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November 27, 2006

Mr. Donald Alger, Chairperson
Greenport Planning Board
Town of Greenport Town Hall
600 Town Hall Drive

Hudson, NY 12534

Re:

Widewaters Retail Development, U.S. Route 9
MA# 205928.000

Dear Mr. Alger and the Greenport Planning Board:

Morris Associates has performed a review of the plans resubmitted by The Widewaters

Company LLC for the above noted project. This review was conducted on the plan set made
available to us and consisting of 30 sheets. The plans were given the Board at the Special
Board meeting held earlier this month.

Our review has resulted in comments for the Greenport Planning Board (GPB) to

consider in their deliberations on this matter. We have grouped our comments into categories
for convenience. These comments have been shared with the Applicant and the Applicant's
engineer via e-mail and a meeting last week. Our comments follow:

L.
1

General

Per a previous recommendation, the Applicant has shown truck routes on the Site Plans.
The truck routes identified are the internal roadways that access U.S. 9 at the proposed
traffic signals and head toward the Proposed Retail A, B & C buildings. There is no
reason to believe that the remaining retail spaces will not have deliveries made by
tractor-trailer trucks. We recommend that those routes be identified and sufficient
room/space and appropriate curb radii be created to allow ease of access by these large
vehicles without hindering other traffic movements/flow. This may result in significant
revisions of parking areas and internal thoroughfare intersections.

Per a previous recommendation, the Applicant has shown curb/curve radii on thé Site
Plans. There are still areas where maneuvering will be tight for both trucks (tractor-
trailers) and passenger style vehicles. Examples we recommend being modified
include:

a. Internal thoroughfare between the Retail A and Retail B lots to be 36 feet wide to
allow for large truck movements as in other internal thoroughfare locations.

b. At the internal thoroughfare intersection located just west of the Retail A and
Retail B parking areas, we recommend that the radii of the southeastern curb be
65 feet to accommodate a right turn by a tractor-trailer truck. This intersection
should also have traffic control.
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¢. The space allowed at the southwestern corner of the Retail C building for trucks
to make the movement from the truck route (along the south side of the Retail C
parking area) to rear of that building does not seem sufficient, plus, no traffic
control is shown at that intersection. We recommend that the Applicant either
demonstrate that trucks can make this maneuver easily and without interference
or modify the alignment to do so. We also recommend that all intersections have
traffic control shown.

The plans show two pylon signs near US 9. There are no details on the signs given.
Also, one pylon sign is shown in a proposed detention basin. We recommend that the
sign in the detention basin be relocated and that details of the sign be provided for
review by the GPB.

While some internal thoroughfare intersections have been improved for potential
problematic and conflict movements, others have not. We recommend the Applicant
make improvements in the following areas:

a. The westernmost internal intersection on the ‘“right-in-right-out” roadway has
vehicle conflict points very close to the intersection. We recommend the
Applicant move all parking lot ingress/egress points away from that intersection.

b. The westernmost internal intersection on the southern internal thoroughfare has
a vehicle conflict point just to the south of the intersection. We recommend the
Applicant move all parking lot ingress/egress points away from that intersection.

c. The central internal intersection on the southern internal thoroughfare has a
vehicle conflict point just to the south of the intersection. We recommend the
Applicant move the parking lot ingress/egress point away from that intersection.

There are at least eight (8) instances where retaining walls are being proposed along the
internal thoroughfares. While a cross section of the proposed wall has been given, there
are no details noting the relationship of guiderailing, the wall and the vehicular travel
lanes at these locations. The wall type proposed is not one that will aliow the placement
of a vehicular guiderail atop it without a dramatic revision to the wall, therefore, the
guiderail must be placed between the wall and the travel lane to account for deflection of
the guiderail during an impact and the ability for the wall to resist that impact load. We
recommend that the Applicant show how this will work or be accounted for.

While the Applicant has noted that they as yet do not know specifically what retail or
restaurant enterprises will be occupying the noted buildings we still believe that some
representation can occur for most, if not all, of the buildings proposed. Therefore, we
again note that per Greenport Code, specifically § 101-3 A, Site Plan Checklist; we
recommend the following be added to the plans:

a. proposed use and height of all buildings;

b. provision for pedestrian access;

c. location of outdoor storage, equipment and materials;
d

the location, design and construction materials of all existing or proposed site
improvements including drains, culverts, retaining walls, and fences;

e. the location of fire and other emergency zones, including the location of nearest
water supply (hydrants) for fire emergencies;
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f. the location, design and construction materials for all energy distribution facilities,
including gas, electric and solar energy; and,

g. the location and design of outdoor lighting facilities, including data regarding
lighting levels and heights.

7)  The detention ponds, part of the overall stormwater pollution prevention plan, have been
modified to show an access roadway, for maintenance, and vegetative planting in the
form of seeding. Per our previous comment, we recommend the proposed ponds have
fencing that will prevent shoppers, or other wanderers, from entering the pond and to
protect them from blown in litter. Additionally, the plans should indicate the composition
of the roadway/driveway that will allow access to the ponds for maintenance.

8) The Applicant has indicated some protection notations for the federally regulated
wetlands on the site. We recommend that information regarding these wetlands be
indicted on the subdivision plan.

9) The Applicant has shown utility easements on the submitted plan set. We recommend
that all easements be shown on the subdivision the subdivision plans. Additionally, all
other restrictions, covenants, etc. shall be noted/indicated on the subdivision plans.

10) While the Applicant has noted that they, as yet, do not know specifically what retail or
restaurant enterprises will be occupying the noted buildings we still believe that some
representation can occur for most, if not all, of the signs proposed. We recommend that
all proposed signs/sighage (including store signs, directory signs and way finding signs)
be shown on the plans and the details that make up their construction, their size, the
message, and any lighting or landscaping proposed. This recommendation is made as
we expect that there may/are/will be conditions placed on signs by the retailers. It is
also possible the GPB may wish to impose conditions.

11) There are no light standards shown on the plans. We recommend the Applicant submit
this information for review and comment.

il. Parking Lots

1)  Parking stalls are now dimensioned as 10 feet, 9.5 feet and 9 feet in width. The parking
lot for the Retail A building is the only one noting 9.5 foot wide parking (the 10 foot wide
spots are for contractor parking at the Retail B lot). As the Retail B building is to be
some type of home improvement store, we understand having some parking larger
contractor vehicles. The 9.5 foot wide parking spots is where our confusion comes from.
We recommend that the Applicant explain this. It would seem much better to provide
consistency in bay width throughout the complex. Additionally, going to a more standard
9 foot wide parking spot width will reduce the overall asphalt placement, reduce
stormwater runoff and create more green area.

2) The Applicant has indicated that employee parking will be provided within the general
parking lots. We recommend that the Applicant give the GPB an indication of how many
employee vehicles will be parked for each retail/restaurant/business space

li. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
The following are the major comments we have to the SWPPP prepared by the

Applicant. There are further finer type comments we have that will be given prior to finalization
of the SWPPP that will not affect system makeup or the overall plan and design.
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Nearly all of the storm sewer lines are at a slope of 0.3% or 0.4%. These pipe slopes
may not adequately convey stormwater runoff and suspended sediments. Typically, a
minimum slope of 0.5% should be used on all drainage pipes. This also poses a
constructability problem, as keeping a 0.3 or 0.4% grade is a challenge. We recommend
that the Applicant modify the slopes or demonstrate that suspended sediments will be
removed at these slopes and that there is no construction issue.

It appears that during storm events the water surface elevation is above that of several
inlet pipe inverts, creating backwater within the upstream contributing drainage
networks. When the inevitable back to back storm events occur, the drainage networks
will already be inundated with water creating the potential for ponding at the catch basins
with the potential for “hot spot” runoff to be discharging offsite, creating the potentially
hazardous conditions on the neighboring properties. We recommend that the Applicant
present information that demonstrates that this will not occur or revise accordingly.

According to the SWPPP, a Contech Vortechs Stormwater Treatment System is
proposed in conjunction with Detention Basin 1-1. There was no indication on the plans
where this unit is to be located. We recommend the specific location be shown and
detailed on the plans. In addition, corresponding head ioss coefficients should be

provided for review.

A 48" culvert was modeled in HydroCAD as requested. The invert of the culvert was set
at an elevation of 154.80, setting the top of the culvert at elevation 158.80. During the
10-yr 24-hour storm event the peak water surface elevation was shown as 160.34,
approximately 1.51" above the top of the culvert. This creates the potential for erosive
velocities at the downstream end of the culvert. It is recommended that the size of the
culvert be increased to safely pass the 25-year 24-hour storm event. It is also
recommended that the culvert be designed and modeled with a headwall or wingwalls to
properly stabilize the stream banks.

It appears that silt fence is within the archeological area. The installation of silt fence will
require disturbance to these archeological sensitive areas. It is recommended that the
silt fence be brought closer to the developed area and out of the archeological area.

If the entrance between Proposed Retail ‘M’ and Retail ‘L’ is to be installed during Phase
2 construction, a stabilized construction entrance and vehicle wash area should be
installed or a barricade set up to prevent any sediment laden vehicles from exiting the
site during construction.

Grading Plans

The fill that occurs to the north of the Retail B space is directed toward, and in some
places very close to, a federally regulated wetland. The Applicant has demonstrated
how this wetland will be protected during construction, however, has not proposed any
protective measures post construction. Our experience reveals that there is a very high
likelihood of litter refuse and other human related throw-aways that result at /in shopping
areas. We expect that the same will occur here. Our original question and
recommendation meant to imply more than just protection during construction. To keep
these wetlands thriving, some maintenance may be required, junk in the wetlands would
need removal from time to time and other protections like no lawn/grass fertilizer or
weed killer should be applied to areas that drain directly into the wetlands. What ever is
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proposed to protect these areas evidence should be provided that the Army Corps of
Engineers takes no exception to this action.

V. Landscaping

1) Per a previous recommendation, the Applicant has shown revised landscaping around
the stormwater management ponds. What they have shown is only seeding. We
recommend that landscaping be provided.

2) The Applicant has provided landscaping along US 9. The designation for those added

plantings are not included in the supplied plant list (PSE, PS and NS). We recommend
these plant types be included in the list for review.

Based upon the desire/requirements of the GPB regarding the Applicant addressing
these comments, along with other comments that the GPB may or will have, the Applicant may
need to resubmit their plans for review to ensure conformance in responding to the need of the
GPB. Morris Associates will be in attendance at the November 28, 2006 meeting to assist the

Board and/or discuss this letter as the need may be.

Sincerely,

MORRIS ASSOCIATES
ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, PLLC

5%@

Paul S. McCreary, PE
Senior Engineer

PSM/nlz

cc: Greenport Planning Board
C. Whitbeck, Jr., Esq. - GPB Attorney
M. Marzocchi, Esq. - Applicant’s representative
S. Boisvert, Bergmann Assoc. - Applicant’s engineer
File
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