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» Comparison of Alternative Sites
» Survey Findings

» Stakeholder Input

» Next Steps
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Approach

Evaluate advantages/ disadvantages of @i
locating each mode at each site (assuming
Is feasible)

2. Evaluate feasibility of each mode at each :

3. ldentify the realistic alternative set of mod
at each site s

4. Evaluate the two realistic alternatives

5. Make a recommendation, considering
feasibility, capacity, cost and other

advantages
Sourcé: ESRI ArcGIS Map Service
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Evaluation&rite

« Capacity for Operations ¢ Capital Cost

—Landside, Maritime * Likely Public Support
» Parking Capacity « Economic Development
* Vehicular Access Opportunity (TOD)
e Traffic Impacts * Environmental Sensitivity
» Pedestrian Access —Natural, Cultural,

Contamination

e Capacity to Accommodate
the Entire Package of
Modes

o Compatibility with Other
Existing/Potential Uses

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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Existing Downtown Site: Facilities

®» Union Station » | arge parking facilities
¢ Privately-owned ¢ Water Street Garage (City) — 975
* Amtrak lease Spaces
» One weekday SLE roundtrip * Eugene O’Neill Surface Lots (City)—
255 spaces

* Greyhound leases adjacent space

¢ Governor Winthrop Garage
® SEAT on-street stop " °

(Private) — 400 spaces

¢ Shelter/benches ¢ Julian Surface Lot (Private) — 186
» New Fishers Is. Ferry terminal spaces

» Cross Sound Ferry facilities ® Taxi stand

* LI auto, hi-speed pass. ferry » Cruise Ships at State Pier

» Block Island pass. ferry » Parade Project
» 130 parking spaces
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Existing Downtown Site

Cross-Sound
: Ferry Terminal

'IHamrStrast :
Baf Parking Garage |g SEAT Bus Stop

Union Station

Source: ESRI ArcGIS Map Service
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Fort Trumbull Site

» Redevelopment Site and Plan (g
» Mixed office, residential and hotel St
» Existing Uses
* Coast Guard Facility

*» Marina o
» Fishing Piers (public, commercial)
» One office building s i
* Wastewater Treatment Plant

» Pfizer Global Research Center

» Proposed Coast Guard Museum
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Cruise Shiy

» Can use State Pier but not City Pier

» State Pier acceptable but improvement Fort Trumbull Piers
desired =

» Fort Trumbull attractive location if feasiic ' G
» Pijer 7 cannot be used as is due to '\'m“ BN
length,depth, wind load and interferenc \[ g PSRe,
with federal channel and Electric Boat A VST
» Costly, complete pier reconstruction = =
needed ‘
» | andside access is a problem
» Environmental permits unlikely

» Move deemed desirable (with drawbacf' Al
P L ource: Google Earth,
but nOt feaS|b|e L& TeleAltas, Digital Globe
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Potential Cruise Ship Location at Fort Trumbull

At Existing Pier
%)
)

sl o

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Ferries

» Neither ferry operator is interested in moving
» Both have major investments in current site
» Current site has major access advantages

®» Only possible location at Ft Trumbull is
Columbia Cove
« Would require dredging to create new pier

¢ Unlikely to get necessary permit given present
alternatives

« Landside access inconvenient
« Would require land programmed for other uses

» Move deemed both undesirable and
Infeasible

Source: Google Earth,
TeleAltas, Digital Globe
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Potential Ferry Location at Fort Trumbull
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Rail Statio

» Union Station owner would
prefer rail station to remain

¢ Amtrak had no official opinion but
unlikely to support moving

» Current site offers better access s

» Moving rail station to Fort
Trumbull
¢ Would be costly
¢ Would require land programmed for
other uses at Fort Trumbull
» Move deemed feasible but not
desirable

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Bus Modes

» Intercity Bus (Greyhound)

¢ Prefers downtown location with good
access to interstate highway |

¢ Primary interaction is with SEAT

» | ocal Bus (SEAT)

¢ Prefers downtown location and more
integration with Union Station

¢ Pedestrian access is most important
» Proposed Regional Shuttle Bus

Fort Trumbull

» Move deemed undesirable but
feasible
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Parking

» At existing site, the ample parking resourcestaeed
among modes and with downtown uses

» At Fort Trumbull, parking would need to be consttuc
* Could possibly be shared among modes and witmdet/el

* Development has not progressed and distancaesfaeilities
would likely be greater

* Additional parking required would reduce acrbaggdpment

¢ Current train and ferry parking needs are akpacé8®r 5
acres of surface parking

» Feasible: desirable If needed to support other snode

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Environmeakls

» Both sites have some contaminated areas; not dimgtactor
» Natural resource constraints are quite limiteotatsites
» Major difference has to do with Section 106 artimbi$4¢f)

» Fort Trumbull site has several historic and ard¢bgieal
concerns:

* Foremost is State Designated Archaeologica Preserv
located directly east of and adjacent to e traics
(most logical spot for a planned intermodal center)

* Fort Trumbull State Park, the nearby Italiarc @almaand the
Hamilton Street complex

» EXisting site location better suited to an inteahoenter

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites:

Economic Development

» Downtown site with improvements has stronger gavelat
potential

@ Strong existing pedestrian oriented infragtnettuoek with nearby supportive
uses and development opportunities

¢ Numerous potential opportunity sites that epgebelgped
* Multiple modes of transport are already lcdewattomwn
¢ Enhancement of the current RITC would takeeadf/gatagcessible location

» Moving to Ft. Trumbull has potential for negatigaats

¢ parking and space requirement needs for anaintemterdwill conflict with the
development goals for the Fort Trumbull pemihsedaicGe tax revenue

¢ moving only rail and bus (the feasible modesp) fezgdittle of the downtown
waterfront property for other development aesd senidicant numbers of
people from the downtown economy

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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October 21, 2008
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites: Public Support

» Notable lack of support among the stakeholdensdeing
the RITC to the Fort Trumbull site

» | ikely to be a lack of support among the staketsodahel
the public for relocating the rail and bus moddgs wh
leaving the ferry and cruise ship modes at theemu
locations
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Comparison of Two Candidate Sites:

Realistic Alternatives (Packages of Modes)

— Existing Downtown Site

— with improvements

— cruise ships remaining at State Pier
— Fort Trumbull Site

— with rail, intercity bus, SEAT and parking
— without ferries or cruise ships
—would result in:

— Fractured RITC without any maritime modes
— Less desirable location for rail, intercity BlsAGnd
— High cost

— Negative impacts on economic development arduax re

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
October 21, 2008
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Minor Issues/High rating
Moderate Issues/Medium rating

ONCICUNAEUTETTo g WSO I Major Issues/Low rating

Current Site Fort Trumbull

Capacity for Operations

Vehicular Access

Parking Capacity

Traffic Impacts

Pedestrian Access

Capital Cost

Environmental (Contamination)

Environmental (Natural)

Environmental (Cultural)

Compatibility with Other Land Uses

Economic Development Opportunity

Public Support
Consolidated RITC

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 Southeastern Connecticut| Systams
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Recommendation and Discussion

» [t is the strong recommendation of the consukam that
the RITC be maintained at the downtown site.

* The existing site has the unique advantagelioiatiogsihe
ground and maritime modes in a single location

* The cruise ships would be the main reason ptonf@vrin
Trumbull, but that is not feasible

* Downtown offers a central location with good access
¢ Infrastructure already exists; costs would be lower

» Develop improvements at the existing site

®» Discussion

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 '@l Southeastern Connecticut ____.ﬁﬁlystgn]3\“--
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Surveys Conducted in August

» Passenger Modes = Parking Garages/Lots
* Ralil (Amtrak) (107) * Water Street Garage (106)
* Cross Sound Ferry » Governor Winthrop Garage (37)
° Long Island Auto Ferry (117) Eugene O’Neill lot /Golden St. (23)
° High Speed LI Ferry (16)  , Eygene O'Neill lot /Pearl St. (6)

* Block Island Ferry (126
| cck istand Fery (120) -, 1685 Sound Ferry lot (24)
* Greyhound Bus (18)

» SEAT Bus (85)
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20 DAWAWAW AW B Council of Governments | '
October 21, 2008 EXPERIENCE | Iransportaticn




Key Findings

» Most rated transportation e Most passengers do not
facilities in New London for all transfer between public

modes as good — both overall transportation modes

and individual attributes » Most frequent transfers took place
¢ Greyhound passengers rated between the ferries and the rall
amenities at the terminal below service
average

_ _ _ » Most passengers do not visit
¢ Rail users most interested in food downtown

service, clean restrooms Most likelv - Grevhound
* Most likely - Greyhound passengers
* SEAT passengers more concerned Y / P ;

about improving bus operations and’ L€ast likely - LI Ferry and Sea Jet
routes than facilities passengers, even with additional

services

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 Southeastern Connecticut| Systams
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Findings: Trip Frequency

Rail (Thursday) =—=

Rail (Saturday)

B -
Greyhound Bus [

SEAT Bus :

0% 25%
= At least once a week

m [ ess than once a month

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
October 21, 2008
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50% 75% 100%
= About once or twice a month

= Never, this is the firsttime
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Findings: Trip Purpose

Rail - Thursday I

Rail - Saturday

Greyhound Bus N

SEATBus [ .

0% 25%
= Social/Recreational Trip
B Moving
B Shopping/Personal Business

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
23
October 21, 2008

50%

15% 100%

= Commuting to work/Business Travel

= School
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Findings: Access Modes

Block
Island
Express Rail Rail Greyhound SEAT
Mode to Terminal LI Ferry Sea Jet Ferry (Thurs.) (Sat.) Bus Bus
e nw | 1%
Dropped off 11% 31% 8%
Taxi 1% 8% 3% 16% 12% 0% 4%
Charter/Casino Bus 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Ferry 1% 0% 0% 16% 11% 11% 2%
Walked 1% 0% 0% 3% 11% 11%
Local Bus (SEAT) 4% 0% 0% 0% 3% 22%
e yhound) 6% 8% 0% 0% 2% 0% 1%
Amtrak Train 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 1%

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2

October 21, 2008
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Key Intermodal Connections

» Auto (Parking, Pick-up/Drop-off® Greyhound

¢ Block Island Ferry o SEAT

¢ Amtrak Rail * LI Ferry

¢ Shore Line East Rall ®» Rall

* Greyhound * Fishers Island Ferry
» Auto (Drive-on) o Taxi

° LI Ferry » Future Shuttle Bus:

¢ LI (High-Speed Passenger) Ferry
¢ Cruise Ships
¢ Rall

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 alaral Southeastern Connecticut Svstams ™
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Findings: Ratings of Amenities

Overall Rating by Survey Group

Seadet
Long Island Ferry = Very Good
Block Island Express __ I " Good
SEAT Bus __ [] O Average
Rail [ @ Poor
Greyhound [N ® Very Poor
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 . SCCOG P 1 Systems
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Findings: Average Ratings of Individual Amenities

1= Very Poor, 2= Poor, 3= Average, 4 = Good, 350ddry

LI Sea | BI Rail Grey- | SEAT
Ferry| Jet | Ferry hound | Bus
Parking 3.6 4.9 3.7 3.9 4.1 3.p
Convenience getting to/from the terminal/station 2 44. 4 4.2 4.6
Convenience making connections with the tvaesit ser 4.2 4.8 4.2 413 4.p 3.7
Comfort at the terminal/station (seating, olitrate c 3.9 4.3 3.6 il 3.4 3.7
Amenities at the terminal/station (food serstica®smis, newsstand) 3.6 .4 3.4 mz
Ease of finding location of other connectidasryrdous, taxi, etc.) al 4.5 3.9 |4.1 4.1 3.9
Clearly-marked schedules for all transportati®n mod 4 4.5 3.8 4. 3.9 3|7
Purchasing tickets 4.1 4.5 43| 4.6 4.5 3.8
Personal Security at the terminal/station 4 46 | 43.8 3.9 3.7
Physical Safety at the terminal/ station (anthWwhdeconnections) 4.1 1.6 4 4.3 4.1 3.9
Nearby places of interest 3.7 4.5 3.3 37 3.8 4.p
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Findings: Needed Improvements — Rail Passengers

® More Trains

m Safety & Security

m Upgraded Seating

1 Other Comments

m News Stand

m\Waiting Area Amenities
B Sighage/Information

M Clean Restrooms

T 20

11Food Services

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 Y alalaYal Southeastern Connecticut Svstams
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m Signhage/Information

i Reliability/Punctuality

m Other Comments

1 On-Board Comfort

m Customer Service

m Better Waiting Facilities

- -

11 More Routes & Buses

Note: the number of Greyhound responses was very small; however
a better waiting area was the most frequently noted desired improvement.

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 aalala Vel Southeastern Connecticut Systems >
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Findings: Businesses Visited in Downtown New London

Greyhound Bus (17) 35% 41% “

Sea Jet (14) 86% %

Block Island - - ;
Express (128) S5 14%

LI Ferry (109) 88% %

Rail (104) 63% 31% m

ONone ORestaurant @®Shopping @O0ffice/Workplace  @EHotel

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 Al alalaYal Southeastern Connecticut Svstams™
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Findings: Likelihood of Visiting Downtown

Average

Transit Mode Response

Scale:
Greyhound Bus 3.94

Very Likely — 5

: Likely — 4

Rail 3.79 Don’'t Know -3

Unlikely — 2
Block Is. Express Ferry 3.41 Very Unlikely - 1
Long Island Ferry 3.04
Sea Jet Ferry 2.75

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
31
October 21, 2008
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Findings: What Would Increase Visits to Downtown

Number %
Create a cultural/entertainment
center 109 35.0%
Expand retail shopping 95 30.5%
Have more restaurants, including
fine dining 81 26.0%
Other suggested factors 10 3.2%
Hotel/Casino 6 1.9%
Improved Parking 5 1.6%
All of the Above 5 1.6%

Based on Ferry, Rail and Intercity Bus passengers

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
October 21, 2008
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Additional Observations from Passenger Surveys

» [nadequacy of sighage

» Surveyors were routinely asked for directiamédgmpeeir
way to the ferry piers.

* Lack of information about schedules and hovage picicets
» Visual separation from downtown New London

¢ Many physical barriers create obstacles betwaasgbgation
terminals and the commercial facilities ond&Ank Str

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 Southeastern Connecticut| Systams
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Parking Accumulation (Saturday Augt®t 2

Facility Capacity Peak
Occupancy

Water Street Garage 975 48%
Gov. Winthrop Garage 400 33%
E.O’Nelll/Pearl Lot 130 22%
E.O’Nelll/Golden Lot 125 89%
Julian Lot 186 41%

Cross Sound Lot 130 109%

Total 1946 50%

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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Parking: Trip Purpose

Work in New London
Visit

To take the Train

To take the Ferry

To take the Bus
Other

¢ Responses: 192

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
October 21, 2008
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Parking: Rating of Amenities

Ease of Access

ADA Accessibility IR I
T

Signs

Stairway/Elevator

IR | DAverage

[] ®Very Good

O Good

O Poor

T
Security System [N ]
Ticketing/Cashier [N

W Very Poor

Lighting ]

0% 20% 40%

60%

T

80%

100%

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
October 21, 2008
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Parking: What Would Increase Visits to Downtown

Create a cultural/entertainment center =

Expand retail shopping

Have more restaurants, including fine dining

More housing

other (please specity) ]

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

¢ Responses: 190

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2 S\CCfLG Southeastern Connecticut| Systems >
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Stakeholder Meetings to Date

» Mayor of New London = Cross Sound Ferry

» NLDC » Fishers Island Ferry

» New London Main Stree# Mystic Country

» New London Landmarks Parking Commission Chair
®» Port of NL/Cruise Ship = Chamber of Commerce of

Task Force Eastern CT
» Union Station » SECTER
» Greyhound » Potential Future Meetings
» SEAT * Amtrak, Property owners,
others??

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
October 21, 2008
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Stakeholder Input on Key Issues

®» The RITC is critically important to the regiowa@uy

» Pedestrian access is a problem, particularly téethes

» Union Station is a key asset for New London amddluoa

» All other modes cite the importance of accessitnlBtation

» Parade Project will make some improvement to padest
access

» RITC should serve as gateway to New London aod agi
encourage visitors to visit area businesses

» Commuter rail needs should be considered

®» There are many synergies among the modes

» Public-private cooperation is needed

» Everyone seeks a coordinated plan to move foritard w

New London RITC Master Plan: Steering Committee #2
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Next Steps

» Fact Sheet — October
» Existing Conditions Deliverable — October
» Public Meeting — November 13

» Documentation of Current Service Characteristics an
Needs — November

» Market Analysis Deliverable — January

» Next Steering Committee — February
¢ Current and Future Service Needs
¢ Existing Physical Conditions
¢ Opportunities for Improvements
¢ Market Analysis
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