 infiltration tests and deep 
tests are required per infiltration basin.   
 

47. This office recommends installing an underdrain in both of the proposed infiltration basins with 
a valve that is to remained closed.  This office recommends using a safety factor of 2 for all 
infiltration rates for infiltration basins due to the fact that infiltration rates rarely stay the same 
after the project is constructed.  
 

48. It appears that basin A1 does not meet the separation requirements to ground water, as 
mottling was found 3ft. deep while it appears the bottom of the basin is 2 ft. below existing 
grade.  Revise the plans to be in compliance with the NYSDEC Stormwater Design Manual. 
 

49. Applicant’s engineer to verify that there is no conflict at the pipe crossing from FES B7 and the 
outlet from CB 52.  
 

50. The forebays on the plan for basin C1 have the same name, while the model has two different 
forebays for basin C1.  Revise the names of the forebays on the plans to match the model.  
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51. Applicant’s engineer to verify that the model does not count any storage volume for the 
forebays and detention basins below the lowest outlet elevation. 

 
52. Applicant’s engineer to verify that two roof leaders are sufficient per building.  

 
53. Show that the proposed swales will not create erosive velocities as defined by the NYS 

Standards and Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control.  
 

54. Provide level spreaders for the pipe outlets in accordance with the NYS Standards and 
Specifications for Erosion and Sediment Control. Confirm that the NYSDOT will accept with the 
first 200 ft. of the northeastern road running onto NYS Route 207. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

MHE Engineering, D.P.C. 
 

 
Patrick J. Hines      Michael W. Weeks, PE 
Principal      Principal 
 
PJH/kbw/ltm 
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October 13, 2024 

Mr. John Ewasutyn 
Town of Newburgh Planning Board 
21 Hudson Valley Professional Plaza 
Newburgh, NY 12550 

RE: Review for Britain Woods, NYS Route 207, Town of Newburgh, NY; CM Project #121-001.27,  
Town Project #22-17, NYSDOT #22-190 

Dear Mr. Ewasutyn: 

We have received the updated Britain Woods DEIS last revised May 17, 2024. After reviewing the studies 
assumptions, findings, and conclusions, we offer the following technical comments: 

1. Section 2.4 – Construction and Project Phasing: The anticipated construction period suggests a Spring 
2024 start date, this should be updated to reflect the current estimated start and completion dates.  

2. Section 2.4 – Short-term Impacts Resulting from Construction Activity: Last paragraph, clarify the 
typical operating hours on weekend and holidays – “9:00 AM to 8:00 AM.”  

3. Section 2.5.A Project Operation: Clarify what amenities in the clubhouse may be available as early as 
5 am and as late as 10 pm. Will there be a rental office with hours of operation?  

4. Section 2.7.A Public Need: Does the applicant have an estimate on the occupancy rate of apartments 
in the Town, City, or surrounding area?  

5. Section 3.6.1 Existing/Proposed Near-term Traffic Improvement Plans: What’s the status of the 
NYSDOT design approval for work at the NYS-207/Old Little Britain intersection? What is the 
preferred design alternative and lane arrangement?  

6. Section 3.6.1 Existing Turning Movement Counts: The public stated that there potentially were road 
closures during the period of traffic counts. Verify these claims and/or substantiate that the provided 
volumes are still applicable.  

7. Section 3.6.1 Accident History: There have been reports of several sever crashes near the project site, 
some resulting in fatalities. Confirm the number of fatalities, date of occurrence and circumstances 
to the best ability based on available information from news, police, and NYSDOT reports, even if 
these occurred outside this project’s study period.  

8. Section 3.6.2 Estimated Project Year of Completion: Will the results of the analysis be substantively 
different if the approval/construction period were delayed and completion of the project weren’t 
until 2027 or 2028? 

9. Section 3.6.2 Other Nearby Significant Developments: Did the City of Newburgh identify any relevant 
projects that would affect the traffic study area? Identify the size and number of trips estimated from 
each of the respective other developments. 

10. Appendix F Figure 4 – 935 Union Ave Volumes – the trips from the project on Route 300 to the City 
of Newburgh may favor the Old Little Britain Road route rather than Route 207, or, depending on the 
time of day, might avoid Old Little Britain Road and Route 207 altogether by using Route 17K.  

11. Appendix F Figure 6– Stonegate Volumes – the trips from that project should be extended to their 
site driveway to confirm the volumes entering and exiting and the distribution to and from the east 
into the Britain Woods study area.  
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Mr. John Ewasutyn 
October 13, 2024 
Page 2 of 3 

12. Section 3.6.2 Trip Generation and Trip Distribution/Appendix F Figure 9, 10: We concur with the trip 
generation estimate. The trip distribution indicates a heavy flow to/from Wisner Avenue (61%-76%) 
and Unity Place (0 to 25%) with zero percent using Delfonso Road. Different arrival and departure 
percentages are used. Given the location of the project, being centrally located to various roads and 
destinations, the trip distribution will vary depending on the workplace and shopping patterns of 
residents. Some additional explanation or analysis may be necessary to test the sensitivity of the trip 
distribution.  

13. Section 3.6.2 Adequacy of Existing Road Infrastructure 
a. Table C-1 – Rt 207/Wisner – the project will increase delays on intersection approaches from 

4 to 10 seconds depending on the approach in the AM peak hour and 8 to 24 seconds 
depending on the approach. What mitigation is recommended at this location?  

b. Table C-2 – Rt 207/Corwin Court – the project will increase delays on intersection approaches 
by 1 second or less during the peak hours. It is our opinion that these results will be similar at 
other adjacent unsignalized intersections and driveways including Carroll St, Laborers Local 
17, etc. The project does not appear to have any capacity impacts in these locations.  

c. Table C-3 – Rt 207/Old Little Britain Rd - Include the No-Build conditions assuming the NYSDOT 
signal project is complete. Confirm the lane configurations proposed for these improvements. 
With a traffic signal in place, the project is expected to increase delays by less 1 second in the 
AM peak hour and 2 to 7 seconds depending on the approach in the PM peak hour. Without 
the NYSDOT project delays from the project would be significant.  

d. Table C-4 - Old Little Britain/Delfonso Rd - the project will increase delays on intersection 
approaches by 1 second or less during the peak hours, subject to the projects trip distribution 
patterns. We expect delays on Delfonso Rd to increase if project traffic were to use it to access 
Route 17K, Target, Stewart Ave, etc.  

e. Table C-5 – Old Little Britain/Williams Ave - the project will increase delays on intersection 
approaches by 1 second or less during the peak hours. No improvements appear necessary. 

f. Table C-6 – Old Little Britain/Unity Pl - the project will increase delays on intersection 
approaches by 2 seconds or less during the peak hours. No improvements appear necessary. 

g. Table C-7 – Rt 207/Site Driveway West – An eastbound left turn lane is proposed on Route 
207. Left turns entering the project will operate with minimal delays. The exit movement from 
the site will operate at LOS C with a reasonable 15 to 19 seconds of average delay. We expect 
left turn movements will be more difficult compared to right turn movements. It should be 
confirmed with NYSDOT if a two-way left turn lane will be provided allowing a short receiving 
lane for exiting left turn traffic or if a striped left turn lane will be provided as shown on in 
Appendix F’s Appendix F8 – Left Turn Lane Concept Plan.  

h. Table C-8 – Peak Hour Queue Summary – The table isn’t labeled but we presume it would be 
C-8. The impacts of the project on approach queues are similar to that of the delay impacts. 
Queues at Route 207/Wisner are between 1 and 4 vehicles depending on the peak hour and 
approach. We expect a larger impact from the project at Route 207/Old Little Britain if the 
NYSDOT project isn’t completed. No significant effects are expected at the other study area 
intersections.  

i. Table F-1 – Accident Summary  
i. This table summarizes the number of crashes and crash rates at the study area 

intersections – a total of 86 crashes. We presume the other 134 crashes reported 
occurred on the segments, some of which the public have reported as “serious.” 

JaneSamuelson
Text Box
Traffic


JaneSamuelson
Arrow



Mr. John Ewasutyn 
October 13, 2024 
Page 3 of 3 

Provide a table summarizing the segment related crashes. Were there any crashes 
reported around the project’s site driveway? 

ii. Consider providing a dot or heat map illustrating crash locations and frequency.    
iii. Identify the study period for the crashes reported. 
iv. The number of injury, fatal, and non-reportable crashes do not add up to the total 

reported. Is the difference “Property Damage” crashes?  
v. All of the locations reported in the table to date indicate higher than average crash 

rates. Have any PIL’s or HAL’s locations been identified by NYSDOT or safety related 
improvements been considered?   

14. Section 3.6.2 Sight Distance – Appendix F7 provides a sight distance diagram and the DEIS provides 
figure 3.6B.  

a. The sight distance looking to the right (west on Route 207) is approximately 780 and adequate 
for design speeds of over 60 mph – well above the posted speed limit (45 mph) and expected 
85th-percentile speed.  

b. The sight distance looking left (east on Route 207) is estimated at 360 feet and looking across 
the inside of the horizontal curve of the road. Figure 3.6B indicates that the site has or will be 
graded back enough to not block this sight line and presumably vegetation will be maintained. 
For intersection sight distance, 360 feet is adequate for about 33 mph, well below the posted 
speed limit and presumed 85th percentile speed. It is adequate for the minimum stopping 
sight distance, which in our opinion would be applicable for a very low traffic generator, but 
not this project.  

c. What is the 85th-percentile speed on the westbound approach of Route 207? 
d. What improvements or site work is necessary to achieve the recommended intersection sight 

distance looking left? If clearing and grading of the horizontal curve is necessary, does the 
vertical curve of Route 207 then become a factor?   

e. What is the intersection sight distance looking straight for a vehicle to turn left into the site? 
Is it adequate? 

15. Section 3.6.3 Roadway Improvements 
a. What happens if the NYSDOT project does not complete the proposed signal and roadway 

improvements at the Route 207/Old Little Britain Road intersection? 
b. Do the intersection crash reports indicate or does the applicant’s engineer have a sense of 

why the Route 207/Wisner Ave, an all-way stop intersection, has the highest crash rate and 
will adding stop bars improve the condition? Is any mitigation necessary to address project 
related delay increases? 

If you have any questions about the above comments, please don’t hesitate to contact our office.  

Respectfully, 
Creighton Manning Engineering, LLP 

Kenneth Wersted, PE, PTOE  
Associate 

N:\Projects\2021\121-001 Newburgh - Newburgh Reviews\Working\27- Britain Woods (22-17)\Britain Woods Review 7 Technical.docx 

C: Pat Hines – MHE
Dominic Cordisco – PB Attorney 
Jim Campbell – Code Enforcement 
Jim Osborne- Town Engineer 
Karen Arent – Landscape Architect 
Jason Brenner - NYSDOT 
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