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1. Introduction

In June, TranSystems prepared a summary of potential improvement options for the Regional
Intermodal Transportation Center located in New London’s Historic Waterfront District including Union
Station and nearby transportation facilities. These potential improvements were developed based on the
earlier findings regarding needs; improvements were outlined for two time frames, short term and longer
range.

More specific improvements were developed for implementation in the short term. While some of these
improvements could be implemented immediately, others would require some time to obtain funding,
complete design, obtain necessary permits, complete construction, etc. The immediate actions were not
distinguished at that time from other short term elements. The short term options addressed pedestrian
safety and amenities, taxi and auto pick up and drop off, parking needs, bus terminal facilities for SEAT
and Greyhound, and other issues. Wayfinding was not addressed at this early stage. Limited
opportunities for transit-oriented development were identified in the short term schemes.

For the longer term, only general vision concepts were prepared. The longer term was defined largely
by the availability of the entire Water Street Garage site, that is, the time frame when the City would
consider demolition of the Water Street Garage and its replacement with new structures that could
contain parking, commercial or residential development and possibly public transportation facilities. The
long term options examined trade-offs between providing more parking to meet low and high projected
needs, bus terminal facilities to meet growing service needs and development opportunities. Each
alternative took a different approach on which use would be closest to Union Station and which would
be farther away.

During the process, TranSystems conducted discussions with key stakeholders to better understand
needs and preferences. For both the short term and long term time frames, several alternatives were
presented and evaluated; this was contained in a technical memorandum (Task 6 Technical
Memorandum) and presented in a Stakeholder Steering Committee meeting held on June 30, 2009.
There was no single simple solution so rather than recommend one option the tradeoffs were displayed



and discussed. The goal was to obtain input from the Committee and then to obtain direction from the
Council of Governments on how to proceed to develop the Master Plan in Task 10. As the master plan
design process continued, cost estimates and economic impacts would be assessed (Task 7),
environmental impacts would be assessed (Task 8) and public involvement would continue with a public
meeting (Task 9). A draft final report would then be prepared describing and illustrating the master plan
as part of Task 10. The revised final report would serve as the final product of the study.

The June 30t Stakeholder Steering Committee meeting was effective in stimulating discussion about
the potential improvements. Various interests were represented at the meeting and there were strong
comments about the alternatives presented. Many suggestions were made at the meeting and it was
clear that the stakeholders wanted to redirect the study toward different alternatives. While TranSystems
awaited stakeholder comments requested by July 15t it proceeded to examine the feasibility of some
suggestions made at the meeting; i.e. introducing another railroad crossing between the two current
crossings, shifting rail platforms northward to allow surface crossing while trains were in the station,
relocating or removing the freight siding, etc. The results of these investigations are summarized in the
appendix to this memorandum.

Shortly after the meeting, a request was made that more review time should be provided and that
stakeholders should reconvene to discuss options and then provide the input the Council was seeking.
The Council of Governments decided to host and facilitate such a meeting and to have the study
stakeholder involvement coordinator present to record the input. A consensus on the short term plan
emerged among the stakeholders present at the follow up meeting held on July 28" and the Council of
Governments directed the TranSystems consultant team to develop and revise new alternatives for the
short term. The direction was to 1) develop alternatives that retain the passenger transportation facilities
on the east side of Water Street adjacent to Union Station, incorporating use of the building currently
used by Greyhound, and shifting Water Street to the west, if needed, to provide adequate space for
planned improvements, and 2) to include an up-and-over pedestrian bridge in the short term alternatives
that would enable passengers to cross the tracks when trains are in the station and which could include
an additional span to connect to the Water Street Garage. ConnDOT reiterated the latter direction in a
letter to the Council of Governments dated September 28, 2009 which stated that it, as a matter of
policy, could only support a short term alternative that includes either an up-and-over pedestrian bridge
or tunnel across the tracks. .

TranSystems spent the remainder of the summer and early fall following up on stakeholder suggestions
and reported back to the Council of Governments with its findings. It was determined that the freight
track could not be relocated since ConnDOT and Amtrak anticipate using it for the expanded Shore Line
East service to New London. It was also determined that a new rail crossing was not realistic and would
not be allowed, and that the platforms could not be shifted far enough northward to allow the State
Street crossing gate to remain open when trains are in the station (see the Appendix for more detail on
these findings). Work progressed on developing the plan for a bus terminal on the east side of Water
Street, incorporating a westward relocation of Water Street and a pedestrian bridge. To prepare for the
design work, TranSystems conducted individual stakeholder discussions with key stakeholders,
particularly the two bus operators, to address their needs at the bus terminal and to develop an
architectural program based on bus operator needs (see the program document attached as Exhibit 1).
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TranSystems and its team worked through several iterations to develop feasible layouts of bus berths
and terminal structures within the confined space on the east side of the street. At the same time, work
progressed on examining governance at other intermodal centers with multiple providers and
developing a recommendation on the organizational framework for the RITC (to be provided in a
separate document).

This document is designed to report back to the Stakeholder Steering Committee, in a concise manner,
on the master plan that has been drafted based on the directions given by the Council of Governments.
This document is being provided in advance of the December 31 Stakeholder Steering Committee
meeting at which time we will provide a presentation summarizing the findings and recommendations
and time for feedback. Some additional information summarizing costs and governance will be provided
at the presentation. The detailed master plan will be documented in the draft final report to be provided
in December; a comment period will be provided before the master plan is finalized in January.

2. Overview of the Short Term Master Plan Concept

TranSystems has developed a package of short term improvements based on the direction of the
Council of Governments (SCCOG) and input from the Stakeholder Steering Committee members and
transportation providers, recognizing both fiscal and physical constraints posed by the area currently
regarded as the RITC. As we developed the package of improvements, the consultant team has
incorporated designs that reflect our best professional judgment working within these constraints. This
package of improvements includes a new combined bus terminal, pedestrian improvements to enhance
safety and passenger amenities, wayfinding improvements to facilitate transfers between modes and to
and from downtown areas of interest to visitors, and a pedestrian bridge over the tracks that could be
extended to the Water Street Garage and/or the Cross Sound Ferry property. This plan also envisions a
State role in the RITC and greater use of Union Station as an information center. These improvements
represent what can be done in the short term, say five years, provided the property owners and involved
agencies collaborate to utilize a variety of funding sources to achieve their goals.

The remainder of this memorandum discusses the major elements of the short term component of the
RITC Master Plan. Sections include the following:

Expanded Bus Facility, Relocated Water Street and Minimum Pedestrian Bridge
Optional Pedestrian Bridge Extensions

Taxi and Pickup/Dropoff Areas

Pedestrian Improvements

Wayfinding

The plan achieves a number of the study objectives but does have some drawbacks. A final section
discusses the consultant team'’s remaining concerns about the design.

An appendix includes documentation of the investigations conducted concerning several suggestions
that were presented at the June Stakeholder Steering Committee meeting.

Systems



3. Transportation Facilities on the East Side of Water Street

Following the directions of SCCOG and the Stakeholder Steering Committee, the consultant team
developed alternative hand sketched schemes for keeping the bus facilities on the east side of Water
Street in proximity to the other transportation modes; these schemes were designed to accommodate a
pedestrian bridge that would cross the tracks and potentially link with the Water Street Garage and ferry
terminal. Greyhound, SEAT, and SCCOG reviewed several options and selected one of the schemes
which subsequently was further refined. To validate the scheme as workable, digitized maps were
prepared, bus turning movements were checked using the AutoTurn software, and draft floor plans were
prepared for the expanded terminal building. Note that the floor plans were not to develop a final
building design but to make sure that it was feasible to address the architectural program. Refinements
to the design were made as needed. A context diagram, site plan and conceptual floor plan for each of
two alternative building configurations are attached as Exhibits 2 through 7.

The site plan of the combined Greyhound and SEAT terminal focuses on several major elements of the
RITC, including the bus terminal facilities and berths on the east side of a relocated Water Street and an
up-and-over pedestrian bridge which would cross over the railroad tracks between the southbound and
northbound platforms and, optionally, over Water Street to the Water Street Garage and over the freight
track and parking area to the Cross Sound Ferry property. The pedestrian improvement concepts are
not shown on this site plan. Those elements of the plan are shown in separate drawings. The following
describes the major elements.

e Relocation of Water Street - Relocation of Water Street westward was necessary to
accommodate the bus facilities. It should be noted that travel lanes would also be reduced to 11
feet in width although the design allows for an extra foot for the curbside lanes. The existing
parking area and landscaping on the parcels in front of the Water Street Garage are affected
but the relocation has been designed to have minimal impact on the Parade (modifying only the
portion of the Parade project north of Atlantic Street), on the Julian property, and on the garage
access and egress (preserving the center entrance/exit and the primary exits at the north end of
the Garage). The circulation pattern to access the garage is somewhat affected as is the
crosswalk from the southeastern exit from the garage (closest to Union Station). The site plan
shows a potential new location for the impacted crosswalk. The relocation of Water Street and
narrowing of Water Street travel lanes will allow a new eight foot wide sidewalk on the east side
of Water Street to extend from Governor Winthrop Boulevard south to the current SEAT bus
stop. The sidewalk width could expand to as much as 15 feet south of the existing bus stop.
(The sidewalk and a proposed extension farther north are not shown on these drawings, but are
discussed in Section 6).

o Traffic and Parking Considerations - We have preserved a 500 foot right hand lane on the
Water Street approach to Governor Winthrop Boulevard to be used as a straight and right turn
lane as it is now. We have preserved about 19 parking spaces for short term parking and drop
off on the west side of Water Street in front of the Water Street Garage where there are
currently 24 spaces and an unused drive-thru bank.
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Pedestrian Bridge - The up-and-over pedestrian bridge incorporated into the expanded bus
facility is the minimum segment required to accommodate rail passengers. Extensions to
connect to the Water Street Garage and ferry facilities are described later in Section 4. The
minimum pedestrian bridge described here is a preliminary concept design that includes
elevators and stairs on the “northbound platform” which would serve passengers using trains on
Track 2 and the freight siding (which is to be used for Shore Line East once the platform is
widened), and within the potential future building expansion north of the existing Greyhound
building and adjacent to the “southbound platform”. The vertical element on the southbound
platform is incorporated into the new bus terminal structure to be more space-efficient and to
possibly allow for indoor connections.

Northbound Rail Platform Extension — The northbound high-level platform needs to be
extended 30 - 40 feet to accommodate vertical circulation for the pedestrian bridge. The railing
on the east side of this platform needs to be removed and the platform widened to serve Shore
Line East trains using the third “freight” track.

Bus Operations - Given the overall space constraints, the plan does not provide independent
movement at most of the SEAT bays (just at the shared sawtooth bay); this was a desired but
not required feature for SEAT. However 7 nose-to-tail bus berths for 40-foot transit buses can
be provided on Water Street along a passenger waiting island which would be 15-feet wide and
would include a canopy. SEAT could use additional bays along the rail platform sidewalk area
including one dedicated SEAT bay and one sawtooth bay shared with Greyhound. Greyhound
would have two dedicated sawtooth bays. The plan provides for one Greyhound freight
pickup/dropoff space near the existing Greyhound building as requested and some space at the
north end of the bus aisle for SEAT bus maintenance vehicles.

Bus Passenger Terminal Building - The space that can be allocated to a new addition to the
Greyhound building to provide a passenger waiting area with views of the bus bays is limited by
the need to provide for adequate pedestrian circulation in the area. We have developed two
alternatives for the addition:

o Alternative A - This is a 1,730 GSF addition to the existing 1,480 GSF Greyhound
building. After subtracting space requirements for the pedestrian bridge vertical
circulation, the building addition would provide 1,530 GSF of usable space. The
addition would provide the waiting area for all passengers as well as a joint
Greyhound/SEAT ticketing/information booth/counter and individual offices for each
operator. The counter provides a good view of the both the indoor and outdoor
passenger waiting areas and the bus bays through the glass wall, although a
Greyhound bus in the first sawtooth bay could block the view of several SEAT buses.
The remainder of the space in the building addition would be used for the elevator and
stairs to the pedestrian bridge, luggage lockers, vending area, public phones, a queuing
area for the ticket counter and circulation space. The passenger waiting area would
total 620 square feet, enough to accommodate 25 Greyhound passengers (at 15 SF
per person, including luggage) and 24-25 SEAT passengers (at 10 SF per person), less
than the minimum 50 SEAT passengers desired in the architectural program. (A second
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level for the building addition was explored but rejected due to the fact that vertical
circulation by escalators would consume more space rendering the ground floor of
limited use and the fact that the addition of a level change would be very likely to
reduce the passenger use of a waiting area primarily on the second floor.) The existing
Greyhound building would be used to house passenger restrooms, a SEAT driver break
room and restrooms, a SEAT storage closet and a Greyhound freight room, as well as
circulation space. The two buildings would be connected by a corridor using the
existing doorway on the north wall of the Greyhound building. The exterior of the
Greyhound building would be relatively unmodified. The fagade of the building addition
is designed to follow the curb line and provide 10 feet of sidewalk. The line of the
facade is askew from that of both Union Station and the Greyhound building and thus
may result in a less attractive design. Canopies would be provided along the bus
boarding areas and the canopy for the Greyhound sawtooth bays would extend along
the front of the building addition. The 10 foot sidewalk is narrower than a desirable
sidewalk considering that passengers will enter and exit the bus terminal along the
sidewalk. The building extends the barrier created by building structures between the
southbound rail platform and the street by an additional 80'. The result is that
Alternative A conforms to the architectural program except that it cannot provide the
desired amount of waiting space and has a narrow sidewalk.

o Alternative B - This alternative provides a larger building addition than Alternative A.
This was achieved by shifting the bus bays along the sidewalk farther north. While this
increases the distance Greyhound passengers have to walk by approximately 60 feet, it
enables the straight curb line to extend farther north and the building addition to be
extended and continue a straight line fagade. The building addition totals 2,220 GSF
which provides 2,020 GSF in usable space after subtracting space requirements for the
pedestrian bridge vertical circulation. The result is a passenger waiting area of 875 SF
which meets the minimum requirements of the architectural program, allowing for 25
Greyhound passengers and 50 SEAT passengers. The remainder of the interior is
largely the same. The sidewalk provided in front of the building addition is 11 feet wide
at its narrowest point but expands to 12 feet and 14 feet and the north and south ends
of the building addition, due to the curvature of the busway. While the fagade of this
building is straight rather than notched as in Alternative A, however the angle is even
more askew from the Union Station fagade. In addition, extending the building farther
north adds another 30’ to the barrier along the southbound train platform.

Because Alternative B better matches the architectural program it was used as the basis for
the pedestrian improvement drawings discussed in Section 6, although there are minimal
differences between Alternatives A and B in this regard.

A possible interior floor plan for each alternative is illustrated in the drawings. The purpose
of the floor plans is to document that the master plan is feasible; they are not intended to
illustrate a final design for the terminal, which is beyond the scope of the master plan. The
following caveats related to the floor plans should be noted:
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Final terminal design and floor plan should be developed subsequent to this master
plan and might yield an improved arrangement of space.

The draft architectural program was developed to begin this spatial analysis and
uses gross level assumptions. It is purely conceptual and intended for planning
purposes only. Space requirements for building components will need to be refined
and conform to all applicable codes.

The conceptual floor plans are an illustration of what can reasonably fit given the
space constraints. The plans attempt to incorporate all program components, but
are not a precise representation of the draft architectural program.

The following highlights the characteristics of the floor plans:

Both options have the stairway to the pedestrian bridge located far from Union
Station and the train ticketing area.
Both have elevator doors to the interior and exterior.
Both have doors to the southbound rail platform.
Both have the freight area close to the dedicated freight drop off parking but
relatively far from the Greyhound bays.
Stringing transportation uses in two distinct building volumes necessitates a long
corridor with multiple doors. Several notable consequences are:

o There will be a lot of space dedicated to passenger circulation.

o Wayfinding will be complicated.

o Many spaces within the terminal will be unobserved by ticketing agents.

This could create security issues.

Security/Surveillance - Both have good surveillance of the waiting areas and allow
the customer service personnel to see the bus bays through the large glass wall.
Neither have good surveillance of the restroom corridor and cameras would be
needed to ensure security.
Both floor plans have a pinch point on the sidewalk near the elevator and crosswalk
(width is only 10-14 feet).

4. Optional Pedestrian Bridge Extensions

The up-and-over pedestrian bridge described above and incorporated into the expanded bus facility is
the minimum segment required to accommodate rail passengers and considered a pre-requisite
element of the short term plan by ConnDOT. Extensions could be included as part of the initial
construction, or at a later date, to connect to the Water Street Garage and to connect to the Cross
Sound Ferry facilities. These extensions are shown as dashed lines in the attached drawings. A
preliminary concept design for the ferry extension would pass over the City-owned parcel used for ferry
parking to the Cross Sound Ferry property. It would include an elevator, stairs and an escalator at the
site of a possible future high-speed ferry terminal to be built by Cross Sound Ferry. The extension to
the Water Street garage would not include any new vertical circulation elements as vertical circulation in
the Water Street Garage would utilize the existing stairway at the southeastern corner of the Garage
and a restored elevator in the adjacent location or the new elevator recently installed.

Systems



5. Taxi and Pickup/Dropoff Areas

Taxi and automobile pick-up and drop-off are critically important access modes for the train service at
Union Station and are expected to grow in importance with the increased presence of Shore Line East
at the station. However, the space available for taxi and automobile pick-up and drop-off at the rail
station and bus terminal is already constrained by the limited space on Water Street and strong
competition for uses. These uses include the existing SEAT bus stop, the Greyhound bus bays, Amtrak
official parking, on-street parking and use of the curbside lane for travel lanes and parking garage
entrances and exits. The expansion of bus facilities on the east side of Water Street does not reduce
the curb space for such uses compared to the existing case but it does not expand it either. (Taxi and
automobile pick-up and drop-off in the Greyhound bus bays occurred during the Parade construction but
are not considered an existing legal use.)

The proposed short term plan envisions retaining the existing taxi and automobile pick-up and drop-off
in front of Union Station. The use of the first block of State Street (between South Water Street and
Bank Street) is proposed as an additional taxi queue area. The most logical way to use this space
would be to have taxis pick-up passengers in two spaces located at the south end of the curb line in
front of Union Station and to have taxis queue on the first block of State Street until they can pull into
these spaces. The bulb out that was constructed at the south end of the curb line makes it impossible to
do this from the easternmost end of the first block of State Street. It would be best to remove the bulb
out to maximize the ability to use the first block of State Street for taxi queuing. If the bulb out remains,
most, but not all, of the first block can still be used for this purpose. It should be noted that there are
some retail/restaurant uses on the first block of State Street and there may be opposition to this
suggestion. The current one way street pattern makes other options impractical. Only a few parking
spaces would be affected, while it would add substantially to the taxi space available. It should also be
noted that the taxi queuing space is envisioned to be limited to that necessary for the transportation
functions at the RITC (connections with the train and bus service) and it is recommended that other taxi
stands be located or continue to be used for general taxi needs in downtown New London.

It is recommended that the remainder of the spaces in front of Union Station should be designed to
accommodate drop-off of passengers from automobiles and taxis but not pick-up of passengers (except
for pick-up of disabled individuals). This is to avoid having vehicles sitting and waiting for trains to arrive.
For taxis, the pick-up function is best handled in an orderly queue starting from the first two spaces at
the southern end of the space front of Union Station and continuing on the first block of State Street.
Taxis dropping off passengers would not pick up new passengers if there is a taxi queue; they would
have to circle around and come back down State Street to be last in the queue. We recognize that this
is a different mode of operation than the taxis are currently accustomed to and there would need to be
discussion among the taxi operators to adjust their operating practice.

For automobile pick-up, the space in front of the Water Street Garage, noted in the figures as short-term
parking, would be used. These spaces can be designated for various short term parking needs and can
easily accommodate the vehicles waiting for arriving trains. Approximately 19 spaces can be provided
there.
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6. Pedestrian Improvements

Exhibit 8 provides an illustrative plan of all recommended immediate and short term pedestrian
improvements. Exhibit 9 is a phasing diagram that identifies immediate and short term improvements
by location.

Immediate Pedestrian Inprovements

Focus areas for immediate pedestrian improvements in the RITC district are the intersections of Water
Street and Governor Winthrop Boulevard and Water Street and State Street. These two intersections
are critical pedestrian and vehicular linkages to the waterfront, ferry services, City Pier and the
Waterfront Park, and Union Station. The intersections need more clearly marked pedestrian zones at
their rail crossings, pedestrian scale lighting, wider sidewalks and crosswalks.

Another focus for immediate pedestrian improvements is along the waterfront. Recommendations
include developing a new waterfront pathway, with pedestrian scale lighting and guiding bollards,
starting at City Pier and branching in two directions - one path coursing along the back edge of the site
adjacent to the railroad and the other following the water’s edge to the Block Island Ferry boarding area.
The pathways would ultimately connect with Ferry Street and lead to the intersection of Water Street
and Governor Winthrop Boulevard. Other immediate improvements include installing steel post rail
corridor fencing within the RITC district and two gateway structures to create a sense of arrival at the
ferry area.

Other Short Term Pedestrian Improvements

Short term pedestrian improvements are defined as those that can be implemented along with the
relocation of Water Street and development of the new Greyhound and SEAT bus berthing area and
terminal building on the east side of Water Street, immediately north of the existing Greyhound building.
This will create the opportunity to strengthen connections between the intersections of Water Street and
Governor Winthrop Boulevard and Water Street and State Street, and between the Water Street Parking
Garage and all transportation modes within the RITC district. Key pedestrian improvements along
relocated Water Street include installing a new east sidewalk connection to Governor Winthrop
Boulevard lined with columnar trees, a wide west sidewalk with continuous tree lawn and shade trees,
and pedestrian scale lighting. It is envisioned that the east side sidewalk would continue about 1,500
feet beyond Governor Winthrop Boulevard to the intersection with State Highway 437 (Crystal Avenue),
the location of an existing pedestrian bridge and small park as well as the link to neighborhoods east of
Water Street. Other recommendations include continuing Union Station’s paving scheme through the
new combined Greyhound and SEAT bus berthing area, which will provide a more uniform station area
aesthetic.

The immediate and other short term pedestrian improvements will create a higher-quality pedestrian
environment and will better tie together transportation modes. Together, they will create a safer, more
legible, and more attractive RITC district for residents, tourists, and transit and ferry patrons.

Systems



7. Wayfinding

A wayfinding and signage program can help to provide a consistent identity to the RITC district, guide
RITC users between transportation modes, and provide visitors with directions to and from important
destinations and attractions within the district and outside the district.

Development of the final wayfinding and signage program will require a more detailed study, and
initiating that study is one of the recommendations of this plan. The following key recommendations
should be included in the final program:

o Wayfinding signage should be placed at strategic locations in and around the RITC.
o New London tourism will benefit from a wayfinding program. The program should include other
downtown destinations in addition to the RITC district.
e The program should include a variety of signage types:
o Directional signs announcing the RITC and pointing the way at major intersections and
along principal pedestrian routes.
o Locus maps showing the entire area, both the Historic Waterfront District and RITC with
transportation modes and important buildings labeled, and a “You Are Here” symbol.
o Directional signs to specific buildings, uses and/or attractions. These signs should be
located in the Historic Waterfront District and within the RITC.

At a minimum, RITC sign content should include directions to the following:

o Historic Waterfront District
o City Pier/Waterfront Park
e Passenger pick up

e Taxis

e Major parking facilities

e Trains

e Buses (SEAT/Greyhound)
o Ferries

o Pedestrian Bridge

Exhibit 10 identifies the major decision points within the RITC district. It is recommended that directional
wayfinding signage be installed at each of the major decision points to help guide transit patrons and
visitors to the various transportation modes and other destinations within the RITC. Suggested sign
content at each of the wayfinding locations is also indicated.

The style of the signs could take a variety of forms, but one that acknowledges the character of the
district would be distinctive and appropriate. The program can then be implemented as part of the
implementation of other public improvements. An example of a sign that could be located at location 10
is shown in Exhibit 11. Exhibits 12 through 14 are photographs and illustrations of additional sign types
that may be appropriate for the New London RITC.

10
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8.

Design Concerns

In summary, the bus facility scheme was developed in response to the directions given by SCCOG and
the Stakeholder Steering Committee (namely all passenger transportation facilities on the east side of
Water Street close to Union Station and a pedestrian bridge over the railroad tracks). These directions
pose a number of constraints on the design, and we feel the plan still has a number of drawbacks (with
either alternative) that need to be well understood.

1.

10.

Both alternatives for the bus terminal use connected spaces in two distinct building volumes.
Circulation within and between the buildings requires much of the facility’s square footage. This
raises concerns of efficiency, logical functional relationships, security and ADA requirements.
The sidewalk adjacent to the new terminal building will likely be very crowded. Even with the
realignment of Water Street, the shifting of buses northward, and introduction of narrower travel
lanes, the sidewalk adjacent to the new terminal is still a pinch point. For example, the 10-11
foot sidewalk provided in front of the Greyhound/SEAT building addition may not be adequate
as both a general purpose sidewalk and circulation space for bus passengers.

The building addition extends the barrier created by the existing Greyhound building for those
pedestrians who wish to pass between the north end of the rail platform and the street, the
Parade and the garage (assuming they do not wish to go to or through Union Station). Allowing
pedestrians to pass through the narrow building addition would complicate circulation within the
building and would reduce its capacity as a waiting room.

In both alternatives, but particularly in Alternative A, Greyhound buses will at times block the
view of the SEAT buses from the passenger terminal waiting area discouraging use of the
indoor waiting area.

SEAT passengers will need to cross the bus aisle to access most bus berths from the terminal.
While we have been able to provide a wider sidewalk that varies between 8 feet and 15 feet on
the east side of Water Street (between Governor Winthrop Boulevard and the existing SEAT
bus stop), the need to accommodate buses has barred the possibility for a wider east side
sidewalk that could accommodate additional pedestrian amenities (including substantial tree
lawns that more effectively buffer the pedestrian realm from traffic lanes and bus and train
activity).

The relocation of Water Street would modify some of the Parade project’s improvements north
of Atlantic Street.

The introduction of a building addition, vertical circulation towers and continuous bus canopies
will have a significant visual impact on historic buildings.

The bus terminal and canopies along the bus berths as well as the pedestrian bridge will further
block views of the waterfront from public areas including the Parade, Water Street and State
Street. Cross-section elevation views and context drawings (zoomed-out views) are provided for
each alternative to help illustrate the potential impacts.

Most of the space along both sides of Water Street is devoted to buses and short term parking
and would reduce the amount of space devoted to trees and landscaping. Minimal space along
Water Street is devoted to visitor amenities or transit oriented development. The visitor to New
London arriving by ferry or train is not faced with an inviting, active urban space, but only a
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series of garage type facilities and a broad expanse of asphalt devoted to automobiles, bus
circulation and parking.

11. With the exception of the shared sawtooth bay, the SEAT bus bays will not have independent
movement

12. The bus aisle for Greyhound buses is adequate, but narrow, and must occasionally be used by
private vehicles using the freight dropoff area.

13. The primary modes serving rail passengers such as auto pick up and drop off and taxis have
not been given expanded space along the east side of Water Street. They are limited to the
small existing space immediately in front of Union Station supplemented by the proposed taxi
stand expansion on State Street and passenger pickup space on the west side of Water Street
in front of the Water Street Garage, a distance from Union Station.

14. The relocation of Water Street reduces the size of the overall Water Street parcel should a
future redevelopment of the Water Street Garage and adjacent parcels be contemplated.

Given these concerns, the committee should be aware of some alternatives to this short term plan,
discussed below:

“Best Practices” Bus Terminal

The plan that has been developed for the east side of Water Street bus terminal is constrained by the
space available even with the costly relocation of Water Street. We have highlighted a number of
drawbacks associated with the location of the bus terminal there along with the necessary vertical
circulation for the pedestrian bridge over the tracks. It is the professional opinion of the TranSystems
team that a bus terminal that fully conforms to best practices in bus terminal design, while meeting the
program needs articulated by the bus operators, cannot be designed for the east side of Water Street.
Best practices would dictate that passenger waiting facilities are of adequate size, have an efficient
design and be located proximate to and with a clear view of all bus bays. Pedestrian flows should be
separated from bus and vehicular traffic and conflicts between major pedestrian movements should be
avoided. Adequate space should be provided for all pedestrian movements and structures should not
impede pedestrian flow between buses and to and from other modes. Bus bays should allow
independent movement of all buses and bus traffic should be separate from passenger and freight
pickup and dropoff traffic. Finally, the design should be attractive, allowing green space whenever
possible, and should complement the adjacent structures and uses.

From the viewpoint of physical feasibility, such a best practices design could be constructed on the west
side of Water Street if the Water Street Garage were demolished and a bus terminal were located on
the ground level of a new parking structure and/or development project. Such a facility could have
adequate room to provide for independent movement of all SEAT buses. There would be adequate
space for all the specified functions and the space could be configured in @ more optimal way allowing
better placement of adequate waiting areas adjacent to the bus loading areas. The bus terminal would
be close enough to Union Station to permit easy transfers between the buses and rail services and
other modes. If the pedestrian bridge were extended to the reconstructed garage, transfers between bus
and rail could be made without crossing Water Street travel lanes. Separating the bus terminal from the
vertical circulation elements of the pedestrian bridge will provide better pedestrian flow. Parking would
be conveniently located above. Pickup and dropoff for bus passengers and Greyhound freight could be
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incorporated into the design. Having the bus terminal on the west side of Water Street would not
require (but would not prohibit) the relocation of Water Street and would allow the entire east side of
Water Street to be used for taxis and expanded auto pick-up and drop-off associated with Shore Line
East service. The east side of Water Street could also be landscaped replacing the proposed bus
terminal and canopies with trees and green space and retaining the current connection between the
street and the rail platform. In addition, it should be noted that this option relies only on City-owned
land. Union Station property currently used by Greyhound could possibly be used to provide several
additional parking spaces.

Despite these advantages, this is a costly option considering the need to demolish the Water Street
Garage and then rebuild it to supply needed parking. In addition, it would require an interim plan for
parking during the construction period. The City of New London has advised the study team that it is not
in a position at this time to consider demolition and reconstruction of the Water Street Garage and that it
does not have the funds to pursue this option even it was to obtain some FTA funding for the bus and
bus related facilities. The Council of Governments has directed that this option be dropped from further
consideration because the City does not support it. Nevertheless, it was agreed that it was important to
note that this option would result in a better bus terminal design and offer more space for other functions
on the east side of Water Street. This option is reflected in some of the long term alternatives to be
documented in the final report.

Minimal New Construction Options

If the funding cannot be obtained to build a new bus terminal and shift Water Street westward in the
short term, there would need to be a back-up plan that can be accomplished at lower cost. Such a plan
could include improving facilities in place such as providing additional and improved bus shelters and
informational signage at the existing SEAT bus stop and renovating the interior of the Greyhound
terminal while maintaining the existing Greyhound bus bays. This could be complemented by low cost
pedestrian and wayfinding improvements. The renovation of the interior of the existing Greyhound
building would require funding from Greyhound which would in turn require a more long term
arrangement with the owners of Union Station. The renovation could allow the building to accommodate
some waiting SEAT passengers, a SEAT information kiosk and access to the renovated restrooms by
SEAT passengers, all without impacting Greyhound operations. The latter would require some SEAT
funding as well. The modified building floor plan would be compact with less seating and would be
located far from the SEAT bus loading area, but it would avoid some of the other concerns associated
with the proposed short term plan.

Another low cost option would be to move some bus terminal functions into the existing Union Station
building. This would of course require lease or purchase of space inside Union Station. The Greyhound
functions could be moved into the Union Station building while maintaining the current Greyhound bus
bays. However, Greyhound prefers to have its ticket counter and freight handling as close to the buses
as possible and so may not wish to move. A SEAT customer information center, waiting room and driver
break room could be located in Union Station as well. The total space requirements for these functions
could be accommodated in the Union Station ground floor although a layout has not been developed
and the modifications and constraints of the interior space have not been fully explored. Use of the old
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baggage shed area would be subject to some reconstruction including addressing the floor level
differential between it and the lobby. ADA access would also need to be improved at the station to make
access convenient from the bus areas. Enhanced and expanded restrooms would likely be needed. The
SEAT boarding area would need to remain in place but the closest bus would be located at least 300
feet from the Union Station main entrance. This would reduce the likelihood of use of the waiting room
by SEAT passengers, particularly those who transfer from one bus to another. Due to the limited size
and number of windows in Union Station, it would be difficult for passengers to see the arrival of their
bus and passenger announcements/displays presumably using ITS technology would be required. Even
with such announcements, passengers may be inclined to wait outside in all but the most inclement
weather. Due to the long distance between Union Station and the SEAT bus stops, shelters would need
to be provided at the bus stops to complement the waiting area in the Station. Due to the need for taxi
and auto pick-up and drop-off for Amtrak, Shore Line East and Greyhound, it is not feasible to bring
SEAT buses closer to the Station. Given these drawbacks, this option is not recommended.
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operations; this was also confirmed by Amtrak. Both ConnDOT and Amtrak therefore would oppose
removing the track even if the freight needs for a switch could be addressed in another way.

If the track could not be removed, perhaps it could be relocated eastward to allow the platforms to be
moved northward. This may require Governor Winthrop Boulevard crossing to be reconstructed and a
narrowing of Ferry Street impacting plans for a better pedestrian path. Up to 12 catenary support towers
would need to be relocated at significant cost. (Relocation would still leave the barrier between the
northbound platform and Cross Sound Ferry.) It appears that such a relocation would impact Cross
Sound Ferry as well as City property.

In order to open up State Street when trains are in the station, it would be necessary to move and
extend the platforms. (Note that southbound trains would have to be stopped at least 100 feet north of
State St.) Assuming the freight track could be removed or relocated, it appears that the relocation
of the platforms may be feasible, although it is not clear if there is sufficient space for the southbound
platforms either on Amtrak land or using existing sidewalk space on the east side of Water Street. Full
high platforms would likely be required and ramps from the historic station onto the platforms would
have to be constructed. The existing canopy on the southbound platform would also have to be
modified or reconstructed.

Newer speed sensing technology would have to be approved to allow pedestrian crossing while the train
is approaching. Even if the platform relocation is feasible, there are several disadvantages. SEAT bus
stop sidewalk space would be impacted and the ability to build a new bus terminal on the east side of
Water St. (as described in some of the options) would be restricted. Passenger would have substantial
additional walk distances to/from the station lobby (about 900 feet longer). Wheelchair passengers
would have long distances from the first car on NB trains.

The overall conclusion is that it is infeasible, too costly and undesirable from a passenger perspective to
relocate the platforms and relocate/remove the freight track to enable the State Street crossing to be
open when trains are in the station.

b. Removing the freight track and revising the pedestrian bridge concept

If the freight track were able to be completely removed and the platforms moved slightly
northward', a pedestrian bridge could be aligned differently than in the prior pedestrian bridge concept.
Moving the pedestrian bridge farther north would keep it farther from the historic station, perhaps
making design more flexible (although a longer walk distance to and from the station is a disadvantage).
And without the freight track, one vertical circulation element could be removed and the northbound
track could open directly to the ferry property. It would have then been possible to do a simpler
pedestrian bridge at considerably lower cost than the previous design. We now know the track cannot
be removed and so this is not a feasible option.

! a smaller modification that would not open up the State Street crossing
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2. Historic Status of the Greyhound Building

The Greyhound building, built at the turn of the twentieth century, was not included in the 1971 Union
Station listing on the National Historic Register. Though not specifically described as a contributing
structure, this building is now about 100 years old and located within the Downtown New London
Historic District, which was listed in the National Register of Historic Places on April 13, 1979. Thus any
work conducted at this location will have to be carefully orchestrated with the Connecticut State Historic
Preservation Officer to ensure full compliance with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act, as
federal funds will be likely used to develop the RITC. If the project were privately funded, Section 106
would not apply.

Additionally, if federal funds are used, Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act (49
USC 303) will apply. Section 4(f) prohibits use of an historic property listed on or eligible for listing on
the National Register of Historic Places, unless there is “no feasible or prudent” alternative to the use of
the property and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm. Section 4(f) is not advisory
in nature and is taken seriously by federal agencies. Its provisions would apply to the Greyhound
building.

The location of the Greyhound building within the Downtown Historic District does not mean the building
cannot be altered or removed for a new terminal. The historic Yale Boathouse in New Haven is a local
example of a National Register-eligible building that was taken down to allow the expansion of the Q
Bridge. However, a process must be followed whereby a project’s sponsor works directly with the State
Historic Preservation Officer. The sponsor must show that an effort was made to minimize harm and
that all prudent and feasible alternatives to avoid an adverse effect were explored and that there was no
prudent and feasible alternative. If an historic structure is removed, mitigation generally entails extensive
documentation of the structure, to preserve a record of the structure. Also, working through the Section
106 and Section 4(f) processes will add time and expense to project development.

It is our professional opinion that it would be risky to build the master plan on the premise of
removing or significantly altering the Greyhound building since prudent and feasible alternatives
clearly exist.

3. Whether a Tunnel is Feasible and Preferable to a Pedestrian bridge
Stakeholders requested that the feasibility and cost of tunnel and pedestrian bridge be compared so that
the study sponsors could make a final decision of which is preferred. If a tunnel was not superior to a

pedestrian bridge, the consensus of the July 28t meeting was that a pedestrian bridge be included in
the master plan for the near term at least over the tracks but not necessarily to the Water Street Garage.

Tunnel Feasibility / Pedestrian Bridge
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In evaluating the feasibility of the tunnel and the pedestrian overpass connecting the west side of the
railroad/train station and the east side of the railroad and ferry terminal, the following items and
elements were considered:

Constructability

Disruption to existing operations
Operational cost and maintenance
Capital cost of construction

el

Design and cost parameters have been used for similar bridge and tunnel projects constructed along
the Northeast Corridor including overpass clearances for bridges of 25" above the rail for Shoreline East
Stations and jacked tunnel construction for a similar installation in Westport, CT.

Description of Tunnel and Bridge Projects

Tunnel

The tunnel is envisioned to be approximately 110-120’ in length, 10’ x 10" extending from the area north
of the existing Greyhound Bus Terminal to a location just east of the three (3) track rail line east of the
station building. Vertical access would be provided to the southbound and northbound platforms via
stairs and elevators and a pedestrian ramp east of and parallel to the tracks for ferry access.
Dewatering, security cameras, lighting, vandal-proof finishes and graphics have all been anticipated
along with canopies over the access points. Costs for escalators have been presented as options as
well. During construction of tunnel, only one rail line would be operational as well as the freight spur.
Construction techniques will incorporate jacking of the tunnel section under the rail facilities with minimal
clearance under the track bed. This construction technique was recently used in Westport, CT for an
underpass installation.

Pedestrian Bridge
The pedestrian bridge concept has been developed using the following assumptions.
e Short spans using precast concrete units and precast units for stairs.
e (Capital costs presented with and without garage connections. Bridge and stairs would have
roof construction.
e Alternative options for the structure to incorporate enhanced architectural features, enclosed
sides, escalators and security cameras, etc.
The bridge length could vary between 270’ (from garage to high speed ferry slips) to as short as 100’
(no connections to garage or high speed ferry slips). Depending on the length, architectural treatments,
use of escalators, roofing, and enclosure methods, the cost can range substantially. The anticipated
bridge was estimated at 10 feet in width with a wide section over the track area. The anticipated floor
elevation of the structure over the tracks is envisioned at elevation 36 to provide the necessary
clearance over the electrified lines.
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Capital Costs

Tunnel Pedestrian Bridge(!) w/o Pedestrian Bridge() w/
Garage Access Garage Access

Pedestrian Bridge or Tunnel $ 5,000,000 $3,000,000 $ 3,500,000
Access over / under the track and
platform with elevators, stairs, roof,
open sides
With escalator access, open sides $3,300,000 $ 4,200,000
Pedestrian bridge connection to NA $ 6,000,000
parking garage with stairs, roof,
enclosed
Pedestrian bridge with roof, enclosed $6,000,000 $ 6,700,000
with escalators
With enhanced architecture & $ 6,000,000 $7,000,000 $7,700,000
decorative features
() Provides structure to a potential High Speed Ferry Terminal.
Pros vs. Cons

Pros Cons
Tunnel 1. Somewhat lower cost 1. No direct access to Water Street Garage

2. Provides safer access to ferry and rail platforms

3. No or limited visual impacts on historic buildings

2. Dewatering and maintenance issues and
operating costs higher

3. Security perception issue

4. Severe construction disruption to railroad
and station access

Pedestrian Bridge 1. Provides safer access to rail platforms and 1. Requires construction over the catenary
ferries; can include safer and enhanced access and tracks
to the Water Street Garage
2. Improves perception of waterfront access 2. Escalator impacts to rail platforms

during construction

3. Less severe disruption to ongoing rail operations

4. | ess railroad disruption during construction

5. Visual identification of the crossing location

3. Longer vertical travel distances

4. Visual impacts to Historic Building are
created; these impacts are compounded
when the bridge is extended to the
Water Street Garage

Conclusions

Although there are several less expensive options for both the tunnel and the pedestrian bridge, the
construction and development of either without enclosures, roofs, security and architectural
enhancements are neither in the best interests of the users nor of the City and their overall goals.
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Although somewhat less expensive, the tunnel lacks a connection to the Water Street Garage due to
extensive utility staging and construction impacts within Water Street. The advantages of a visual
landmark, reduced construction impacts to railroad operation and flexibility of extending the structure to
the harbor are important. Therefore, the pedestrian bridge would be preferential to a tunnel.

4. Feasibility of Moving Water Street Westward (and/or Narrowing Travel Lanes)

Our traffic engineer has determined that 11 foot lanes would be reasonable for this section of Water
Street. This gives us a bit of additional room for creation of a sidewalk on the east side of Water Street.
However, to provide sufficient space to locate all the bus facilities, pedestrian accommodations and the
vertical elements of a pedestrian bridge (or tunnel) means looking at shifting Water Street westward
using the existing City property in front of the Water Street Garage.

Previously we had concluded that this could not be done in a way that would meet AASHTO standards
and preserve all of the Parade improvements. We have now reexamined the shifting of Water Street
relaxing our constraints related to the Parade — we have now assumed that the Parade improvements
south of Atlantic Street must be preserved but the Parade improvements north of Atlantic Street can be
impacted. We also allowed for shifting the City sidewalk slightly to replace the Julian lot berm with a
retaining wall to allow a smooth curve to be fit. We protected the garage exit onto Water Street at the
north end of the garage.

5. Adding an At-Grade Pedestrian Crossing between the Water Street Garage and Cross
Sound Ferry

An additional pedestrian crossing appears to be highly unlikely for several reasons as described
below.

While a crossing could be moved without legislative approval, it appears that adding a crossing would
require Connecticut legislative approval as well as the approval of FRA, Amtrak and the freight railroads.
FHWA (general) guidance says new grade crossings, particularly on mainline tracks, should not be
permitted unless no other viable alternatives exist, and even in those circumstances, consideration
should be given to closing one or more existing crossings. If new access is proposed to cross a railroad
where railroad operation requires temporarily holding trains, only grade separation should be
considered.

More specific to the NE Corridor: In 1992, there was legislation stating that the US Secretary of
Transportation shall develop a plan not later than Sept. 30, 1993 (in consultation with the States on the
main line of the NE Corridor, to eliminate all highway at-grade crossings of the main line by not later
than Dec 31, 1997. But the plan may provide that eliminating a crossing is not required if impracticable
or unnecessary or using the crossing is consistent with the conditions the Secretary considers
appropriate to ensure safety. A draft plan was created and recommended to close all crossings
(recommending a pedestrian bridge at State Street, a vehicle overpass at Governor Winthrop Boulevard
and a road from there on the east side of the tracks to Fishers Island Ferry). The draft plan for some
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crossings (including State Street and Governor Winthrop Boulevard in New London) met strong
opposition, so the removal of those crossings was not a recommendation of the final planz (pending
more investigation and the demonstration and testing of enhanced grade crossing systems); as a result
,11 crossings remain open, all in southeastern Connecticut.

Scott Howland of Amtrak Policy and Planning said that “he doesn’t see Amtrak supporting any additional
pedestrian crossings in New London.” ConnDOT has indicated that it is trying to reduce at-grade
crossings rather than increase them.

2USDOT, Federal Railroad Administration, Office of Railroad Development, The Northeast Corridor Transportation Plan -
New York City to Boston, Report to Congress, Appendix A — Plan for Elimination of Highway At-Grade Crossings, July 1994
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