
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT C 

 
EIE Public Review Period Notices and Advertisements  



 



June 20, 2017 
  

 Special Notice    
    
    1. State Conservation and Development Policies: The Plan for 
Connecticut, 2018-2023 (State C & D Plan) - Revised Draft Available 
  
Scoping Notices 
  
   1. Derby Downtown Redevelopment Project, Derby 
  
   2. Tylerville Water Main Extension, Haddam 
  
   3. Bunker Hill Water Main and Sewer Extension, Watertown 
  
Post-Scoping Notices: Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) Not 
Required 
  
   No Post-Scoping Notice has been submitted for publication in this edition. 
  
Environmental Impact Evaluations 
  
   1. Commuter Railroad Station, Orange 
  
   2. NEW! Seaside State Park Master Plan 

  
State Land Transfers 
  
    1. Exchange of Easements, Snyder Rd., Haddam 
  

The next edition of the Environmental Monitor will be published 
on July 11, 2017.   

  
Subscribe to e-alerts to receive an e-mail when the Environmental 

Monitor is published. 
  

 
Notices in the Environmental Monitor are written by the sponsoring agencies 

and are published unedited. Questions about the content of any notice 
should be directed to the sponsoring agency. 
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 EIE Notices 
  
After Scoping, an agency that wishes to undertake an action that could significantly affect 
the environment must produce, for public review and comment, a detailed written 
evaluation of the expected environmental impacts. This is called an Environmental Impact 
Evaluation (EIE).  

 
The Following EIE Notices have been submitted for publication in 

this edition. 
 

  
 

2. Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan 

 Project Title: Seaside State Park Master Plan 

Municipality where project is proposed: Waterford 

Address of Project Location: 36 Shore Road 

Project Description: The Proposed Action is the implementation of a development concept 
from the Seaside State Park Master Plan.  The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts 
for the 32-acre site located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford.  A summary of the four 
alternatives follows: 

 Destination Park- This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along 
with a lodging experience.  Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging 
and auxiliary uses and the ground and waterfront would be modified and enhanced 
to support passive and active recreational uses.  

 Ecological Park- This concept emphasizes maintenance and enhancement of 
ecological features of the site, both in the terrestrial and waterfront 
environments.  Under this concepts, the historic buildings would be demolished. 

 Passive Recreation Park-  This concept most closely resembles the Park in its 
current condition/ use with minimal improvements to the grounds.  Under this 
concept, the historic buildings would be demolished. 

 Hybrid Park- This concept is an amalgam of the other alternatives.  The historic 
buildings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced, and the 
ecological habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.  

Project Documents:  

Seaside State Park Location Map 

Aerial Photo of Existing Site 
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Seaside Master Plan EIE 

Appendix A: Public Scoping Notice, Presentation and Comments 

Appendix B: Economic Impact Analysis 

Appendix C: Traffic Study 

Appendix D: Coastal Process Study 

Appendix E: Phase 1A and Phase 1B Archeological Surveys 

Appendix F: List of Preparers 

Appendix G: Distribution List 

Appendix H: Disclosure Statement 

Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of business on: August 11, 
2017 

Beginning on June 20, 2017, the public can view a copy of this EIE at: 

Waterford Town Hall, Town Clerk's Office, 15 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385 

Town of Waterford Library, 49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (by appointment only), 79 Elm Street, 
6th floor Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Hartford CT 06106 

Additional information about this project, including the Master Plan, can be viewed online 
at www.ct.gov/deep/seaside. 

There is a public hearing scheduled for this EIE on: 

DATE:  Monday, July 31, 2017 

TIME: 7:00 PM, doors will open at 6:30 PM 

PLACE: Waterford Town Hall Auditorium, 15 Rope Ferry Road 

NOTES:  The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection is an 
Affirmative Action/ Equal Opportunity Employer that is committed to complying with the 
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Please contact us at (860) 418-5910 
or deep.accomodations@ct.gov if you: have a disability and need a communication aid or 
service; have limited proficiency in English and may need information in another language; 
or if you wish to file an ADA or Title VI discrimination complaint.  Any person needing a 
hearing accommodation may call the State of Connecticut relay number- 711. Requests for 
accommodations must be made at least two weeks prior to any hearing, program, or event.  
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Additional information about this project can be found online 
at: www.ct.gov/deep/seaside 

Send your comments about this EIE to: 

Name: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor 
Recreation 

Agency: CT Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection 

Address:  79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106 
E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov 

If you have questions about the public hearing, or where you can review this EIE, 
or similar matters, please contact: 

Name: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor 
Recreation 

Agency: CT Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection 

Address:  79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106 
E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov 

Phone: 860-424-3030 
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Environmental Monitor Archives  

  July 11, 2017  

 Special Notice    

    1. State Conservation and Development Policies: The Plan for Connecticut, 2018-2023 
(State C & D Plan) - Revised Draft Available 

Scoping Notices  

   1. NEW! Replacement Bridge #04067, Cedar Hill Rd., Stamford  

Post-Scoping Notices: Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) Not Required 

   1. NEW! Briar Cliff Booster and Long Meadow Water Main Extension, Bethel 

Environmental Impact Evaluations  

   1. REVISED! - ERRATA ADDED WITH NEW COMMENT DEADLINE Seaside State Park 
Master Plan, Waterford 

   2. NEW! Franklin Sewer and Water Main Extension, Franklin 

  

State Land Transfers 

    No Proposed Land Transfer has been submitted for publication in this edition. 

The next edition of the Environmental Monitor will be published on July 25, 2017.   

  

Subscribe to e-alerts to receive an e-mail when the Environmental Monitor is 
published. 
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Notices in the Environmental Monitor are written by the sponsoring agencies and are 
published unedited. Questions about the content of any notice should be directed to the 

sponsoring agency. 

 

 EIE Notices 

  

After Scoping, an agency that wishes to undertake an action that could significantly affect 
the environment must produce, for public review and comment, a detailed written 
evaluation of the expected environmental impacts. This is called an Environmental Impact 
Evaluation (EIE).  

 

The Following EIE Notices have been submitted for publication in this edition. 

 

  

1. Notice of EIE for Seaside State Park Master Plan  

 Project Title: Seaside State Park Master Plan  

Municipality where project is proposed: Waterford  

Address of Project Location: 36 Shore Road 

Project Description: The Proposed Action is the implementation of a development concept 
from the Seaside State Park Master Plan.  The Master Plan depicts four potential concepts 
for the 32-acre site located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford.  A summary of the four 
alternatives follows:  

 Destination Park- This concept emphasizes passive and active recreation along 
with a lodging experience.  Existing historic buildings would be restored for lodging 
and auxiliary uses and the ground and waterfront would be modified and enhanced 
to support passive and active recreational uses.   

 Ecological Park- This concept emphasizes maintenance and enhancement of 
ecological features of the site, both in the terrestrial and waterfront 
environments.  Under this concepts, the historic buildings would be demolished.  

 Passive Recreation Park-  This concept most closely resembles the Park in its 
current condition/ use with minimal improvements to the grounds.  Under this 
concept, the historic buildings would be demolished.  

 Hybrid Park- This concept is an amalgam of the other alternatives.  The historic 
buildings would be converted to lodging, the grounds would be enhanced, and the 
ecological habitats would be created or enhanced along the waterfront.   
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Project Documents:   

Seaside State Park Location Map  

Aerial Photo of Existing Site 

Seaside Master Plan EIE 

Appendix A: Public Scoping Notice, Presentation and Comments 

Appendix B: Economic Impact Analysis 

Appendix C: Traffic Study 

Appendix D: Coastal Process Study 

Appendix E: Phase 1A and Phase 1B Archeological Surveys 

Appendix F: List of Preparers 

Appendix G: Distribution List 

Appendix H: Disclosure Statement 

Errata - New (7/11/17) 

Comments on this EIE will be accepted until the close of business on: August 25, 
2017 

Beginning on June 20, 2017, the public can view a copy of this EIE at: 

Waterford Town Hall, Town Clerk's Office, 15 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385 

Town of Waterford Library, 49 Rope Ferry Road, Waterford CT 06385 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (by appointment only), 79 Elm Street, 
6th floor Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Hartford CT 06106 

Additional information about this project, including the Master Plan, can be viewed online at 
www.ct.gov/deep/seaside. 

There is a public hearing scheduled for this EIE on: 

DATE:  Monday, July 31, 2017 

TIME: 7:00 PM, doors will open at 6:30 PM  

PLACE: Waterford Town Hall Auditorium, 15 Rope Ferry Road 
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NOTES:  The Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection is an 
Affirmative Action/ Equal Opportunity Employer that is committed to complying with the 
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Please contact us at (860) 418-5910 or 
deep.accomodations@ct.gov if you: have a disability and need a communication aid or 
service; have limited proficiency in English and may need information in another language; 
or if you wish to file an ADA or Title VI discrimination complaint.  Any person needing a 
hearing accommodation may call the State of Connecticut relay number- 711. Requests for 
accommodations must be made at least two weeks prior to any hearing, program, or event.   

Additional information about this project can be found online at: 
www.ct.gov/deep/seaside 

Send your comments about this EIE to: 

Name: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Agency: CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
Address:  79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106
E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov 

If you have questions about the public hearing, or where you can review this EIE, 
or similar matters, please contact: 

Name: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
Agency: CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
Address:  79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106
E-Mail: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov 

Phone: 860-424-3030 
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ATTACHMENT D 
EIE Comment Letters and Public Hearing Transcripts 

  



 



Com m entL ettersonS easideS tateP arkM asterP lanEIE

L astN am e FirstN am e Date(s) A gency/O rganization W rittenCom m ent

O ralCom m entsat

Hearing

Abraham Bruce 7/31/2017 X

Allen Daniel 8/18/2017 CT A ArchitectsP .C. X

Aw ard Dana 7/31/2017 X

BastedoVietor Julia 8/20/2017 X

Betts M ary Beth 8/24/2017 X

Bisacky P atricia 8/25/2017 CT DP H X

Cahill M ary 7/31/2017 X

Chase Jon 7/25/2017,7/29/2017,7/31/2017 Attorney forK.Jacques X X

Christen Barbara 8/24/2017 L etterfrom groupofcitizens X

Clancy Dougherty S usan 7/31/2017 X

Colonis P eter 8/4/2017 X

Darling Anne 7/31/2017 X

Evarts W in 8/24/2017 T heArcofConnecticut,Inc. X

Farley W illiam 7/12/2017 X

Fenske Gail 8/25/2017 X

Freem an Carl 7/20/2017 X

Green Deborah 8/25/2017 X

Green Debby andDale 7/31/2017 X

Greif M addy 7/31/2017 X

Griffin Dr. 7/31/2017 X

Gryw acz R obert 8/20/2017 X

Jacques Allan 8/25/2017 X

Jacques Kathleen 7/7/17,7/25/17,7/31/17,8/24/17 X X

Jam es N ancy 8/4/2017 X

Kem per,Jr. John 7/12/2017 Kem perAssociatesArchitects,L L C X

L am oureux Edw ard 7/31/2017 X

L arder Cheryl 7/31/2017 X

L ong Vincent 7/31/2017 X

L undborg Jam es 7/31/2017 X

M acesker Ingrid 7/31/2017 X

M cCarthy Kathleen 8/24/2017 S tateR epresentative,38thDistrict X X

M cGuire S usan 7/31/2017 X

M icalizzi Hillary 8/24/2017 KeelerT avernM useum andHistory Center X

M ontana Jim andDeb 7/31/2017 X

N ye Ann 8/25/2017 X

N ye R obert 8/24/2017 W aterfordM unicipalHistorian X

P ankeneier Charles 8/19/2017 X

P earson M arjorie 8/25/2017 X

P eterson S tephanie 8/25/2017 X

P isacich B.J. 7/31/2017 X

P ost Chuck 8/25/2017 X

P ostCurry Helen 8/22/2017 X

R adw ay T im othy 7/31/2017,8/21/2017 X X

R usso Guy 7/31/2017 X

R yan R obin 8/12/2017 X

S chenk Ann 8/1/2017 X

S heehan Bill 7/31/2017 X

S im oes L eslie 7/25/2017 Autism S ervicesandR esourcesofConnecticut X

S im s Yvonne 7/31/2017 X

S kinner Colette& Alan 8/24/2017 X

S kinner Alan 7/31/2017 X

S m ith R obert 7/7/2017 X

S m ith Galina 7/31/2017 X

S tark N ancy 8/24/2017 X

S teiner M ark 8/10/2017 X

S tew ard Daniel 7/10/2017 FirstS electm an,T ow nofW aterford X

S tocker Joel 8/25/2017 X

S ullivan Diana 7/31/2017,8/1/2017 X X

T om bari R obert 7/31/2017,8/16/2017 X X

Velleu Jean 8/14/2017 X

W igren Christopher 7/31/2017,8/25/2017 CT T rustforHistoricP reservation X X

Ziobron M elissa 7/6/2017 S tateR epresentative,34thDistrict X
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Dear Representative McCarty, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

Hello Mr. Lambert, 
 
Attached is my letter for the record on the EIE for Seaside. Thank you. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Kathleen 
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Kathleen M. McCarty 
State Representative, 38th District 
Waterford, Montville 
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SState of Connecticut 

 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

STATE CAPITOL 
 
 
 
 
 

 

www.RepMcCarty.com  

REPRESENTATIVE KATHLEEN M. McCARTY 
THIRTY-EIGHTH ASSEMBLY DISTRICT 

 
 

226 GREAT NECK ROAD 
WATERFORD, CT 06385 

 
HOME: (860) 442-2903 

CAPITOL: (800) 842-1423 
Kathleen.McCarty@housegop.ct.gov 

HOUSE CHAIRMAN 
INTERNSHIP COMMITTEE 

 
MEMBER 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

PUBLIC HEALTH COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
 
August 24, 2017 
 
Mr. Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street  
Hartford, CT 06106 
 
RE: Seaside State Park - Environmental Impact Evaluation  
 
Dear Mr. Lambert, 
 
I am writing to you in connection with the Seaside State Park Master Plan concepts that have been put 
forward regarding the property located at 36 Shore Road in Waterford.  First, I would like to thank both 
the Department of Administrative Services and the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
for providing numerous informational forums, and for holding public meetings that included a venue for 
public comments on the possible adaptive reuse of this exceptional seaside property and most recently 
the EIE.  Please know that I have attended all of your presentations, the scoping meeting, EIE public 
meeting, and all of the previous town meetings over many years regarding the Seaside property.   
 
As the State Representative to Waterford, I am very committed to working with you, and the town of 
Waterford, to find the best use of this Waterford treasure that has been neglected by the State for far too 
long.  
 
The state of Connecticut is facing a major financial crisis with a projected deficit of over three billion 
dollars in the next biennium. Currently the state is operating under the Governor's  
Executive Order and it is already in deficit. 
 
In light of this dismal fiscal situation, many of Connecticut's State parks are struggling to sustain 
themselves and to make the necessary repairs to their existing buildings in order to accommodate the 
public. I question, therefore the ability and the viability of the state to create the concepts proposed in 
DEEP's Master Plan for Seaside. Furthermore, I question whether any of the proposed concepts are in 
the best interests of Waterford's residents or the state of Connecticut taxpayers. It would seem more 

KMM-1
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prudent to allow the development of the 35 acres at Seaside to a private developer who would adhere to 
the Town's Zoning Regulations regarding the reuse of the buildings and the use of the property. In the 
event that the state does not follow this recommended course of action, I will offer the following 
comments related to the Seaside Master Plan. 

In my opinion it is extremely important not to overdevelop this unique piece of property on Long Island 
Sound. The adverse impact of overdevelopment to the surrounding neighborhood would be irreversible. 
Please keep in mind that the neighborhood is a residential not commercial area thus any development 
must be compatible and sensitive to the neighborhood.  

Additionally, every effort should be made to preserve the historic buildings on the site. Preservation of 
the buildings is advocated by the National Trust for Historic Preservation and it is in keeping with the 
Town of Waterford's Zoning and Plan of Conservation and Development. In order to preserve the 
historic buildings, provide public access to Long Island Sound, and maintain a new state park, a 
public/private partnership must be part of the plan. Given the current fiscal environment and limited 
dollars to address all of the needs that exist within our State Parks system a partnering entity is required. 

I continue to look forward to receiving additional information and updates on possible next steps with 
these concepts.  

Best Regards, 

 

Kathleen M. McCarty 
State Representative, 38th District 
Waterford, Montville 

KMM-1

KMM-2

KMM-3
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Dear Mr. Wigren, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
To: "annrnye@yahoo.com"
Cc: Stephen Lecco
Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:09:57 PM

Dear Mr. Nye,
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of
Decision for this project.
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov
 
 
 
www.ct.gov/deep
 
Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Ann Nye [mailto:annrnye@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 9:57 PM
To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park EIE
 
To: Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief,
     Outdoor Recreation, CT DEEP
 
Dear Mr. Lambert,
 
I am in favor of the Seaside proposal for Option1/ Destination Park. The Cass Gilbert buildings as well
as the Superintendent's Cottage and the Duplex must be preserved.
 
The architectural/historical significance of the site has been well documented by a number of Gilbert
scholars, most notably Barbara Christen, PhD, as well as by other architects, historians and

RMN-1
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preservationists nationwide.
 
I must add that the Hybrid 4 Park Option would be a disaster, not only to Gilbert's open campus
design, but for the abutting neighbors as well.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Robert M. Nye
Waterford Municipal Historian
 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone

RMN-1
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Dear Ms. Micalizzi, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Dear Mr. Evarts, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 
Mr. Lambert, 
 
Please find attached below comments concerning Seaside following the Public Meeting on July 31, 
2017.  Thank you for the opportunity to submit them. 
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Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 
Fax: 860-424-4070 
Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov   August 24, 2017 
 
 
Dear Mr. Lambert, 
 
I am the Executive Director of the Arc of Connecticut, as well as the parent of 
a 27 year-old with intellectual and developmental disabilities (I/DD).  As you 
may be aware, the Arc is the premier advocacy organization committed to 
protecting the rights of people with I/DD and to promoting opportunities for 
their full inclusion in the life of their communities. 
 
I attended the most recent public meeting in Waterford on July 31 and am 
taking this opportunity to supply my comments in connection with that 
meeting.  Thank you for this opportunity. 
 
The Arc has been an interested observer in the fate of Seaside for over 15 years 
because of our mission, as encapsulated in the first paragraph above, and also 
the standing legislative mandate to use any financial proceeds from the sale, 
lease or transfer of Seaside to create community-based residential alternatives 
for Connecticut citizens with I/DD as put forth in statute in 2001’s Public Act 
01-154, 2010’s State budget, and 2011’s Section 17a-451d.   
 
Re-use of public surplus land pursuant to both State law and procedures and 
local zoning regulations is a long and expensive process.  It gets especially long 
and expensive when there is a lack of clarity about what is actually being 
proposed.  The Preferred Plan Report dated June 2016 recommends a hybrid 
concept meshing the Destination Park and the Ecological Park.  The only 
wording describing the financial structure of the hybrid development on page 
20 is,  

“A public-private partnership will be sought to support the adaptive 
reuse and restoration of the historic buildings as a State Park Lodge.  
The lodge is a recommended size of 100 rooms with associated services 
including upscale and casual dining, conference space, pool, spa and 
parking.” 

Realizing that this was written in 2016, when the State’s current budget crisis 
was just a distant light coming down the train tracks, is this still the financing 
concept today?  If so, how is the financial portion of the development plan 
going to be structured?  Where is the start-up capital coming from?  Who is 
going to own the revenue-generating asset inside the park?  If the State owns 
the revenue-generating asset, what incentive is there for a developer to 
perform and why should they bear the execution risk of the project?  

TAC-1

TAC-2
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The simplest way to create accountability for a successful execution of any of 
the concepts is for the responsibility for monitoring and compliance to the 
development plan be shouldered based on both economic and local interest.  
For that reason, if the recommended hybrid plan or the Destination Park is the 
final outcome, a developer should own the revenue-generating asset, if not the 
whole property, and execute the plan in compliance with local zoning laws and 
appropriate environmental regulations.  For the Ecological Park or Passive Park 
options, the Town of Waterford should purchase the property from the State. 
 
Since many of the development options entail private use of the property, 
which is subject to approval by the Finance, Revenue and Bonding and 
Government Administration and Elections Committees of the State Legislature, 
the State should be diligent in receiving fair value, ensuring public access to 
the waterfront, and using any financial proceeds to create community-based 
residential alternatives for Connecticut residents with I/DD which will save the 
State money over current State-operated settings for people with I/DD.  These 
criteria have been repeatedly recognized by both Committees as being 
requirements for granting approval for private use. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Win Evarts  
Executive Director, The Arc of Connecticut, Inc. 
 
  
 
 

TAC-2
cont.

TAC-1
cont.
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EIE comment letter. 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 
Ms. Simoes, 
 
I wanted to acknowledge receipt of your e-mail and letter.  Thank you for your comments.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
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Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 
 
 
Unfortunately the DEEPseasideEIE@ct.gov email bounced back so I hope this email reaches you. 
 
Leslie M. Simoes 
Co-Director 
Autism Services & Resources Connecticut/ASRC 
101 No. Plains Industrial Rd 
Wallingford, CT 06492 
203-265-7717 
www.ct-asrc.org 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From:  <leslie@ct-asrc.org> 
Date: Tue, Jul 25, 2017 at 1:22 PM 
Subject: Sale of Seaside Property Letter 
To: DEEPseasideEIE@ct.gov 
Cc: dsteward@waterfordct.org, pmform2010@aol.com, Tom Fiorentino <tomfiorentino1953@gmail.com>, 
Win Evarts <win.evarts@gmail.com>, KStauffer@thearcnlc.org 

Dear Mr. Lambert, attached is a letter I wrote regarding the sale of the property known as "Seaside" in 
Waterford CT. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or would like to discuss this. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Leslie M. Simoes 
Co-Director 
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Autism Services & Resources Connecticut/ASRC 
101 No. Plains Industrial Rd 
Wallingford, CT 06492 
203-265-7717 
www.ct-asrc.org 
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July 25, 2017 

Mr. Michael Lambert 
Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
DEEP 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106. 
DEEPseasideEIE@ct.gov  
 
 
Dear Mr. Lambert, 
 
I am the Co-Director for Autism Services and Resources Connecticut and until about 6 months 
ago I was the Executive Director of The Arc Connecticut. For 9 years prior to that I served in 
various executive capacities with The Arc.  As you may know, The Arc is the premier advocacy 
organization for individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities (ID/DD) and their 
families in Connecticut.  
 
For over 15 years The Arc intently followed the fate of the Seaside property.  The reason we 
were so interested is that the proceeds from the sale of Seaside are mandated to be used by 
the state Department of Developmental Disabilities (DDS) for creating community based 
residential alternatives for individuals with ID/DD.  
 
I am still very interested in the fate of Seaside and it is my understanding that DEEP is currently 
contemplating leasing some of the Seaside property to a private developer who will develop 
the property as a hotel. It is also my understanding the feasibility of this plan is dependent on 
DEEP receiving lease or other payments to offset the cost of operating the park at Seaside and 
other expenditures associated with this transaction. 
 
I am not a lawyer however I am a public policy advocacte and legislative intent should take 
precedent in this case.  In 2001 Public Act 01-154 became law.  The 2010 state budget contained 
explicit provisions that Seaside be sold.  In 2011 Section 17a-451d of the Connecticut General 
Statutes was enacted.  In all cases the intent of the legislative action was that Seaside would be 
sold, and all proceeds would go back to DDS.  Leasing wasn’t even contemplated. But even if 
the intent of the Legislature could be stretched to include leasing, any funds received are 
mandated to go to provide residential alternatives to individuals with ID/DD. 
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Any agreement that would allow for the private use of Seaside is subject to approval by the 
Finance Revenue and Bonding (FRB) and the Government Administration and Elections (GAE) 
Committees of the state Legislature.  In the past, both of these Committees granted approval 
for private use of Seaside subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Fair compensation to the state. As I recall, they relied on an appraisal that valued the 

property at $8.0 million.   

 

2. Public Access to the waterfront.  DEEP felt that the real opportunity was to create a park 

that would be attractive to individuals with disabilities, and older people. The 

Committees thought this was a good idea, given that Connecticut currently has no such 

recreational opportunities. 

 

3. Use of the funds. Both committees were well aware of the mandate that funds from the 

sale of Seaside would be used to create residential alternatives for individuals with 

ID/DD. 

 

After following this case for years I believe DEEP’s proposal is not consistent with the conditions 

for use of the property set by the FRB and GAE Committees of the Legislature and is not 

consistent with state statute regarding the use of proceeds from the property.  Therefore, it 

should not be considered a viable alternative for this property. 

By statute, Seaside is currently deemed to be surplus property, and under the care control and 

custody of the Department of Administrative Services.  Section 4(b)21 of the CGS, in part, states 

that before DAS may transfer any property to any agency of the state government, the 

receiving agency must prepare a plan, timeline and budget for use of the property.  Those 

documents must be submitted to the Office of Policy and Management (OPM) for approval. To 

my knowledge, no such plan, timetable or budget exists, and thus no approval could have been 

granted by OPM. 

Therefore, there is no basis for DEEP to operate a park at Seaside, and that activity should 

cease, and the property should be secured.   

Very Truly Yours, 

 

Leslie Simoes 

 

CC: Tom Fioentino 
       Edwin Evarts 
       Kathleen Stauffer 
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       Sen. Paul Formica 
       Daniel Steward 
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Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

Dear Ms. Jacques, 
 
After I received your e-mail on Friday, I reviewed the comments included in the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) and 
confirmed that your letter dated August 31, 2016 was indeed not published in the EIE.  Your e-mail transmitting the letter and 
three of the attachments to that e-mail were included in the EIE.  I reached out to Stephen Lecco, Senior Environmental 
Planner at GZA on Friday and asked that he check his files for your letter. Mr. Lecco confirmed your letter was received and 
reviewed by GZA but was inadvertently omitted from the EIE.   
 
GZA Environmental, Inc. will issue an errata document indicating your letter was received and reviewed as part of the public 
scoping process. Your letter will then become part of the EIE in an errata document  that will be published in the July 11, 
2017 Environmental Monitor.  In order to ensure the public has adequate time to review your letter, the public comment 
period will be extended through August 25, 2017. 
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Sincerely, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Dear Ms. Jacques, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and attachments.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision 
for this project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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August 23, 2017 
Kathleen F Jacques 
10 Magonk Point Rd 
Waterford, CT 06385 
kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net 
 
Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection  
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 

 

POST-SCOPING COMMENTS: EIE Seaside State Park June 2017 

The Environmental Impact Evaluation for the Seaside State Park Master Plan fails to address many 

questions and concerns that were submitted during the Scoping process in sufficient detail.  Although 

the appendices contain standard environmental reports, the comprehensive evaluation is lacking in 

specifics regarding the extraordinary plan to conduct a commercial resort inside a State Park, 

particularly in light of the significant land use change in the residential neighborhood in which the parcel 

is located. For the record, it should also be noted that the Office of Policy and Management has 

historically been focused on goals of historic preservation and economic returns during the period of 

years when  it was  engaged in the sale of the parcel to a private developer.  The preferred Hybrid Plan 

put forth by DEEP has a comparable commercial land use component as that proposed by the previous 

preferred developer in a Town of Waterford zoning regulation application.  The similarity of policy goals 

between DEEP’s Hybrid Alternative Park Plan and OPM’s original conditions of sale for the property 

raises doubts about either agency’s ability to objectively conclude, via a Record of Decision or a 

Determination of Adequacy, that is necessary to more fully explore the environmental impact of 

constructing and operating a Hotel in a small State Park that is located in a rural residential community. 

GENERAL OVERVIEW 

Following is a general overview of the EIE report; with italicized items representing several ongoing or 

new areas of concern that were identified in various parts of the evaluation. 

[In the following comments, the term “Park” will refer to the Passive or Ecological Plans, and the term 
“Hotel” will refer to the Destination and Hybrid Park Plans.  

A dictionary definition of the word “park”: an area maintained in its natural state as a public 
property. 

A definition of the term resort: a self-contained commercial establishment that provides food, 
drink, lodging, sports, entertainment, of which a “hotel” is frequently a central feature. 
The differences between a Park and a Hotel are so distinct that it is clear what sort of activity is being 
described when these respective terms are used.  (The cost estimates range from 2.7 to 44.7 million 
dollars.)] 
 
While the EIE and its attachments include more than 859 pages, there is only a one-page summary 

entitled “Comparison of Potential Impacts by Alternatives (pg. 2-12) that purports to evaluate the 
KJ-2

34



2 
 

“level” of impact of pertinent environmental factors. The most obvious indication of the inadequacy of 
this table is freely admitted in section 2.9, which plainly states that “visitation estimates do not include 
the employees or visitors to the lodging facilities under the Hotel alternatives.”  

 Potential Impacts on the local human population listed on this chart include: 

Traffic, Parking, Circulation 

Air Quality 

Noise 

Land Use/ Neighborhoods. 
 

However, there is no adequate explanation for omitting the impact that the employees and visitors will 
have on the location and the neighboring area, when it is specifically the commercial operation of a 24/7 
hotel/resort and its ancillary services that are going to exert the most significant environmental 
consequences.  Also, there is no discussion or justification that explores why some environmental factors 
are given more weight: i.e., economic return vs change of land use. 
 
The lengthy EIE report is detailed, repetitive, and illustrated with maps and tables, but is missing 
quantitative data about a hotel operation and its demands for energy, its perpetual light pollution and 
machine noise, and the addition of large volumes of guests and activities that will bring traffic, sound, 
and alcohol use to the park 24 hours a day. 
 
The EIE arbitrarily marginalizes this impact in a sweeping conclusion on page 5-2 which states:  
 

“5.2.4 Land Use/Neighborhoods  

Every alternative would increase the use intensity of the Site over current conditions by creating 

parking and amenities which would attract more users. The Destination and Hybrid alternatives 

would be the most intensive uses of the Site and would result in a change in land use/intensity 

within the neighborhood. Lodging would represent a new land use within the neighborhood 

which is currently residential and open space. The increase in use intensity under the 

Destination and Hybrid alternatives could be perceived as an adverse impact by some people. It 

is assumed the perceived impacts are associated with such topics as noise and traffic, for 

example. These “associated” impacts are individually discussed in Section 3. Based on the 

analysis and identified mitigation measures within other parts of the EIE, it is anticipated there 

would be no adverse impacts to land use/neighborhoods.  “ 

Describing the increase in use intensity under the Destination and Hybrid alternatives as merely 
“perceived” is inappropriate and is a subjective opinion of the preparer.  It does not justify the omission 
of a more substantial examination of these impacts, and inadequately addresses the Scoping comments 
that I submitted (and will be attached to this submission as well), which include an extensive list of 
questions and concerns about a commercial hotel operation, that remain unanswered.   

Also omitted from this report is any empirical data that demonstrates by audio recording the sound 
emanating from a comparable hotel operation, or visual photography that illustrates the light pollution 
emanating from the premises. As the current site is extremely dark and quiet, to claim that a hotel 
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operation has no significant impact without presenting the evidence that was used to conclude this, is a 
specious assertion. 

While it is a desirable goal to preserve the buildings and there is some public support for this effort, the 

hard fact is that no feasible and prudent alternatives have been found for the buildings since 1993. The 

challenges associated with historic preservation of these buildings have prevented: 

The sale of the property to the Town of Waterford, 

An affordable  adaptive reuse for  State services or a nonprofit purpose, 

An age-restricted  low impact residential development,  

The establishment of a Passive or Ecological low cost, low impact State Park.  

A  Hotel plan that is driven by the goal of historic preservation will be too expensive, too risky, and will 

have too much impact on the quality of life in the area.  

As there is an Alternative Plan that develops a public resource for all; has minimal financial outlay; 

enhances the land/use of the neighborhood; and unburdens the state of abandoned, functionally 

obsolete buildings; the logical decision is to create a Park. Unfortunately (and clearly expressed during 

the post-scoping public hearing) the Park planning meetings did not accommodate or encourage 

interactive public discussion about how the Hybrid Plan was selected as “preferred,”’ nor an explanation 

of the ongoing process by which a final plan will ultimately be selected, or what opportunities the 

general public will have too participate in the selection process.

Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts

Mitigation requirements specifically identified in the EIE as Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts 

that will be minimized or avoided by implementing a Park plan vs. a Hotel plan (as defined above) 

include: 

Noise, traffic, and lighting of hotel alternatives would be avoided. 

The need for more extensive impervious surface parking areas for hotel patrons/employees 

would be avoided. 

Aesthetics/View sheds would not be impaired by new or existing buildings, or the plant visual 

buffers that may be erected or built in order to block hotel operations. Demolition of buildings 

would improve view sheds. 

Change in Land Use/ Neighborhoods would be minimized: Park alternatives estimate 148 visitors 

a day vs. Hotel park estimate of 1040 visitors a day.  

Traffic Study 

The traffic study is deficient in its examination of the impact of traffic on the local human population.  It 

only contains technical data that pertains to impervious surface capability and traffic patterns; 

information that is more pertinent for an implementation plan. The terms “capacity” and “level of 

service” are used to describe the ability of the road way to handle its traffic assignment.  What level of 
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service would constitute a significant impact to the area being evaluated? A graph of the four levels of 
service needs to be provided that illustrates how the anticipated levels of service measure up to levels 
that would be considered significant.  

 Other questions pertaining to the traffic study report: 

What are the upper limits that determine impact?  

How close are the hotel traffic estimates to the upper limit?  

Can graphs be provided that illustrate seasonal traffic impacts? 

How much will projected hydro-carbon emissions for hotel traffic affect the existing air quality? 

Were off-site parking, pedestrian safety, increased sightseeing traffic, and congestion on feeder 

roads evaluated? 

What is the nature of the 1040 Hotel Plan vehicle trips? Were food and beverage trucks, linen 

delivery trucks, garbage trucks, grounds keeping crews, utility service vehicles, etc., considered? 

How often, and what times of day? 

What seasonal adjustments were considered for summer traffic in the local area to Ocean 

Breach, Harness, Seaside, and Pleasure Beach? 

Was any examination made of the impact of increased boat traffic? 

As the technical definition of “impact” for the purpose of a traffic study is basically confined to the 
“impervious surfaces,” and not to the noise, pollution and pedestrian safety of an addition 50,000 
annually, then how are the environmental impacts of the increased traffic on the human population 
and ecology in the surrounding area proposed to be mitigated? 

 

Economic Feasibility Study 

The economic impact analysis specifically states that “it is not intended to reflect the market or financial 

feasibly of developing the property.”  If that is the case, then a risk/benefit analysis of the proposed 

Hotel project needs to be completed.  Historically, the cost of preservation of the historic buildings has 

determined the project size; and the reuse becomes a means to an end. The hotel plan recommended 

by Sasaki as a result of their feasibility study was driven by economic necessity, not park needs, 

taxpayer’s risks, or critical need. (Again, it should be noted how the desire to preserve historic 

properties by OPM proceeded down a similar path; where the cost of preservation drove the size of the 

proposed project: the end justifying the means.) 

Were the cost estimates for hotel construction based on Historic Properties preservation 
Guidelines? 
What is the mechanism/scheme proposed for funding the Hybrid Park, specifically hotel 
construction? 
Does DEEP/DAS currently have any agreements in place that are comparable with the type of 
private /public partnership proposed for the Hotel? 
Which agency will administer the public/private partnership agreement? 
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What mechanism will prevent an expansion of the hotel/resort project if the costs of 
construction escalate? 
What is the entire amount of the State contribution to the Hotel alternatives that are not going 
to be returned by hotel operations lease fees, (in addition to the 10 million dollars for 
remediation of the building exteriors)? 
How much has been spent to date on environmental clean-up?  

o Has the money spent for ongoing remediation performed over the previous two years 
(see attached invoice details from FOIA requests) been included in the Study as part of 
the cost estimates? 

o Are these additional expenditures? And what is the total amount that has been spent or 
committed for remediation that is not included in the Economic Study? 

o Why doesn’t the completion of remediation and abatement open up opportunities for 
the many previously disregarded adaptive reuses that have been proposed? 

ARCHAELOGICAL STUDY AND COASTAL SURVEY 

The Scoping comments contained pertinent and informed questions and concerns about the impact of 

various aspects of the Park and Hotel plans on the shoreline. As a lay person, it was apparent to me that 

there was scientific disagreement about the impact of the different proposals. Please respond to these 
disagreements. There were also neighboring property owners that disputed some of the findings and 

what seemed to be the integration of private property into the Park plans. How will this contradiction be 
addressed and mitigated?  

SELECTION PROCESS 

While the hotel feasibility study (Sasaki, 2016) may have identified a shortage of amenities- multi-use 

trails, scuba diving, car-top boating, fishing, waterfront activities, wildlife observation- a critical need for 

hotel operations was not established. The need for simple lodging facilities may have been introduced in 

the Destination plan as a desirable Park feature, but the Hotel model becomes feasible only as an 

economic development project for a large commercial resort.  At this point in the EIE, the impact on the 

human population is arbitrarily marginalized in respect to potential financial returns. However, no 

financial risk/benefit analysis of the experimental model of a Resort Hotel surrounded by a State Park is 

included.  

The Park and Hotel missions are not compatible; an issue I raised in my scoping comments. The Passive 

Park and Hybrid Hotel alternatives are at opposite ends of the impact spectrum reviewed in the EIE. In 

fact, a proper examination of a Park is precluded by the numerous impacts of the Hotel operation. The 

juxtaposition of such fundamentally different models omits a complete examination of how the 

environmental impact of a “simple” Park on the surrounding community will be mitigated. This is a 

critical weakness of the EIE. 
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CONCLUSION 

The establishment of any public park is the ultimate philanthropic action by which a government creates 

an opportunity for all citizens to enjoy environmental resources. To establish a resort Hotel that will 

limit a guest’s experience by their ability to pay is anathema to the basic mission of a Park.  To operate a 

resort Hotel in a small, residentially-zoned Park property in order to maximize revenue would be a 

paradigm shift in the State Park objectives and should not be undertaken without an extensive policy 

discussion of the potential environmental impact to all Parks and all people in the State.  

The comments expressed herein focus primarily on aspects of the EIE that are omitted, deficient, or only 

superficially examined in relation to the Hotel plans. The EIE report is profoundly deficient in its 

extemporaneous conclusion that a Hotel would result in “no adverse impacts.”  It  does not establish 

that the implementation of a Hotel Plan is either feasible(practicable), or prudent 

(showing good judgment in avoiding risks and uncertainties).  

 As the EIE report is very narrow in scope, it becomes merely an exercise in a required governmental 

process, and not a substitute for the honest discussion that the public desires in the determination of 

the fate of the new Seaside State Park.  

 
ADDENDUM AND ATTACHMENTS 

 
A. August 29 Scoping Comments Resubmitted: Italicized to Emphasize subject matter that was not 

address in EIE 
B.  OPED, The Day July 23 
C. 3 Attachments with FOIA material: Abatement and Remediation Invoices; not verified to be a 

complete list. 
 
 

NOTE: A transcript of the  2014 Town of Waterford Planning and Zoning Hearings and meetings  
(pertinent to Seaside Preservation district regulations), was not provided in time to be submitted 
for the record with my submission, but I contend that the letter/comments submitted by 
Selectman Dan Steward has effectively introduced the Planning and Zoning Decision into the EIE 
response record. 
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A. 

August 29, 2016  

David A. Kalafa, Policy Development Coordinator 

Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

79 Elm Street 

Hartford, Connecticut  06106 

860-424-4070 

DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov 

 
RE: EIE Scoping Meeting for Seaside State Park, Waterford, CT  

Dear Mr. Kalafa: 

I would like to submit these comments for the record.  

It is challenging to submit comments for an environmental impact evaluation of a project that is mostly 

conceptual in nature, and includes the multiple options outlined in the scoping notice – three different 

park models (one of which includes a more detailed development plan), or an option to do nothing at 

all. Since, in my opinion, a resort hotel will have the most significant adverse impact, and requires the 

highest level of evaluation; most of my comments are directed to that option. 

The Connecticut General Statutes Section 22a-1b specifically requires that the evaluation shall include: 

(c) (6), an analysis of the short term and long term economic, social and environmental costs and 

benefits of the proposed action, and (c) (7): the effect of the proposed action on the use and 

conservation of energy resources.  For (c) (6), I recommend that the EIE consultant prepare a matrix of 

environmental and economic impacts of the alternative concepts; this will provide a better tool for a 

comprehensive comparison of the positive and adverse impacts of the various park models.  In the case 

of (c)(7), particularly pertaining to the reuse use of the existing historic and existing buildings, and any 

new construction that may be proposed, a “lifecycle net energy analysis” (cradle to grave) will be the 

only way to comprehensively examine the impact of the “preferred alternative” project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL LOCATION 

It is also my assertion that the significant impacts on three different physical environments need to be 

individually examined.  A complete EIE will consider the impacts on: 
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1.) The 32 parcel it;  

2.) The residential neighborhood in which the parcel is located, including information regarding 

future plans for the four acre DDS parcel that is attached to the site and borders residential property. It 

is reasonable to assume that this group home may be closed and its attachment to the park may create 

a future adverse impact; historically, the State has recognized the necessity to mitigate the impact of 

any development at Seaside on the character of the surrounding residential neighborhood, which is 

rural in nature. A recent zoning decision eliminated the consideration of commercial activities on the 

site. However, the costly challenge of preservation of the historic buildings seems once again to be 

overriding these considerations; 

And, since the expansion of lodging is being introduced as a revenue vehicle for the State park 

budget, 

 3.) The State Park system-at-large in the State of Connecticut.  It has been reported that DEEP 

considers this hotel to be an expansion of present lodging activity managed by DEEP. If the proposed 

Master Plan for Seaside is an economic prototype, any and all State Parks could be identified as 

properties where resort hotels could be constructed and operated. In this scenario, the scoping process 

should include long range ecological and energy impacts of such development(s).  

INFORMATION FROM SPONSORING AGENCIES 

The CEPA manual has several detailed lists of issues that need to be examined during an EIE. 

Since the construction and operation of a waterfront hotel/resort is unexplored territory for DEEP, any 

related direct or indirect significant consequential impacts need to be more thoroughly surveyed by the 

consultant and added to this list. Other questions and comments I have regarding the information 

provided by the sponsoring agencies include: 

A. The actions proposed in the scoping notice are very broad. Specifically, what does “do 

nothing” mean in this case? Continue the current level of activity – lawn mowing, minimum 

security, portable toilets--or abandonment of the property?  What is the definition of a 

“Destination Park?” The concept as outlined in the feasibility study or any other alternatives or 

expansions of this concept? What is the risk that property would once more be considered 

surplus and sold? Any EIE that supports a commercial activity in conflict with local zoning 

regulations could have unintended adverse consequences on future uses of the property and 

neighboring properties as well. 

B. Since the primary subject site of this project is already known, what are the criteria for 
creating a resort hotel inside any State Park? The example cited in the feasibility study has over 
five thousand acres. Why is the Seaside parcel considered to be an appropriate place for a 
private resort hotel of this magnitude? Why does the desire to adapt the buildings override the 
need to “least impact the neighborhood?” What will mitigate proximity issues where there is an 
absence of reasonable buffers between the parcels and several abutting properties? What about 
the local zoning regulations? Even if the State is statutorily exempt from local zoning rules, does 
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that mean the Agencies should disregard the determination by the local zoning board that 
commercial activity is not desirable for this property? What is the justification to define a private 
resort hotel as something other than a commercial establishment? 

 

4.  Are there other potential sites for the proposed action? If a private resort hotel 

inside a park is a new model for the State Park Program, then a list of potential sites could be 

any and all State Parks.  

5. What are the current regulations that govern a hotel managed by a private agency on 

a State Park property? What new or modified regulations are being proposed? What legislative 

action(s) governing the plans will be subject to public participation? To ensure transparency of 

the Park planning process, the public needs to have the opportunity to be engaged in any 

related regulatory and legislative processes that might affect any new or existing State Parks or 

any agreements to lease land or engage private management companies. 

SPECIAL CONCERNS 

In addition to the comprehensive lists outlined in CEPA, there are special concerns in 

regard to development on this particular site, any combination of which will significantly impact 

the site and its immediate environs, which include, but are not limited to: 

The amount of greenhouse gases created by construction, hotel operations, and vehicle 

traffic; 

Safety issues and noise caused by above; 

Runoff of pesticides and fertilizer in the low basin/stream on the property causing 

nitrogen loading in Long Island Sound; 

Loss of mature trees currently on the parcel; 

Loss of vistas due to new construction; 

Vermin/pests relocating to surrounding residences during construction;  

The water and utility demands for the proposed hotel;  

The impact of mooring boats and launching personal watercraft on the waterfront; 

Creation of light pollution; 

Loss or limitations of access by neighbors and park patrons;  

Increased traffic and trespass onto neighboring roads and properties; 

Security of neighborhood; 
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Construction noise and dirt; 

Mechanical noise after construction (Landscaping, HVAC, compressors, air conditioners, 

etc.); 

Lack of buffers on boundary lines;  

The number and location of parking facilities for hotel guests and park patrons; 

Accommodations for commercial trucking; 

Location of garbage dumpsters; 

Security of public access areas; 

Security and parking on neighboring streets; 

Water safety issues for boaters, swimmers, fishermen; 

Loss of quiet enjoyment of abutters; 

Loss of property values to surrounding properties; 

Expansion of proposed lodging model facilities, indoors and out; 

Disruption caused by event activities. 

How will these impacts be mitigated? What is the baseline standard that will be established for 
evaluating such impacts? (Impact studies should not be based on data from when the institution was in 

operation; that is no longer relevant to the character of the neighborhood.) 

MASTER PLAN FEASIBLITY STUDY 

That operation of a destination resort hotel in a residential community will have a profound and 

significant impact in the location in which it is proposed, is clear in the Master Plan Feasibility Study 

itself. The EIE should avoid a comparison of proposed activity from a past time when Seaside was an 

operating agency. Essentially, this has been an abandoned site, and more recently, a State Park. Any 

discussion of more intense use requires a mitigation plan for any more intensive use than is currently in 

existence. 

 In fact, there has been little justification for considering the resort plan as “preferred” when it 

clearly is incompatible with the surrounding environment. I have cited some additional information 

contained in the feasibility study supporting this conclusion that need to be addressed in the EIE: 

1.  Section iii-1 claims that “Due to the proposed hotel’s location proximate to residential homes 
and a quiet local neighborhood, the hotel design and operation will be sensitive to the needs of these 
residents.” But there is no discussion of how this will be accomplished or what needs have been 
identified, or how they will be mitigated. 
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2.  The study estimates the costs to prepare the buildings for the resort, but does not explicitly 

identify the party responsible to develop the Park grounds, parking and waterfront, beach, seawall 

restoration. Construction, maintenance and management costs of both activities – resort and park need 

to be enumerated and justified.  

3.  Further observation of the site’s location in the study provides evidence that a Park and Hotel 
combination are not compatible in this geographic location: 

 “As the subject buildings are located on a state park, we have researched several park lodges in 
the Northeast and Western United States. The majority of these park lodges are located on either State 
or National Parks of substantial acreage, much greater than the 32 acres of the subject site. These parks 
generate their own overnight visitation due to their vast acreage, which often lends itself to a variety of 
activities including skiing, hiking, biking, camping, boating, rock climbing, ice fishing, etc. While we 
believe Seaside State Park to be an important feature of the subject site, we do not expect this park to be 
the primary reason of visitation. Thus, we do not recommend a park lodge product, but instead 
recommend that the hotel integrate the park and its available activities into its operation.  

The conclusion is that, essentially, the hotel and park accommodations will be competing for parking, 

admission, and guest services. Much more information needs to be provided about the impact of a 

private, profit-making operation to a waterfront State Park. If a private/public option is determined to 

be the best solution for the goals outlined in the EIE document, why are alternative options, such as 

schools, business parks, non-profit operations, research facilities, etc., not being considered? I have 

attached a letter that was provided in response to the Master Plan meeting that very astutely describes 

alternative and enhanced utilization of the park grounds. What other alternatives have been submitted 

or considered?  

It is clear that the Destination Park model as proposed will become a subordinate activity to a private 

hotel operation and an elite clientele. I strongly urge the sponsoring agencies to preserve the primary 

mission of providing recreational enjoyment that is accessible to all the people of Connecticut. While I 

prefer the ecological model, I also think a passive model is a good choice for Seaside Park. 

I anticipate that other informed and interested agencies and community members will be submitting 

comments and questions about the long range impact of these proposed activities on this sensitive Long 

Island Sound waterfront parcel designated as Seaside State Park. Other parties have shared copies of 

correspondence that was sent in reply to Master Park Planning sessions. Many of these formal letters 

and emails suggest alternative recommendations and should be explored in the EIE. 

Efforts that direct attention away from recreation, conservation, environmental research, conservation, 

and energy alternatives are an opportunity cost that the State of Connecticut simply cannot afford, and 

funds should not be spent for a speculative resort venture that is based on potential economic returns. 

The Seaside park property is too valuable a resource to squander due to short-term economic pressure. 

Thank you for your consideration of these matters. I look forward to reviewing the Environment Impact 

Evaluation study when it becomes available. 
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July 18, 2017

Kathleen Jacques 
10 Magonk Point Rd 
Waterford, CT 06385 
860.444.0038,860.460.5940 
kathyjacques@sbcglobal.net 
 
 
On July 31, 7pm, in Waterford Town Hall, there will be another round in the Seaside State Park Master 
Plan Shell Game. Although the Day article (July 4) reports that State officials are still accepting public 
comments on multiple possibilities for the park design, it would be a mistake to believe that the planning 
process is still in the Selection Phase. It is not.

When Governor Malloy designated Seaside Regional Center as a State Park in September 2014, he was 
credited with rescuing the property from an ambitious development plan, and a collective sigh of relief 
was heard from neighbors and conservationists. Following that, the Connecticut Department of Energy 
and Environmental Protection (DEEP) held Seaside State Park Planning meetings, complete with slide 
shows, concept drawings, and group discussions. At two of the meetings, surveys were distributed. One
of three plan designs included a “rustic lodge”; which was worrisome to neighbors, but well received by 
historic building fans. 

In April 2016, DEEP unveiled a feasibility study specific to the Destination concept, and the Park Master
Plan then morphed into an economic development plan in which the rustic lodge became a deluxe 100-
room hotel/ resort and event facility. Despite the fact that the word “hotel” had never been included in any 
survey question; the public’s opinion of this Destination Park model was not canvassed; and only 35% of 
previous respondents felt that a “small inn or bed and breakfast” was an appropriate activity in the park, 
the Destination concept was declared to be the model that best met the Master Plan goals. Thus ended 
the Public Planning Meeting Phase of Seaside Park and the Implementation Phase began.

The Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA) requires DEEP to perform an Environmental Impact 
Evaluation (EIE) disclosure because its park project will affect the environment. It began with a public
Scoping hearing to collect concerns and comments about the proposed actions, which the audience 
understood to be three plans, one of which had been “upgraded.” In the EIE report, there are suddenly 
four park proposals—Passive, Ecological, the Destination Park Plan from the feasibility study and the 
public meeting of May 2016, and a new model referred to as the Preferred Hybrid Alternative Park Plan. 
Clearly, the Preferred Hybrid Alternative is being promoted for implementation, and the alternate plans 
are included for comparison purposes, as required. 

While DEEP officials are experts at navigating their way through the red-tape of an environmental action, 
the average citizen has very little understanding of how to participate in a meaningful way.  At this point, 
DEEP has had nearly three years to compile expert testimony to endorse their vision for the Preferred 
Hybrid Park, while the public gets one public hearing and a few weeks of comment period to rebut the 
erroneous claim “that there would be no adverse impacts to land use/neighborhoods by the creation of a 
Destination or Hybrid Park.”

The public bears the burden of proof to argue that the EIE is not satisfactory. Some deficiencies in the 
EIE include:

The course change from three models to four was confusing and undermined the public’s 
responses to the Scoping process,

The comparison of alternative impacts “does not include the employees or visitors to the
lodging facilities...,”
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The report contains no empirical data describing the intensity of use of a commercial 
activity such as a hotel/resort or its impacts when located in a residential neighborhood,

The economic data has no examination of the opportunity cost of speculating with tax 
payers’ funds for a capital project for which there is no critical need.

As such the Office of Policy and Management should determine the EIE to be incomplete.

Waterford residents and avid park goers need to voice their concerns at the July 31 meeting and during 
the comment period that ends August 25. If the public is lulled into complacency due to the complexity of 
the Implementation Process, or belief that a 45-million-dollar Hybrid Park Plan is too big to succeed, 
Seaside State Park could soon become the site of a luxury hotel resort and spa, and a “public park” in 
name only.
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From: Bolton, Jeffrey
To: "Kathy Jacques"
Subject: Total Estimated Cost
Date: Friday, August 18, 2017 4:16:18 PM

Hello Ms. Jacques:
 
To answer your question for clarification purposes, the “Total Estimated Cost” for both the Hybrid
and Destination Parks does include the $10.1 state contribution.  The Total Estimated Cost is listed
for each of the Parks in pages 9 and 10 of Appendix B: Economic & Fiscal Impact Analysis (AMS
Consulting, LLC, April 2017).
 
Thank you,
Jeff
 
______________________________________
Jeff Bolton, Supervising Environmental Analyst
DAS Division of Construction Services
450 Columbus Blvd, Suite 1305, Hartford, CT 06103
jeffrey.bolton@ct.gov || www.ct.gov/dcs
860-713-5706 (office) || 860-655-0477 (cell)
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Dear Mr. Jacques, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Michael Lambert  
Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
CT Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 
 
I attended your final public meeting for review of the E.I.E. for the proposed development at Seaside 

State Park and was very disturbed once I understood the real purpose of the meeting. 

 Over the past two years DEEP and DAS made a significant public effort to solicit the ideas and input 

regarding the future of Seaside State Park. They have held several public informational meetings.  

Together these two agencies have expended unreported sums on design, consultation, and remediation.  

With some initial input from the public, DEEP presented the public with three design concepts. They 

solicited input from across the state and compiled many impressive statistics. I believe the conclusions 

drawn from these surveys were biased. 

After several months DEEP synthesized all the information and revealed a New “Preferred Plan.”  This is 

a new plan and incorporates several features of the three plans revealed at earlier meetings.    

On the surface, one would surmise that this was a reasonable process, but in truth it has resulted in a 

plan which ignores recent local zoning proceedings and proposes spending millions of dollars of Sate 

money on an experimental hybrid park.  This “Preferred Plan” is a re-imagined version of the previous 

“Destination Park Plan,” and relies completely on the economic reuse of the existing buildings.  

Converting the two larger functionally obsolescent buildings into a high-end 24/7 commercial operation 

will completely transform the character of the quiet residential zone which surrounds Seaside   

 I believe the process was flawed and designed to produce a predetermined outcome.   At the next 

meeting DEEP presented its plan.  To be clear, DEEP’s “Preferred Plan is DEEP’s choice and it is not one 

of the original choices presented to the public.  Not only is the Preferred Plan the most expensive plan, 

but it can only be accomplished by investing 45 million dollars that the State cannot afford. It also alters 

DEEP‘s and DAS‘s management of the park and adds responsibilities which would not typically be 

associated with park management.  All this in spite of the findings that sixty-five percent of the survey 

respondents found that even a “small inn “ was an inappropriate use,  let alone a 100 room hotel.  

For over 20 years the State ignored the property and let it deteriorate.  Now, after a long and protracted 

affair with a State selected “Preferred Developer”, local zoning battles, lawsuits, and designation as a 

State Park, DEEP has determined that they should experiment with their newest “pocket park” and 

introduce a brave new economic model in the middle of an ongoing State budgetary crisis.   

 In short, the selection of this “Preferred Plan” is a hoax perpetrated on the public under the guise as an 

open and transparent process.   

 Was the “preferred plan” the plan all along? 

AJ-1
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 I believe the EIE that supports the conclusion of “little significant impact” on the environment and 

surrounding neighborhood is flawed.  The impact of the hotel guests, hotel employees and delivery 

services are not included in the traffic analysis. Residents’ concerns over such things as noise levels, 

lighting, and significantly increased traffic are ignored by labeling them as “perceived impacts.” 

DEEP seems compelled to repurpose the functionally obsolescent buildings at Seaside at the expense of 

the taxpayers and the surrounding neighborhood.    The “Preferred Plan” is a predictable outcome of 

this biased objective.  It is without doubt, the most complicated, expensive and ambitious alternative.  

The Preferred Plan ignores the outcome and neglects the difficulties DEEP  encountered when assigned 

the  management of  The Old State House in Hartford. 

Is this to be the new model for our State parks?   

Is Seaside, the State’s newest park, the most appropriate park to experiment with? 

To underwrite the project, DEEP is proposing an experimental and complex funding scheme which is 

based, as their own study admits, on supposition and assumptions.  

How will DEEP pay for the $ 45 million “Preferred Plan?” 

Can the State afford such a plan in light of current budget deliberations?  Is it a prudent 

expenditure of tax dollars? 

Will the State rely on commercializing other parks to augment its operating budget? 

If the public/private partnership fails, then what? 

  In light of the property’s history, the exorbitant costs associated with the “Preferred Plan,” the park’s 

small size, the State’s protracted involvement with the previously selected “preferred developer,”   and 

the recent local zoning decision prohibiting commercial hotel operations at that location, the question 

is: 

Is this really the most responsible and prudent course of action for DEEP and the taxpayers of 

the State? 

Do the anticipated “ends” justify these “means?” 

Sincerely 

 Allan Jacques 

10 Magonk Point 

Waterford, Ct 06385 
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Dear Ms. James, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Nancy E. James 
 

NEJ-1
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Dear Ms. Peterson, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 
Dear Michael Lambert,  
As a Waterford Resident and having been a consistent visitor to Seaside for many years, I would like to express 
my concern for its future plans. I think it would be in the best interest of the wildlife, community and tax payer 
money, to leave Seaside as a Passive Recreation Park. Turning Seaside into a commercialized area would be 
devastating to the natural beauty of the park and to the birds and deer I routinely see here. It's heart breaking 
enough that when you tear down the old building the two osprey that have called Seaside home for many years 
will be displaced. In the interest of the wildlife, community and state budget crisis, I urge you to leave Seaside 
as a passive park. Thank you for your attention in this matter.  
Sincerely,  
Stephanie Peterson  

SP-1
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Ms. Schenk, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the record of decision for this project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 
Hello, 
I live on 3 Woodsea Place in Waterford. My home is adjacent to the property. 
Overall, I favor a plan that preserves the buildings. The United States is a young country and we should 
preserve our architectural heritage for future generations. Futhermore, ideally the buildings should be used in a 
way that is in keeping with the original intent of the facility.  
 
I attended the forum on July 31 and I have the following ideas and comments: 
 
1) I am struck by the  lack of imagination in the options. Basically the concepts are either tear the buildings 
down or turn them into a hotel. What about other uses for those buildings?  
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My favorite idea is a partnership with Hospice to create a place where terminally ill children can have a 
vacation with their family members. The buildings would have lodging for them along with medical staff to 
care for the needs of the ill child. Families could swim, kayak, fish, and relax and experience some normal time 
together.  
The beachfront could also remain open to the community, perhaps during limited hours as was the case when 
the facility was used by the DMR.  
Such a concept could be funded by a combination of state funding and grant funding from organizations such as 
the Newman's Own Foundation or the Gates Foundation. It would be a facility unique in the county and would 
attract acclaim to our state, provide employment for Connecticut residents, and keep the traffic and density low.
 
2) I distressed by the prospect of adding 90+ parking spots in my back yard in the plans for an ecological or 
passive park. Already we experience quite a bit of noise from the current parking lot. Dogs run into our yard, 
loud conversations and music blare from the cars while we are enjoying our own patio, light spills into our rear 
bedroom window.  Please move the  parking area so that it is not abutting the back yards of neighbors.  
 
3) As a neighbor to the property I do not object to the possibility of events such as weddings being held there. 
However, I think the size of the events and the hours of availability should be limited and the parking should 
not be directly adjacent to the back yards of neighbors. 
 
4) If a lodging and event facility is created,  I think a discount should be offered to people who have property 
that directly abuts Seaside. (This might make the neighbors less resistant to your development plans.) 
 
4) I find the "Hybrid" plan the most objectionable. With so many buildings already there, why is is necessary to 
put on an addition? 
 
5) Other ideas for using the buildings: A branch campus of an area college/ university, the O'Neill Center, or 
Mystic Seaport; an art and architecture museum; a science and health museum; a regional educational facility 
for programs for the public schools. I know all these options would increase traffic in and out of the area, but it 
would be serving a public good rather than private development or the good of people who can afford to pay for 
hotel rooms. 
 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
Best, 
Ann Schenk 
3 Woodsea Place 
Waterford CT 06385 
860-444-7726 
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Dear Ms. Skinner, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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24 August 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation

Mr. Lambert,

We are residents of Waterford, living at 11 Shore Road, the second house as you turn 
from Great Neck Road on to Shore, about a quarter of a mile from Seaside.  Before 
listing our comments and concerns, I would just like to say that it is fiscally irresponsible 
of the State to even think of spending millions of dollars that we cannot afford for 
something that is unnecessary. I see closed rest areas, reduced educational funding, poor 
infrastructure and high taxes.  In my opinion, the area should have never been designated 
a state park, which I’m sure was politically motivated, but should have been sold as 
individual high end building lots.  My take-away from the meeting was that the decision 
has already been made in favor of a “destination” park and I only hope that the next 
governor will understand that taxpayer dollars should be spent on needed services not on 
another park when there are two within ten miles of each other.

Here are our concerns/comments:

- the increase in traffic to 700-1000 cars per day is unacceptable on a residential , 
country road.  There was no mention of how that number was arrived at.  If it’s an 
average ,there could be more  than that number during the summer.  I doubt any 
one of you would be happy with that amount of traffic, now including commercial 
vehicles, going by your home. If it was based on cars entering via a route other 
than Great Neck, that will never happen.  Great Neck to Shore is the most direct 
route. Great Neck is also like a drag strip. No one obeys the speed limit of 25.  
Have any of you driven the route?? The turn onto Shore is sharp and leaving 
Shore to Great Neck is pretty much blind.  Is widening the road also a secret??

- There seems to be no discussion as to the coastal impact on neighboring 
properties if the seawall is breached or removed

- The restoration of the buildings could run into millions more than anticipated 
resulting in their demolition anyway

- There was no information about what happens if a hotel doesn’t survive.  There 
was no risk assessment.  What was the criteria used to guarantee a 60% fill 
capacity??  Why is another hotel needed in the area? Could there be another 
empty building in 5 years?

- There should have been answers to ALL of the questions asked at the 
informational meeting.  I feel the whole plan is being put into place in an aura of 
secrecy.  Questions being addressed after the decision is made is not fair to the 
people living in the area.

- There was no real discussion about doing nothing.  But because the state has 
neglected the properties for so long, the buildings should just be removed.

- I feel Option 4 (Hybrid) was added so Option 1 (destination) wouldn’t look so 
bad. Another indication that the decision has already been made with no concern 
for the residents of the area.

ACS-1
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- All of the options were extremes….there was nothing in between
- Swimming was never addressed.
- Security was never addressed.

Given that single family homes are no longer an option, the option of a passive park in 
the area at least will be the least disruptive to  the neighborhood.  I understand the 
buildings are of historical value, but the state should have realized that many years ago 
and done something then.  Now, I feel they are beyond repair.  With people leaving the 
state as fast as they can, why would the state government want to spend taxpayer dollars 
so frivolously??

Alan & Colette Skinner
11 Shore Road
Waterford, CT 06385
(860)443-1315

ACS-4
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
To: "mbbetts@nyc.rr.com"
Cc: Stephen Lecco
Subject: FW: Seaside State Park Proposal
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 4:24:12 PM
Attachments: 2017-08-24_REVISED3_DEEP letter re EIE review--Seaside.docx

Dear Ms. Betts

Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of
Decision for this project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

-----Original Message-----
From: Mary Beth Betts [mailto:mbbetts@nyc.rr.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 4:20 PM
To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park Proposal

Attached please find a letter concerning the Seaside State Park Master Plan
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August 24, 2017

Mr. Michael Lambert
Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
79 Elm Street
Hartford, CT 06106

Dear Mr. Lambert,

As the former curator of the Cass Gilbert Collection at The New-York Historical Society, an author 
of two essays on his work, and co-chair of a paper session on Cass Gilbert at the 2018 Society of 
Architectural Historians annual meeting, I write about the pending proposals for Seaside State Park,
the site originally built as a treatment center for children afflicted with bone and lymphatic 
tuberculosis.

I have followed the steps in the review process with interest, and have carefully studied and 
evaluated the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) of the Seaside State Park Master Plan for 
Waterford, Connecticut. We strongly urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination 
Park. We believe that this option is the best of all five options presented, as it would allow a path to 
creating a jewel in the Connecticut state park system. This option brings together the greatest 
number of positive results economically, historically, and aesthetically for the town, state, and 
region at large. It presents a special opportunity for the public in offering both passive and active 
recreation, along with a lodging experience in historic buildings that were designed by the nationally 
recognized architect Cass Gilbert (1859–1934), amid historic open space. Together, all of these 
elements would be a distinctive and special place in New England.

The reasons for my position are many. Most important, the open space of this 36-acre parcel 
situated on Long Island Sound offers exceptional potential to embrace BOTH a distinctive 
landscape AND historic architecture. Option 1/Destination Park makes the most of the site’s 
characteristic features, most notably the variety of coastal and upland habitats combined with the 
historic Cass Gilbert-designed Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and Nurses’ Residence and open space 
(not to mention the duplex residence for staff doctors—designed by New London architect Fred 
Langdon—and the superintendent’s cottage and garage). These buildings and site represent Gilbert’s 
last great essay in campus architecture and planning, before his death in 1934, and just a few years 
before he completed the U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, DC. 

The Seaside buildings and the open space itself are economic assets worth much more to the State 
if they are adaptively reused than if they are demolished. It is well documented that historic 
properties add value, which is substantiated by studies through the Main Street program, the 
National Trust at large, and other historic preservation groups. Once the distinctive aspects of the 
property--in this case, the Gilbert buildings and the open space itself--are demolished or are 
significantly impaired, the opportunity for economic leverage dwindles considerably. The 
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Seaside EIE reports that Option 1/Destination Park could generate $246,000 annual local revenue 
and $642,000 annual State revenue. This option would produce temporary and permanent jobs, not to 
mention the positive impact on the area for related goods and services by the increased usership of 
the Park. Option 1/Destination Park provides the most potential for benefitting the State’s park 
system as a distinctive, one-of-a-kind property, with park land integrated with historic buildings and 
open space, while mitigating traffic and noise impact because it does not propose overdevelopment at 
an unreasonable scale. (Neighbors’ concerns about the lack of buffer between the Seaside and the 
residential area have been mitigated with well-articulated landscaping and lighting plans as well 
as pro-active planning regarding traffic concerns.) Option 1/Destination Park also possesses the 
virtues of minimal and temporary and/or mitigated impact on agricultural soils, water resources, 
traffic, air quality, noise, and light/shadow, as outlined by the EIE report.

For years, Seaside has existed under the radar. Compared to the high profiles of Gilbert’s Minnesota 
State Capitol (1895–1905), Woolworth Building (1910–1913), and United States Supreme Court 
(1928–1935), among other well-known projects—most of which are located in highly populated
areas—Seaside is an unsung monument in the town of Waterford and in the State at large. Listed in 
the National Register of Historic Places in 1995, “The Seaside” represents the culmination of 
Gilbert’s illustrious and wide-ranging architectural career.

Completed in the last year of Gilbert’s life, the sanatorium complex serves as a testament to his many
abilities as a designer and planner. Inventive American Shingle-style and Queen Anne revival details 
on the Infirmary and pre-nineteenth-century, French-inspired gable elements in the Nurses’ Building
harken back to his historicist orientation in early residential projects in St. Paul, Minnesota, and 
elsewhere. The plan of the Waterford complex incorporates both Beaux-Arts– and picturesque-
inspired planning that informed his campus and city plans from Connecticut to Texas. Gilbert’s keen 
interest in the use of open space and natural vistas at Waterford reminds visitors of his successful 
designs completed in New Haven on the Green and for Oberlin College on Tappan Square.
Furthermore, the civic scale of Seaside was motivated by his highly regarded state capitol designs in 
Minnesota, Arkansas, and West Virginia, and also the civic center of five Gilbert-designed buildings 
at Waterbury, Connecticut, anchored by a city hall that has been historically renovated to spectacular 
effect. Throughout, Gilbert’s two buildings at Seaside are defined by high-quality workmanship—a
hallmark of his architectural practice—and a thoughtful integration of architecture, planning, and 
landscape.

Seaside provides a touchstone for the history of twentieth-century public health; the Infirmary is one 
of only three buildings remaining in the state from the era before antibiotics were available to treat 
tuberculosis effectively. The other remaining sanatoria, Uncas-on-Thames in Norwich and 
Cedarcrest in Hartford, were built twenty years before Gilbert’s project at Waterford and are not 
associated with nationally acclaimed designers. Gilbert’s Infirmary thus represents a rare building 
type in the regional and national landscape. The Waterford project, moreover, was consistent with his 
philanthropic activities. Gilbert took special interest in aiding charities that benefited underprivileged 
children as well as those with medical challenges, in part because of the early death of one of his own 
daughters.

The Seaside Sanatorium also offered a strong connection to his adopted home state. After Gilbert had 
moved East, he acquired a Revolutionary War–era summer house, the Keeler Tavern Museum, in 
Ridgefield, Connecticut, where he relished spending time. For many reasons, Gilbert felt especially 
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strong ties to the colonial past of the region. His grave, in fact, lies in Ridgefield not far from this 
retreat.

Sincerely,

Mary Beth Betts, Ph.D., New York, NY / former curator of Architectural Collections, New–York 
Historical Society
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Dear Mr. Post, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 
Dear Mr. Lambert, 

Please find the attached comments and letter of support for Option 1 - Destination Park for the Seaside 
State Park EIE. 

I deeply appreciate the thoughtful consideration that you and many others have put into this project and 
the determination of the highest and best use for the Seaside State Park. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the various options and for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Chuck Post 
415 710 6860 
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Monday, August 21, 2017 

To: Michael Lambert- Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation DEEP – 79 Elm St., Hartford, CT 06106 

From: Timothy Radway – 24 Magonk Point Road, Waterford, CT 06385 home phone:610-683-5800 

RE: Comments on Seaside EIE 

 

The superintendent’s house and the duplex buildings were intended and used as residence’s. Setbacks 
from adjacent properties were small then, but that was acceptable for residential uses. However, they 
are not appropriate for commercial uses. The use of those properties for hotel guests is overstepping 
our own zoning today; justified by the fact that someone wants to save the buildings. Saving the 
buildings may be acceptable, but subjecting the neighbors to the noise most vacationing hotel guests 
will provide is not fair. Buffer structures will not work here, as they will block the views for all. This is a 
serious impact to the neighbors that is being downplayed. Another proposed use should be examined 
that ceases operations for the evenings.  

The proposed Kayak Launch area should not include parking spaces. It should be like any other boat 
launch; only a drop off area. A simple loop road with signs indicating no parking would suffice. In this 
case, no screening is needed, no overhead lighting, and no ongoing disruption to the views. Users should 
drop off their equipment and go back to park where everyone parks. This is consistent with most boat 
launches.  

Allowing any parking at the proposed kayak launch will invite fishermen, who arrive earlier than most 
park visitors to park there. Half of them go to seaside just for access to the waterfront, and then walk 
across the western neighbors beaches to get where they want to go to fish. They will not be available to 
move their vehicles for kayak launchers, who would generally arrive later in the day.  

Anyone who has a lot of “totes” will want to park at the kayak parking spots for the closest access to the 
beach. Without a “policeman” (someone in authority and present at the time of arrival), anyone can 
park there and disappear into the crowd. No one can find them to enforce the rules, and even then they 
will respond “oh I know, I was just checking on my wife. I wasn’t going to stay long.”, and that only if 
there is actually a paid guard to chase them. 

A Kayak launch is only used for several months of the year. The neighbors should not be treated to 
people parking where they shouldn’t, lighting and screening all winter long. The southeastern sunrise is 
one of the best views we have; we are blocked from the sunset. This view is especially nice in the winter, 
when the sun’s arc is further south. This parking lot will be directly in line with that view from our 
property. Even if the decision is to provide the parking, we do not want screening or lights all year long. 
It is very quiet and beautiful here in the mornings. People already drive down our street and stop in the 
cul-de-sac to look out at the water. The first one comes every day at 4AM. We don’t know why as it’s 
still dark. However, if you provide another location for motorist to stop and stare on the eastern side of 
us, our discomfort doubles.  

For the above reasons, I particularly protest the parking spots and the commercial uses. Because of the 
way this has been downplayed, it may never be reviewed in the future, but rather be accepted as 
something everyone wants and there were no significant adverse effects to the plans. As a state park, 
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these plans will probably not go through our local planning processes for modifications or comments. 
This may be our only chance to protest these items, and therefore, we do officially protest. Most 
concerning is the thought of a developer or private operator pointing out to us in the future that DEEP 
did an EIE and there were no significant negative effects stated. Ours is specific, and should be stated by 
the plan, not just as an addendum comment from a resident. 

Please also note our earlier letter during scoping with similar and additional concerns in the final 
reviews. Our specific comments on the seawall were stated there. I am attaching a copy of that letter 
here, to ensure it’s inclusion in any final plan. 

Thank you, 

Timothy G. Radway 
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
To: "joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net"
Cc: Stephen Lecco
Subject: FW: Comments - Seaside EIE 2017
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:41:46 PM
Attachments: SeasideComments2017_Stocker.pdf

Dear Mr. Stocker,

Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of
Decision for this project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

-----Original Message-----
From: Joel Stocker [mailto:joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:33 PM
To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Comments - Seaside EIE 2017

Dear Mr. Lambert -

Attached are my latest comments to the Seaside Environmental Impact Evaluation.  Please include them for the
record.

Thank you,

Joel Stocker
6 W Strand Road
Waterford, CT 06385
joel.stocker@sbcglobal.net
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Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation    August 25, 2017 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, Connecticut 06106 
Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov 

Dear Mr. Lambert, 

Thank you for the chance to comment on the environmental process and planned use for the Seaside 
property.  As I have written before, my focus is on the coast and shoreline features and how the state 
will manage them as this project develops.  Although my focus is less about the final use of the uplands I 
do prefer the entire property remain public.  Your decision on what to do with the uplands could have 
an indirect impact shoreline management, constraining your options if the buildings are retained.  How 
the buildings are used could also have an impact if a contract with a private source includes 
requirements by the State to maintain or improve the shoreline features.  The demands by the company 
may prove costly if they feel their investment is at risk as sea levels rise.   

Regarding the concept diagrams.  Given the shoreline as displayed on the four option maps I would hope 
you have flexibility with the final design.  In each map, the shoreline features as shown appear 
unrealistic.  From my experience with shoreline studies, and as a neighbor who regularly walks the site, I 
feel many of the concepts as presented will not survive in this high energy environment.  The sandy 
beaches to the west do not exist now and won’t exist, and the tide pools, boardwalks, kayak ramp, even 
the fishing pier, would require continued expensive maintenance to remain viable.  By walking the site, 
observing the damage to hardened structures and noting prior attempts at similar features to the ones 
planned, the consultant who designed the plans should have enough evidence to support the high 
energy model.   

In addition, as mentioned by others in the comments, the placement of the reef balls as shown on the 
maps do not appear functional.  They look painted on by a paint brush tool, as if more a concept than an 
actual design.  Even if they had been placed more appropriately I am not in favor of reef balls, I believe 
they are more feel good than actually good for the environment.  When people talk about designing 
living shorelines they often suggest reef balls, and feel good. 

Regarding the seawalls.  I am in favor of removing rather than repairing the damaged walls and possibly 
the undamaged walls at a future date when funds are available or repairs are required.  I don’t feel 
removal is likely to happen, but there is significant environmental value if the walls were gone.  The 
reflective wave energy off of walls is too great for most natural features.   

Removing the walls would require a change in mindset.  An understanding of the value of shoreline 
habitat and an understanding some erosion will have to take place to make it work.  That a balance of 
both erosion and deposition would be reached if structures are far enough inland from the shore.  In the 
case of Seaside retaining or removing the walls could become a trade-off between saving uplands or the 
shoreline habitat.  A trade-off between costs for continued beach replenishment and protection 
measures, or the up-front cost of removing the wall and allowing some landward migration of the 
beach.  As sea levels rise a choice would have to be made, if the seawalls are retained to protect upland 
structures the features toward the water from the wall would then have to be considered as less 
important and expendable.    

JS-1
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At the last meeting several neighbors on Magonk point voiced concerns about removal of the seawalls 
affecting their homes.  I can understand their view.  To provide protection at Magonk point one option 
may be to move stones from the walls and reuse them to build a north/south protective wall along the 
west border near their lots.  This could provide security in the future if erosion on the State property did 
take place.  A similar design could be considered to the east.  Either way I believe serious erosion is 
unlikely considering the site was relatively stable prior to the construction of Seaside.   

I am also in favor of removing the groins, something I believe would improve the shoreline habitat and 
further restore a balanced dynamic for the entire shoreline area from Magonk point to Harkness Park.  
As with the seawalls I realize removal is unlikely.  It would be a difficult sell, in both the case of the walls 
and groins the benefits of removal are not intuitive.  Several people I have talked to east of the park feel 
they are protected by the groins, when the restriction of historic littoral drift is probably the reason for 
significant erosion along their shoreline.   

While it may be impractical to remove the groins at the very least do not try to improve them, make 
them taller, or fill in the gaps to make a fishing pier or replacement deck.  Even now the longest groin 
reduces wave energy to such an extent the beach behind it has the characteristics of a mud flat.  If 
modified or capped for a fishing pier the result could have an even greater negative effect.   

Thank you for your time.  

Sincerely, 

 

Joel Stocker 
West Strand Rd 
Waterford, CT 

JS-2
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From: Barbara Christen
To: SeasideEIE, DEEP
Cc: Stephen Lecco; Mary Beth Betts; Charles Birnbaum; Linda Bjorklund,; Ann Burton; Helen Post Curry,; Andrew

Dolkart,; Gail Fenske,; Steven Flanders; Hildegard Grob,; Robert W Grzywacz; Sharon Irish,; Jean Velleu and Jim
Law; Ted Lentz; Ann and Bob Nye; Charlie Pankenier,; Marjorie Pearson; Chuck@chuckpost.com; Nancy Stark;
Robert A. M. Stern; Senator Richard Blumenthal; Senator Richard Blumenthal; Julia Carlton; David Collins; Joe
Courtney; Paul.Formica@cga.ct; Lozupone, Alyssa; Kathleen McCarty; Senator Christopher Murphy; John O"Neill;
Abby Piersall; Martha Shanahan; Daniel Steward; Chris Wigren; Rick Rojas

Subject: Re: Comments re: Seaside EIE Report
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 6:03:48 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Dear Mr. Lambert,

Many thanks for acknowledging receipt of our letter. We look forward to hearing about the next stage of planning
regarding Seaside State Park.

Sincerely,
Barbara Christen

Barbara S. Christen, Ph.D.
3423 University Place
Baltimore, MD.  21218-2833
(410) 338-0964
barbara.s.christen@outlook.com

> On Aug 25, 2017, at 5:24 PM, SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov> wrote:
>
> Dear Dr. Christen,
>
> Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of
Decision for this project.
>
> Regards,
>
> Michael D. Lambert
> Bureau Chief
> Outdoor Recreation
> Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
> 79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
> P: 860.424.3030|F: 860.242.4070 |E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov
>
> [cid:image002.png@01D31DC6.F517E3B0]
>
> www.ct.gov/deep<http://www.ct.gov/deep>
>
> Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
> Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.
>
>
>
> From: Barbara Christen [mailto:barbara.s.christen@outlook.com]
> Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2017 11:52 PM
> To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
> Cc: Barbara Christen <barbara.s.christen@outlook.com>; Mary Beth Betts <mbbetts@nyc.rr.com>; Charles
Birnbaum <info@tclf.org>; Linda Bjorklund, <lbjorklund@comcast.net>; Ann Burton <amb6@nyu.edu>; Helen
Post Curry, <hpc@lookllc.com>; Andrew Dolkart, <asd3@columbia.edu>; Gail Fenske, <ggf@msn.com>; Steven
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Flanders <flanderss@earthlink.net>; Hildegard Grob, <hgrob@keelertavernmuseum.org>; Robert W Grzywacz
<robert_w_grzywacz@sbcglobal.net>; Sharon Irish, <slirish@illinois.edu>; Jean Velleu and Jim Law
<jlaw1929@gmail.com>; Ted Lentz <ted@tedlentz.com>; Ann and Bob Nye <annrnye@yahoo.com>; Charlie
Pankenier, <cpankenier@gmail.com>; Marjorie Pearson <marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com>;
Chuck@chuckpost.com; Nancy Stark <nestark@comcast.net>; Robert A. M. Stern <r.stern@ramsa.com>; Senator
Richard Blumenthal <richard_blumenthal@blumenthal.senate.gov>; Senator Richard Blumenthal
<info@richardblumenthal.com>; Julia Carlton <jcarlton@sasaki.org>; David Collins <d.collins@theday.com>; Joe
Courtney <info@joecourtney.com>; Paul.Formica@cga.ct; Lozupone, Alyssa <Alyssa.Lozupone@ct.gov>;
Kathleen McCarty <kathleen.mccarty@housegop.ct.gov>; Senator Christopher Murphy
<senatormurphy@murphy.senate.gov>; Ann and Bob Nye <annrnye@yahoo.com>; John O'Neill
<jjo63@hotmail.com>; Abby Piersall <apiersall@waterfordct.org>; Martha Shanahan <m.shanahan@theday.com>;
Daniel Steward <dsteward@waterfordct.org>; Chris Wigren <cwigren@cttrust.org>; Rick Rojas
<rick.rojas@nytimes.com>
> Subject: Comments re: Seaside EIE Report
>
> Dear Mr. Lambert,
>
> Attached is a letter in support of Option 1/Destination Park, as proposed in the Seaside EIE Report of June 2017.
The group of signatories of this letter and I would like these comments to be reviewed and incorporated into the
Record of Decision about this project.
>
> Thank you.
>
> Sincerely,
> Barbara S. Christen
>
> Barbara S. Christen, Ph.D.
> 3423 University Place
> Baltimore, MD  21218-2833
> (410) 338-0965
> barbara.s.christen@outlook.com<mailto:barbara.s.christen@outlook.com>
>
>
>
>
> <image002.png>
> <2017-08-25_FINAL--DEEP letter re Seaside EIE review.pdf>
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3423 University Place     Baltimore, MD   21218–2833  

 
August 25, 2017 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Michael Lambert 
Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT   06106 
 
Dear Mr. Lambert, 
 
We represent a wide array of concerned citizens from nearby locales in Connecticut as well as many 
other areas of the country, and our backgrounds in American landscape and architectural history, 
historic preservation, real estate development, hospital architecture, and public advocacy have 
informed our position about the pending proposals for Seaside State Park, the site originally built as a 
treatment center for children afflicted with bone and lymphatic tuberculosis. As we have stated in 
previous letters, this site provides a significant historic resource for the State of Connecticut.  
 
We have followed the steps in the review process with interest, and have carefully studied and 
evaluated the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE) of the Seaside State Park Master Plan for 
Waterford, Connecticut. We strongly urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination 
Park. We believe that this option is the best of all five options presented, as it would allow a path to 
creating a jewel of the Connecticut state park system. This option brings together within 
reasonable development parameters the greatest number of positive results economically, 
historically, and aesthetically for the town, state, and region at large. It presents a special 
opportunity for the public in offering both passive and active recreation, along with a lodging 
experience in historic buildings that were designed by the nationally recognized architect Cass 
Gilbert (1859–1934), amid historic open space. Together, all of these elements would be a distinctive 
and special place in New England.  
 
The reasons for our position are many. Most important, the open space of this 36-acre parcel 
situated on Long Island Sound offers exceptional potential to embrace BOTH a distinctive 
landscape AND historic architecture. Option 1/Destination Park makes the most of the site’s 
characteristic features, most notably the variety of coastal and upland habitats combined with the 
historic Cass Gilbert-designed Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and Nurses’ Residence and open space 
(not to mention the duplex residence for staff doctors—designed by New London architect Fred 
Langdon—and the superintendent’s cottage and garage). These buildings and site represent Gilbert’s 
last great essay in campus architecture and planning, before his death in 1934, and just a few years 
before he completed the U.S. Supreme Court in Washington, DC.  
 
The Seaside buildings and the open space itself are economic assets worth much more to the State if 
they are adaptively reused than if they are demolished. It is well documented that historic properties 
add value, which has been substantiated by studies through the Main Street program, the National 
Trust at large, and other historic preservation groups. If the distinctive aspects of the property—in 
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this case, the Gilbert buildings and the open space itself that are integral to the plan—are 
demolished or significantly impaired, the opportunity for economic leverage dwindles 
considerably. The Seaside EIE reports that Option 1/Destination Park could generate $246,000 annual 
local revenue and $642,000 annual State revenue. This option would produce temporary and permanent 
jobs, not to mention the positive impact on the area for related goods and services by the increased 
usership of the Park. Option 1/Destination Park provides the most potential for benefitting the State’s 
park system as a distinctive, one-of-a-kind property, with park land integrated with historic buildings 
and open space, while mitigating traffic and noise impact because it does not propose overdevelopment 
at an unreasonable scale. (Neighbors’ concerns about the lack of buffer between the Seaside and the 
residential area have been mitigated with well-articulated landscaping and lighting plans as well as 
pro-active planning regarding traffic concerns.) Option 1/Destination Park also possesses the virtues 
of minimal and temporary and/or mitigated impact on agricultural soils, water resources, traffic, air 
quality, noise, and light/shadow, as outlined by the EIE report. 
 
By contrast, the only other option that proposes adaptive reuse of the historic buildings—Option 
4/Hybrid Park—is an appallingly poor plan. That plan is not only the most expensive for the State, it 
would also greatly diminish the very qualities that make the Seaside site distinctive and significant. 
Most important, the larger scale of hotel operations in Option 4 would have the greatest negative 
impact in terms of the upland and coastal areas of all five options under review, and Option 4’s 
proposed very high usership would increase traffic significantly to the surrounding neighborhood and 
would make the Seaside property vulnerable ecologically in the long term. Option 4/Hybrid Park 
would require so much surface parking that the oversized parking areas would eviscerate the heart of 
the historic core of the Seaside campus—the wide lawn that stretches west of the Infirmary. The 
second lodge building (or addition to either of the existing Gilbert-designed historic buildings) very 
likely would destroy the viewsheds in the landscape to and from the historic buildings, the coastline, 
and the open space. It would also likely impair the relationship of the historic buildings to one 
another. In essence, Option 4/Hybrid Park proposes an overdeveloped plan—one that, because of 
its scale and articulation, would not realize the State’s goals to restore, preserve, and reuse the 
site’s historic landscape and architecture, and would endanger the very qualities that make the site 
distinctive as well as put the ecological aspects of the site at risk.

Option 2/Ecological Park and Option 3/Passive Recreation Park, along with the unnumbered “No-
Build” option all propose active demolition (Options 2 and 3) of the historic Gilbert buildings or 
demolition by neglect (“No-Build” Park). These are dreadful, misguided options because the State 
would be throwing away a golden opportunity to create a special and distinctive space. 
 
For years, Seaside has existed under the radar. Compared to the high profiles of Gilbert’s Minnesota 
State Capitol (1895–1905), Woolworth Building (1910–1913), and United States Supreme Court 
(1928–1935), among other well-known projects—most of which are located in highly populated 
areas—Seaside is an unsung monument in the town of Waterford and in the State at large. Listed in 
the National Register of Historic Places in 1995, “The Seaside” represents the culmination of many 
themes in Gilbert’s illustrious architectural career. 
  
Completed in the last year of Gilbert’s life, the sanatorium complex serves as a testament to his many 
abilities as a designer and planner. Inventive American Shingle-style, English Victorian, and Queen 
Anne revival elements on the Infirmary and pre-nineteenth-century, French-inspired gable features in 
the Nurses’ Building harken back to his historicist orientation in early residential projects in St. Paul, 
Minnesota, and elsewhere. The plan of the Waterford complex incorporates both Beaux-Arts– and 
picturesque-inspired planning that informed Gilbert’s campus and city plans from Connecticut to 
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Texas. Gilbert’s keen interest in the use of open space and natural vistas at Waterford reminds 
visitors of his successful designs completed in New Haven on the Green and for Oberlin College on 
Tappan Square. Furthermore, the civic scale of Seaside was motivated by his highly regarded state 
capitol designs in Minnesota, Arkansas, and West Virginia, and also the civic center of five Gilbert-
designed buildings at Waterbury, Connecticut, anchored by a city hall that has been historically 
renovated in recent years to spectacular effect. Throughout, Gilbert’s two buildings at Seaside are 
defined by high-quality workmanship—a hallmark of his architectural practice—and a thoughtful 
integration of architecture, planning, and landscape. 
 
Seaside provides a touchstone for the history of twentieth-century public health; the Infirmary is one 
of only three buildings remaining in the state where heliotherapy treatment was utilized, from the era 
before antibiotics were available to treat tuberculosis effectively. The other remaining sanatoria, 
Uncas-on-Thames in Norwich and Cedarcrest in Hartford, were built twenty years before Gilbert’s 
project at Waterford and are not associated with nationally acclaimed designers. Gilbert’s Infirmary 
thus represents a rare building type in the regional and national landscape. The Waterford project, 
moreover, was consistent with his philanthropic activities because of its service to indigent children 
with non-pulmonary forms of tuberculosis. Gilbert took special interest in aiding charities that 
benefited underprivileged youth as well as those with medical challenges, in part because of the early 
death of one of his own daughters.  
 
Seaside Sanatorium also offered a strong connection to his adopted home state. After Gilbert had moved 
East, he acquired a Revolutionary War–era summer house, the Keeler Tavern in Ridgefield, Connecticut, 
where he relished spending time away from Manhattan. For many reasons, Gilbert felt especially strong 
ties to the colonial past of the region. His grave, in fact, lies in Ridgefield not far from this retreat.  
 
The campus’s Gilbert-designed open space and his Infirmary and Nurses’ Building are too 
important to lose. These historic and cultural resources represent key moments in American 
landscape and architectural history on a regional and national level. If demolished or significantly 
impaired, they could never be replaced and the State would lose an economically significant 
resource for the area. They, and the natural resources of the site, should be protected against over-
scaled development, which likely would render significant negative change to the distinctive 
historic open space and architecture of the site as outlined in Option 4/Hybrid Park, which would 
eviscerate the very qualities that make the site special.  

We strongly believe that the Cass Gilbert-designed open space of the site and his historic buildings 
should be saved and adaptively reused in Option 1/Destination Park, because that proposal offers 
the greatest number of economic, historic, and aesthetic benefits within reasonable development 
parameters for the new Seaside State Park in Waterford, Connecticut. 

Sincerely, 

, , Baltimore, MD / former executive director of the Cass Gilbert Projects 
(NY); co-editor of and contributor to Cass Gilbert, Life and Work: Architect of the Public Domain 
 

, New York, NY / former curator of Architectural Collections, New–York 
Historical Society 
 

, Washington, DC / President and CEO, The Cultural 
Landscape Foundation 

BC-1
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, Prescott, WI / former board member, Cass Gilbert Society 

, Prescott, WI / architect; advisor to the Minnesota Capital Area Architectural and 
Planning Board; co-founder of the Cass Gilbert Society 
 

, Washington, CT / Former President, Connecticut Community Foundation 
 

, New Canaan, CT / great-granddaughter of Cass Gilbert; administrator, Woolworth 
Building tours (NY)  
 

, New York, NY / professor, Historic Preservation Program, Columbia University 
 

, Bristol, RI / professor of architecture, Roger Williams University 
 

, Pelham, NY / co-editor of Cass Gilbert, Life and Work: Architect of the Public 
Domain 
 

, Ridgefield, CT / executive director, Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center 
 

, Meriden, CT / vice president, Architecture Studio, DeCarlo & Doll, Inc. 
 

, Urbana/ Champaign, IL / Gilbert scholar and affiliated faculty, School of 
Architecture, University of Illinois 
 

, St. Paul, MN / member, Cass Gilbert Society 
 

, St. Paul, MN / president, Cass Gilbert Society 
 

, Waterford, CT / editor and writer; Waterford, CT, resident 
 

, Waterford, CT / Municipal Historian, Waterford, CT 
 

, Ridgefield, CT / board member, Keeler Tavern Museum and History Center 
 

, St. Paul, MN / president emerita and Newsletter editor, Cass Gilbert Society 
 

, San Francisco, CA / great-grandson of Cass Gilbert; real estate developer 
 

, St. Paul, MN / executive secretary of the Minnesota Capital Area Architectural and 
Planning Board 
 

, New York, NY / J. M. Hoppin Professor of Architecture and former dean, 
Yale School of Architecture; Founder and Senior Partner, Robert A.M. Stern Architects 
 

, St. Paul, MN / co-founder and president emerita, Cass Gilbert Society 
 
 
[continued] 
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cc: 
Richard Blumenthal, U.S. Senator  
Julia Carlton, Associate, Sasaki Associates, Inc. 
David Collins, Staff Columnist, The Day, New London, CT 
Joe Courtney, U.S. Representative, 2nd Congressional District  
Paul Formica, State Senator, 20th Senatorial District  
Alyssa Lozupone, Architectural Preservationist, State Historic Preservation Officer, Hartford, CT 
Kathleen McCarty, State Representative, 38th District   
Christopher Murphy, U.S. Senator  
Robert Nye, Municipal Historian, Town of Waterford 
John O’Neill, Chairman, Waterford Historic Properties Commission 
Abby Piersall, Director of Planning and Development, Town of Waterford 
Martha Shanahan, Health/Environment/Energy Reporter, The Day, New London, CT 
Daniel Steward, First Selectman, Town of Waterford 
Christopher Wigren, Deputy Director, Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation 
 
 
Media cc: 
Boston Globe 
Hartford Courant 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
New York Times 
Washington Post 
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18 August 2017 2014 
 
 
Mr. Michael Lambert 
Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford  CT 06106 
 
re: Seaside Employees Home and Sanatorium, Waterford CT. 
 
Dear Mr. Lambert 
 
I am writing to urge the State of Connecticut to preserve and reuse the magnificent buildings by Cass Gilbert on the 
grounds of Seaside in Waterford.  The Seaside Employees Home and Sanatorium of 1932-34 are important late works by 
one of the nation’s finest architects.  
 
 If this were not reason enough, there are further compelling arguments for restoration and reuse.  The high quality of the 
design and construction speak to the history of concern for public health in the state and nation.  Our firm was lucky 
enough to be involved in a similar restoration and reuse effort here in New York City and I can speak from personal 
experience of the value of such restorations.  The beautiful Richard Morris Hunt building at 891 Amsterdam Avenue was 
built in 1888 as the Association Home for Respectable Aged Indigent Females.  In the early 1990’s the building was in a 
state of near ruin when some very smart people saw its potential and restored it.  Since that time, the building has 
served as the most successful youth hostel in the country.  Our work on the building in 2010 replaced failing masonry 
and slate roofing allowing the building to continue to function as both a vibrant part of the Upper West Side community 
and a powerful reminder of the past.  I believe the Cass Gilbert buildings at Seaside have a similar potential.  
 
If you have any questions or require additional information please do not hesitate to call. 
 
 
Very truly yours, 
 

 
Daniel Allen, Principal 
CTA Architects P.C. 
 
io/DJA 
 

DC-1
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From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
To: Stephen Lecco
Cc: Whalen, Susan; Tyler, Tom; Bolton, Jeffrey
Subject: FW: Seaside Sate Park
Date: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 3:31:39 PM

Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

-----Original Message-----
From: Lambert, Michael On Behalf Of SeasideEIE, DEEP
Sent: Tuesday, August 1, 2017 3:31 PM
To: 'Diana Sullivan' <dcsullivan@snet.net>; SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: RE: Seaside Sate Park

Ms. Sullivan,

Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.
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-----Original Message-----
From: Diana Sullivan [mailto:dcsullivan@snet.net]
Sent: Monday, July 31, 2017 9:51 PM
To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside Sate Park

My concerns:
1. Where is the funds coming from to pay for this project?
2. The fishing pier. What is that cost? Has anybody paid attention to the angry seas at times.  How is a pier going to
hold up. Come down durning a nor'easter in January and take a look at the ocean. A fishing pier I mean really???
3. Who is owner of this so called lodge/hotel?

Thank you

Sent from my iPad

DS-1
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Dear Mr. Colonis, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Dear Ms. Fenske, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project. 
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Dear Ms. Green, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and proposal.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for 
this project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation, Department of Energy and Environmental 
Protection

I have attended most of the meetings since 1999 concerning the future of the Seaside Sanatorium. This 
entire process has been marked with problems, delays and mistakes: starting with the state doing an 
improper job of mothballing the buildings until now the addition of a fourth choice of options at the latest 
meeting in August. 
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Since 2006, I have been pushing for the state to consider a reuse plan to help the disadvantaged (mental, 
physical or economical) in our state in keeping with the original intent of this property. See attachment 
Seaside Proposal for Seaside House. 

I do not know how much the abatement process would cost, but adding that cost onto any proposal seems 
wrong in making the decision about this piece of property. The state will have to do the abatement no 
matter which plan is chosen. By removing that cost and not including all other costs for developers and 
others, what truly is the bottom line for fixing up seaside? 

We, as a state, are not in great need of hotel space, but there is a need for disadvantaged housing (which 
could include veterans) and beach access. I would implore you to consider yet another hybrid plan that 
melds a park with a disadvantaged housing complex. 

Respectfully, 

Deborah Green 
Abutting owner at 9 Woodsea PL

DG-1
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

SEASIDE HOUSE
Proposal

By
Debby Green
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

May 2014

The current zoning being presented to the Waterford Planning and Zoning Commission 
is not in keeping with the stated vision for the town; as per the Waterford 2011 Plan of 
Conservation and Development. Nor is the zoning in keeping with the original intentions 
of the town and state that was put forth when the facility was closed.

Across the country many different living arrangements are being made to accommodate 
many diverse populations. A facility that could accommodate veterans, the mentally and
physically challenged the financially challenged, senior citizens and many others who
need some help would be a better option for this site. Some other possibilities might be a 
hospice center or respite care for family members.

This scenic property on Long Island Sound could be a refuge to many as opposed to 
another privately owned beach.

*************************************

June 2011

Since I first wrote this proposal in 2007 some changes have been made to the property –
buildings have been razed and the debris removed.

In addition to the physical changes, I have learned that the kitchen is not in the building I 
thought it was so a flip flop of the two large buildings would occur.

I also discovered that there is such a thing as a non-profit developer. 

I still believe that this idea is the right answer and would be a very good reuse for the 
building and a wonderful addition to state programs that would catch those individuals 
that fall through the ‘social’ security net of the state.

The savings to the state could be more than millions of dollars:
- Individuals that live in health care facilities cost the state over $100,000 per year 

and there are some that do not need to be there, but due to lack of appropriate 
programs and services are living in these facilities.

- Mental ill persons who do not take their medication and for one reason or another 
end up in the state prisons cost the state over $200,000 per year.

- Individuals who might otherwise become homeless would be able to get a job at 
this facility and avoid being another statistic.

- And so much more.

After rereading this proposal, I still feel it is the right answer for the Seaside Regional 
Center – maybe now more than then due to the economic downturn.

Respectfully Submitted by:

Deborah Green
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

The town of Waterford has refused the offer from the state to purchase a 
33-acre piece of seaside property. According to government officials, the option 
to buy the property goes to a preferred developer. I have a proposal that could be 
a win-win for the state, town and local residents if it is allowed to go forward. I 
acknowledge that my idea is coming to the process late; however, I was not in 
the area when it started. Once the state sells the property, it can not be 
recovered; however, if this idea is allowed to go forward and fails (which I do not 
intend) the state could then sell the property at a later date. And the right answer 
is always the right answer.

My vision for the property is for housing for the disadvantaged.  Like too 
many other states, Connecticut tends to place those who are physically 
handicapped in nursing homes rather than trying to integrate these people into 
the community even though it would be a cost saving measure for the state. 
These people are cast aside, put out of sight and therefore out of mind even 
though many of these people would rather have the opportunity to contribute to 
their own well-being and that of others.

Enclosed please find a copy of my proposal for the use of the Seaside 
property in Waterford, CT and a possible phasing of the project.

The vision is to create a facility/campus that would help Connecticut 
comply with Olmstead's Law and, at some point in time, become a self-sufficient 
nonprofit entity. The target group for residence would be those people who have 
fallen through the cracks of programs already in place for one reason or another. 
They want to work cannot quite support themselves without help, and they are 
not finding that help presently. 

This proposal has been shown to many people. One man’s response (this 
gentleman has MS, is divorced, and is without a means to support himself; he is 
currently on short term disability with no hope of returning to his job): "This is 
definitely a dream, but dreams are what keep us going. It sounds similar to Utopia here 
in Preston, I appreciate your knowledge, and the dream." I hope that for his sake and 
many others like him I can make this vision a reality.

I hope you will consider this endeavor worthy of your support.

Very Respectfully,

Deborah Green 
9 Woodsea Place
Waterford, CT 06385

-1-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

Seaside House Proposal
Disadvantaged Independent Living

I envision Seaside House as a nonprofit organization where people can come to live 
(receiving room and board in exchange for 20 hours of work per week) in a safe 
environment with others. The goal would be at sometime in the future to become self 
sufficient.

The nonprofit organization would be run by a board of directors that would lease Seaside 
from the State, oversee restoration of the buildings and then continue administration once 
the project is occupied.

The first step would be to lease the property from the State. At present there exist 
historical buildings on the property that need work. There are asbestos, lead paint, PCBs 
and ground water contamination. Seaside was built in the early 1900s originally as a 
sanitarium for tuberculosis of the bone. A display set up in the main building could show 
the many uses and transitions the facility has seen. Later the State changed Seaside to a 
regional center run by the Department of Mental Retardation. The state still maintains 
one building with 17 residents on the property, finally shutdown all unused buildings and 
is trying to sell the property. The State and town have explored many options for these 
buildings, but at the present the site has been put into cold storage and allowed to 
deteriorate.

I would like to arrange a long term lease of the 33-plus acres and buildings; my vision 
would be to:

a. Lease Seaside from the State
i. Find a couple to move into the caretaker’s house who would be 

responsible for overseeing the kitchen and grounds maintenance in 
exchange for free rent.

ii. Retain a contractor to renovate the kitchen. 
iii. Renovate one building for dorm usage.

Initial contract with the resident would be for three months;  
at the end of that period, a re-evaluation would occur and 
either the campus or the individual could break the contract
If both parties agree to the contract, the individual would 
move into a more permanent residence.

b. Consider:
i. Zoning would have to be changed before anyone could move in.

ii. Insurance would have to be acquired.
iii. Parks and Recs might put in a public playground.
iv. Possibly the State might set up water access for the handicapped.
v. Access the bus route might be necessary.

-2-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

2. Have people apply to live at Seaside in conjunction with application for work, at 
whatever job needs to be filled. For example, initially probably construction.

a. Based on the needs of Seaside House, work might be that of cook, 
storeroom keeper, driver, etc.

b. Paying the residents in theory; requires also payment of taxes, so that they 
would acquire work credits and benefits.

i. SSI
ii. Health care

iii. Others
3. Realize that as the number of residents increases more of the buildings would 

require renovation.
a. Send some people to training in asbestos removal and working with lead 

paint to cut the costs of that type of work. These skills could then be used 
at Seaside House and future employment. 

b. If resident ants wanted to work more than 20 hours, they would be paid 
accordingly.

4. Require 20 hours of work or chores from all family members over the age of 
three, if families moved in.

a. Children could do 10 hours of homework and 10 hours of something else.
b. Hours or chores would fit the abilities of the worker.

State savings: For each resident that would have been placed in a nursing home at the 
State’s expense; the state will save on average $100,000 per year. If the campus has at 
least 100 of these residents living on Seaside House, the State would save a million 
dollars a year!

-3-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

Expectations

What Seaside House would expect of each resident:
20 hours of work

o If the resident wants to go on vacation, then trading of hours can 
occur

Follow the rules
o Example: One of the residents would like to drink beer while 

watching the football game, but the TV is in a public lounge area. 
The rule is no open alcohol in public spaces; so either the resident 
watches the game without beer, the resident goes to a friend’s 
house to watch the game and drink beer or the resident can go to a 
sports bar and watch the game.

In return the resident would get:
Room & board

o Three meals a day prepared in the kitchen
o Snacks available in the kitchen
o An apartment for the resident with or without family members
o New residents would receive a laundry basket with toothbrush, 

toothpaste, mouth wash, floss, soap, Klinex, linen, comb, brush, 
towel, drink cup, deodorant, etc.

Laundry facilities
Security

o Buildings
o Personal property

Work benefits
o SSI and other taxes would be paid on the twenty hours
o Health Insurance including dental coverage

Of course whatever insurance already in effect may be 
continued.

Routine schedule
Advocacy

o Possibly an on-site social worker
o Possibly employment counseling

Possible Campus Rules
No smoking anywhere on campus
Overnight cars need a special sticker

To obtain sticker 
o proof of insurance
o registration
o driver’s license

No open alcohol in public spaces

-4-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

-5-

Map of Seaside as it Exists Now

Razed

Razed

Razed

Revised June 2011
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

1 Gain approval of the Seaside House Proposal

2 Apply for designation as Non Profit Organization - 301C
Call the campus Seaside House

3 Research and visit other similar organizations

4 Write the by-laws including a mission statement

5 Apply for grants

6 Gather a Board of Directors
Possibilities for board members

Facilitator
Lawyer
Tax accountant
Social worker
Local neighbor
Resident
Grounds supervisor
Kitchen supervisor
Business person
State government representative
Town government representative
Local citizen
Vocational Rehabilitation Program

7 Lease the property from the state
Retain the security service

8 Retain the services of a contractor
Optimal condition would be that the contractor stay through the entire 

project
Have the contractor assess the condition of each of the buildings
Obtain the reports that have been done on the property

-7-

PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHASE
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

9 Bringing the Caretaker's House up to code
Set-up local phone service
Electric
Cable
Water
Sewer
Set up a postal box with the Post Office 

Apartment style, so each resident has his or her own mailbox

10 Hire 12 people - advertise for the jobs needed to be done –construction work
Check references

Move into caretaker's house
Find a group health care plan
Set up hours

Security, cooking, cleaning
Any work over 20 hours/week would be for pay

Set up benefits
Work hours

Employee taxes
Any other taxes to show work credit

Bank accounts
Have car stickers for overnight vehicles

Proof of insurance
Proof of registration

On in take form, note
Emergency contact information
Talents and hobbies
Medical information

11 Set up a security system

Hiring process -8-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

TWO FAMILY HOUSE RENOVATION

1 Bringing the Two Family House up to code
Set-up local phone service
Electric
Cable
Water
Sewer

2 Advertise for occupants
Resident Manager
Food Service 
Supervisor

3 Newly hired people/families to go through hiring process
Upon  approval from the board of directors 

the people can move in to the renovated building

-9-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

PHASE ONE OF CONSTRUCTION

1 Decide which building would be better suited to become a temporary stay building

2 Design the inside to accommodate three apartments

3 Each apartment should have:
Two bunk beds, four locked closets, chairs and reading lights, half bath, 
Temperature control, ceiling fan, desk and folding table and chairs

4 At one end of the building put in a community shower room with a bath tub

5
At the other end of the building establish a community lounge with TV, stereo and 
drink area including hot and cold drinks

6 Set up utilities

7 Move the 12 workers in

8 Advertise and hire a Grounds/Maintenance supervisor to move into the Caretaker's House

Note – This temporary stay building would be used for the initial three month stay until 
the Temporary Resident Buildings is done. After that point, this building could be used 
for family or guests of the residents of Seaside House or the State-owned facility. 

-10-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

PHASE TWO OF CONSTRUCTION

1 Remodel the kitchen with input from Food supervisor
This will be the place where all food is prepared, served and kept
This phase will also include the addition of an office 
          for the Seaside House campus.

2 Get certification to cook and serve food

PHASE THREE OF CONSTRUCTION
Remodel the Temporary Residence

1 Design the changes to include
Laundry room
Supply room
Community lounge
Security desk

Intercom to all rooms
Each apartment

Full bathroom
Living room
Bedrooms - one, two or three

Furnished
Locked storage area

2 Addition of a corridor for security purposes

Note - Initially this will be the permanent residence until the first Permanent Residence is 
done. At that point; this will become the Temporary Residence and the previous 
temporary resident building will become open for guests and families to use.

-11-

Building was Razed
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

PHASE FOUR OF CONSTRUCTION
Building of Public use area

1 Put in walking/running track
2 Put in handicapped playground
3 Build access to beach for handicapped

Outdoor shower
Changing room
Public washroom or handicap Port-a-Potty

4 Public parking
5 Post rules for using the property

No open alcohol in public areas
No smoking
No littering
No overnight parking
No fishing if people are on the beach areas
No feeding the wildlife
Use of the beach and property at your own risk
Public usage stops at sundown
All domestic animals must be on a leash
All domestic animal feces must be picked up by owner

6 Install doggy bag dispenser and trash cans

Notes – It would be hoped that the State would assist in this phase since the area would 
be open to the public. For the playground and track, perhaps the use of shredded 
recycled tires would be appropriate.

-12-
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

Possible Layout for Public Areas

Handicap 
Playground

P
A
R
K
I
N
G
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A C
C   E
H  S

S

Walking/running track

-13-

174



Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

PHASE FIVE OF CONSTRUCTION
Remodeling of the First Permanent Resident building

1 Reception area
Put in Seaside display

2 Apartments
Same as in the temporary residence

3 Laundry room
handicap accessible

4 Storage room

Notes – This building already has the kitchen remodeled and the campus office. An 
elevator needs to be installed or the existing elevator repaired. All entrances need to be 
handicapped accessible.

PHASE SIX OF CONSTRUCTION
Remodeling of old school building

Note – By this time in the project there should be a use for this building: Child care, 
Senior Daycare or a business operated out of it. Examples might be a pet sitting service, 
house painting, yard work, rockwall building, Retreat facility, large rental function room, 
children’s parties, grocery shopping,  a Limo service to the airports or some other non-
profit business to support the campus.

-14-

Building was Razed
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Original proposal written Oct 9 2006
Revised Feb 9, 2010

PHASE SEVEN OF CONSTRUCTION
Remodeling of second permanent building

This would be similar to the first Permanent Resident Building. It’s possible that the 
campus might not need the space yet, but the renovation would go forward for future use.

Note –It would be during this period of construction that exterior architectural features 
would be restored on all historical buildings.

-15-
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August 20, 2017 

Michael Lambert 
Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Envnironmental Protction 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, Connecticut  06106 
Email: DEEP.seasideEIE@ct.gov

RE: Seaside Park, Environmental Impact Evaluation 

Dear Mr. Lambert, 

With the completion of the Environmental Impact Evaluation for Seaside, the State and 
your Department  now face a choice of  which of the Development Options to pursue.  The 
EIE well lays out the advantages and disadvantages of each Option. 

Fortunately, your choice should be easy.  The State is committed by policy to preserving 
historic and cultural resources where feasible.  Seaside, a unique and landmark work of the 
architect Cass Gilbert, is recognized nationally and is important both architecturally and 
culturally for its original use.  The EIE and associated studies have shown that reuse of 
Seaside is eminently feasible.  And the state, home of Gil-
bert as well as a good number of his buildings, has a sig-
nature example of how striking his buildings, restored 
and reused, can be in the restoration of Waterbury’s City 
Hall.

The obvious conclusion is that Seaside should be a desti-
nation park with the existing buildings reused as a hotel/
lodge.  This preserves both the accessible shoreline park 
and the historic resources that give it particular signifi-
cance.  As a smaller facility, its users would produce a 
minimal impact on the neighborhood. 

Connecticut prides itself on its heritage and promotes 
heavily heritage tourism.  We have many preserved his-
toric houses and functioning or adaptively reused com-
mercial and industrial buildings.  But the number of sig-
nature historic, truly public buildings is much smaller.  One that the public, and particular-
ly visitors could experience thought individual use, even smaller still. 

Seaside can and should be a historic resource, repurposed, for our citizens and our guests. 

23 Foster Street        New Haven, CT 06511        203 865 5282 
robert_w_grzywacz@sbcglobal.net 

RWG-1

177



From: Lambert, Michael on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
To: "annrnye@yahoo.com"
Cc: Stephen Lecco
Subject: FW: Seaside State Park EIE
Date: Friday, August 25, 2017 5:26:28 PM

Dear Ms. Nye,

Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this
project.

Regards,

Michael D. Lambert
Bureau Chief
Outdoor Recreation
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127
P: 860.424.3030(F: 860.242.4070 (E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov

www.ct.gov/deep

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment;
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply.

-----Original Message-----
From: Ann Nye [mailto:annrnye@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 12:38 AM
To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside State Park EIE

TO:  Michael Lambert, Bureau Chief,
 Outdoor Recreation, CT DEEP

Dear Mr. Lambert,

I am writing in favor of Option 1/ Destination Park as outlined in the Seaside State Park EIE. This proposal protects
the open space of the coastal park setting for public use and provides an economically feasible plan for preserving
the existing historic structures designed by American architect Cass Gilbert.

The architectural and historic significance of the Seaside site has been well documented by a number of Gilbert
scholars, most notably Barbara Christen, PhD, and many other architects, historians and preservationists nationwide.
The potential for the state to enhance its state park system and national stature through the Destination Park option
seems a golden opportunity with many long term benefits.

I feel strongly that the state of Connecticut has a responsibility to our nation's cultural heritage to preserve the long-
neglected historic buildings at Seaside. The Option 1/ Destination Park offers the best plan to serve both the public
interest and to keep these historic structures extant for generations to come. The other Hybrid 4 Park Option, which
adds an additional hotel building to the site, would be disastrous. This plan would not only compromise the existing
open campus of Gilbert's design, but would have a major negative impact on the environment and the surrounding

AN-1

178



residential neighborhoods.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Ann Nye
Waterford resident

Sent from my iPhone

AN-1
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Dear Dr. Pearson, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail and letter.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this 
project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 

Dear Mr. Lambert - 

 

Attached is a letter in support of Option 1/Destination Park, as proposed in the Seaside EIE Report of June 2017. I would like these 
comments to be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision about this project. 
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Thank you. 

 

Sincerely,  

Marjorie Pearson 

  

Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D. 
1791 Van Buren Ave. 
Saint Paul, MN 55104 
651-644-8836 
marjorie.pearson48@gmail.com 
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Marjorie Pearson, Ph.D. 
1791 Van Buren Avenue 

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55104 
 
 
August 25, 2017 
 
 
 
Mr. Michael Lambert 
Bureau Chief, Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT   06106 
 
Re: Seaside State Park Master Plan for Waterford, Connecticut 
 
Dear Mr. Lambert: 
 
As a past president of the Cass Gilbert Society and current editor of the Cass Gilbert Society 
Newsletter, I urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination Park for Seaside State Park, 
Waterford, Connecticut, as the best means of preserving the architectural and planning legacy of 
Cass Gilbert while providing passive and active recreation for park visitors. While Option 4/Hybrid 
Park would preserve the historic Cass Gilbert buildings, the proposed new construction and increase 
in surface parking would have severe adverse impacts on the historic landscape and the surrounding 
neighborhood. 
 
Option 2/Ecological Park and Option 3/Passive Recreation Park and the “No-Build” Option would 
all result in the demolition of the historic Cass Gilbert buildings, either actively in Options 2 and 3 
or passively by neglect in the No-Build Option. These options should be rejected. 
 
The State of Connecticut has a major opportunity to preserve the open space of the site and the 
historic Gilbert buildings with Option 1, because it offers the greatest number of economic, historic, 
and aesthetic benefits along with reasonable development for the park site. I urge its acceptance. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

 
 
Marjorie Pearson 
 
 

MP-1
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Dear Ms. Stark, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Another comment from today.   
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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Dear Ms. Curry, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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From: Marquez, Brenda on behalf of SeasideEIE, DEEP
To: Stephen Lecco
Subject: FW: Seaside
Date: Tuesday, August 15, 2017 7:55:41 AM

FYI

From: James Law [mailto:jlaw1929@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 14, 2017 5:57 PM
To: SeasideEIE, DEEP <DEEP.SeasideEIE@ct.gov>
Subject: Seaside

Gentlemen:

Please do not destroy Seaside.

Look for an alternative use for this building by this famous architect.
He was THE most prominent architect during the first half of the 20th Century.

Do not destroy. Preserve.

Sincerely,
Jean Velleu
Founder, Cass Gilbert Society
525 Fairview Ave S # 336
St. Paul, MN 55116

JV-1
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Dear Mr. Pankenier, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail.  Your comments will be reviewed and incorporated into the Record of Decision for this project.   
 
Regards, 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 

 

 
 
The Seaside Sanatorium buildings are worthy of preservation for at least three reasons:  
Gilbert made his summer home in Ridgefield for the most productive 
quarter-century of his career as America’s most distinguished architect, 
which included the Sanatorium. 
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The Sanatorium is among Gilbert’s most notable designs for Connecticut 
civic and commercial buildings, century-old structures valued by the 
residents of New Haven, Waterbury, and Lakeville. 

Third, the Sanatorium is an example of Gilbert’s quiet philanthropy, and 
of his ability to unite poetry and practicality in designing for the best 
therapeutic practice of the time. You may want to consult Gilbert authority
Barbara Christen on this score. 
 
Charles Pankenier 
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EIE Comment. 
 
Michael D. Lambert 
Bureau Chief 
Outdoor Recreation 
Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street, Hartford, CT 06106-5127  
P: 860.424.3030 F: 860.242.4070 E: Michael.lambert@ct.gov 

 

Conserving, improving and protecting our natural resources and environment; 
Ensuring a clean, affordable, reliable, and sustainable energy supply. 
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*************************************

MR. LAMBERT: Good evening. I'd like to welcome

everyone to the public hearing for Environmental Impact

Evaluation for the Seaside State Park Master Plan. I'm

Mike Lambert, Chief of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation

for the Connecticut Department of Energy and

Environmental Protection; and I have the good fortune of

administering state outdoor recreation programs across

Connecticut and our state parks, our forests, and our

boating access areas.

Before we start, there's a few people I'd like

to introduce here in the room. Representative Kathleen

McCarty is here, she was here earlier. First Selectman

Dan Steward; Rob Brule, Selectman of Waterford; Bill

Sheehan, Board of Finance; Paul Goldstein, RTM; Frank

Ribas, RTM. I think also Tony Sheridan is here with the

Chamber of Commerce. I think I got all the Waterford

representatives.

PUBLIC SPEAKER: Cheryl Larder, Board of

Finance.

MR. LAMBERT: Welcome. Welcome, Mr. Arnold.

I'd also like to introduce some of my colleagues

here. I'd like to introduce Steve Lecco from GZA

Environmental; Jeff Bolton, Division of Construction

Services; Susan Whalen, Deputy Commissioner for
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3

Environmental Conservation; Tom Tyler, Director of State

Parks & Public Outreach; and then also there in the back

Vinny Messino, Park Supervisor at Harkness Memorial and

Seaside State Parks; and a couple other representatives

from OPM, Paul Hinsch and David Kalafa.

So thank you all for coming.

Our state parks are very diverse offering

outdoor recreation opportunities in a variety of

natural, historic, and scenic settings. Each state park

has its own identity and draws on its share of people to

enjoy what it has to offer. For example, Bluff Point

State Park was established in 1963 to protect and

conserve the shorelines natural beauty and outstanding

natural resources. Gillette Castle State Park was

brought into the park system in 1943 because of its

cultural and historic significance. Kent Falls in

western Connecticut was established as a state park

specifically because of its scenic beauty and resulting

public popularity.

Seaside is a resource that is filled with

natural scenic and cultural significance. The Master

Plan reveals the potential for Seaside State Park, and

we're excited about continuing this process. So those

are some of the people that we introduce earlier.

A little bit about the history of Seaside: In
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September of 2014, Governor Malloy designated Seaside as

a state park, Connecticut's first shoreline park

established in over 50 years. The gently rolling

32-acre park offers a variety of natural landscapes,

acces to Long Island Sound, and scenic vistas offering

an ideal park experience. The park contains seven

nationally registered historic buildings designed by the

famed architect Cass Gilbert. The design of the

buildings and campus were based on the once-favored

principles of heliotropic healing in the treatment of

children with tuberculosis. The Seaside Sanatorium

opened its doors in 1934 and operated for several

decades. Seaside was repurposed twice: in 1959 as a

geriatric hospital and again in 1961 as a residential

institution for the developmentally disabled, which

remained in operation until 1996. Since 1996, there has

been a variety of public private development options

considered to utilize the property.

So the Master Plan kicked off in December of

2014 with the first public information meeting being

conducted right here at town hall. In addition to the

first information meeting, the Master Plan firms of

Sasaki & Associates and Oak Park Architects lead a

series of three open houses in an effort to hear ideas

and suggestions from the public on the development of
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the Master Plan. A social media campaign, a website,

and two online surveys also served as platforms for

soliciting public feedback. In total, approximately 400

people attended the public meetings and over 1,300

people responded to online surveys. In addition, PKS

Consulting conducted a feasibility study of the historic

buildings to determine the market for the adaptive

re-use of the buildings as a state park lodge.

At the completion of the Master Plan process, we

identified the range of preferred alternatives for the

park's future based on public input. Now in this

current phase we're conducting an Environmental Impact

Evaluation in order to analyze potential environmental

impacts that may be created by the various project

alternatives. Approximately 40 people attended the

public scoping meeting last August and 86 comments were

received. So tonight is the public hearing phase of the

Environmental Impact Evaluation, and we appreciate your

participation and welcome your comments.

So now I'm going to turn the presentation over

to Jeff Bolton, Supervising Environmental Analyst for

the Division of Construction Services, who will give you

an overview of tonight's public hearing.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you, Mike.
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Hi. My name is Jeff Bolton. I'm with the

Department of Administrative Services.

Before we get into the full presentation

tonight, I just want to go through a couple housekeeping

items. Just to remind everybody, that in the event of

an emergency, take a look at the exits in case we had to

leave quickly.

A couple of things: On the back table, there is

a sign-in sheet. If you care to speak, please, sign

your name. We'll go through that list later on after

the presentation, and we will turn it over to you to

comment on whatever aspects of the EIE you would like to

provide to us.

We would like to limit the speaking, at least

for the first round, same as last time, to three

minutes. Then if you have more to say, we ask that you,

please, wait until everybody has had a chance to speak;

and then you can come back for an additional about five

minutes. We will keep a close tab on the time. There

are a lot of people that have already signed up to

speak, so we want to make sure that everybody has an

opportunity to say what they want to say.

So just to reiterate, there are many ways to

provide public comments to us. Obviously, tonight

verbally we are recording it. The stenographer is here.
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7

But also there's written comments that can be provided

to us tonight. There's sheets on the back table.

Again, if you want to handwrite comments to us, you can

either mail those in or hand it to me after the meeting.

But we also the contact information at the end of the

presentation for e-mail and the address to send it to

Mike Lambert and they will run through -- excuse

me -- that information will get to us and our

consultants as far as to review those comments.

The purpose of tonight's meeting: Tonight's

meeting is not to get into a back and forth of question

and answer. This is really an opportunity to hear your

comments on the EIE; and, hopefully, you've had a chance

to review it or to look it over or parts of it. So

tonight is to hear your comments on that, on the work

that GZA has done and we have done. So it's not to

answer questions and go back and forth.

We also want to just let everybody know that

when we get to the public comment period we ask that you

be respectful, be respectful of the process, of each

other, and of the allotted time. We definitely want

tonight's hearing to proceed in an orderly fashion; so

with that we definitely ask that you, please, respect

the time.

Okay. The CEPA process, it's been around since
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1973. It governs state actions versus local actions,

and CEPA really is a decision-making tool or

decision-making process. So no final decision has been

made regarding the implementation of the Seaside Master

Plan. Those are the General Statutes that govern the

CEPA process. It also has regulations that accompany it

in the statutes. Various types of state actions trigger

CEPA based on the size and scope of a project or

potential impact. In the case of Seaside, the triggers

are the impact to historical resources and the potential

change in use. So that kicked off the public scoping

process that we did over a year ago and lead to this

EIE.

The DEEP is the sponsoring agency. It's their

Master Plan; and DAS, we're a participating agency. So

CEPA does allow public involvement. There's two

important phases. We've obviously held the public

scoping process last August; and now this is the public

hearing on the EIE.

So this is the flowchart of the CEPA process in

general. As you can tell, the public scoping started on

August 2, 2016, last year; and it ended on September 1st

with the public scoping meeting here last August 24th.

During that -- after that process we actually reviewed

your comments. We worked with GZA to develop the EIE.
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The EIE was published on June 20, 2107; and tonight's

the public hearing on that. We did extend the public

comment period to August 25, 2017; so it's up there on

the slide.

And after this process, after the public comment

period, we will review all the public comments and the

agency comments that come into us; and we will prepare

responses to substantive comments. And then the agency

will make a final decision, package everything up into

what we call a "record of decision." And then that gets

submitted to OPM for their determination as to how well

we did as far as immediacy of process but also in the

analysis and addressing concerns and comments that the

public make.

So going forward you can follow the project

using the DEEP website. It's specific for Seaside.

That's www.ct.gov/DEEP/Seaside. That's -- you'll find

the EIE up there, but you'll find any subsequent

information up there like the record of decision and

OPM's determination.

So with that I'd like to turn it over to Steve

Lecco so he can go over some highlights of the EIE.

MR. LECCO: Thank you, Jeff. My name's Steve

Lecco, Senior Project Manager with GZA GeoEnvironmental,

and I'm going to go through the presentation tonight.
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It's a little bit long; and I'll try to make it as short

as possible, but we are analyzing four alternatives. We

have analyzed four alternatives. I want to make sure we

get a good summary for you folks because we know the EIE

document is quite lengthy.

The purpose of the project is to implement the

Master Plan which was developed by DEEP, in conjunction

with their consultants Sasaki and Oak Park, and to fully

incorporate Seaside into the State Park system. And

there's a recognizing need for additional public access.

Only 27 percent of Connecticut's coastline has public

access. And as many of you know, the attendance at the

state parks this year has been very, very high which

underscores the need for more coastal parks for the

state.

The Master Plan identified a shortage of

amenities, some of which can be addressed at Seaside

including multi-use trails for hiking, car-top boating,

fishing, various waterfront activities -- beach combing,

picnicking, etc. -- and wildlife observation.

The goal of the project is to promote and

improve recreation and public access to Long Island

Sound and to restore, preserve, and reuse historic

assets where feasible. Also we looked to preserve and

improve the sites ecology and habitat where it makes
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sense and to create an implementation of an operating

plan that is financially feasible. And, of course, we

have and continue to engage the public, you, in helping

to shape the future of Seaside. Many of you, of

course -- all of you probably know where the site is, 36

Shore Road on Long Island Sound, west of New London and

Groton, east of Old Lyme and Niantic, south of

Uncasville and Chesterfield. Access is via I95 or 395

to Route 156 and to Route 213, Great Neck Road to Shore

Road.

The site is 32 acres. It's level to gently

rolling topography, and it's nestled primarily within a

residential community. The only nonresidential property

is the DDS facility, Department of Development Services

facility, on the corner. That's not part of this

project. There are seven historic buildings, all on the

National Register of Historic Places. We have existing

seawall. We have several groins emanating from the

seawall, five pocket beach areas. And one thing to

note, there is also a town waste water pump station

here, which is actually owned by the town, which is used

for sewer transmission.

These are the historical structures on the site.

Many of you know them. This is the sanitorium, also

known as the main hospital building, and then the
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nurses' residence. These two structures are the prime

structures on the site. Other structures include the

renovated garage building -- which is near Shore

Road -- superintendent's residence, a duplex residence,

and a duplex garage, which are all on the western corner

of the property. There's also a pump house near the

renovated garage. That's also an historic restructure.

All these structures were designed by Cass Gilbert,

famous architect, who designed, among other buildings,

the Woolworth Building and the U.S. Supreme Court in the

1930s.

The natural resources on site are many. There

are mapped eelgrass beds off shore. Within and

extending outward from the groins, as I mentioned,

several pocket beaches of varying size and character.

Some patches of dune grass are contained within some of

those pocket beaches. There is a natural diversity

database area, which is this polygon here. What that

means is that there are known rare species either within

the property or in close proximity to the property that

would have to be dealt with during the permitting phase

of the project. There are two freshwater streams on

site that carry storm drainage as well as ground water

through the seawalls at several points. And there are

some woodlands up here in the upper northwest corner of
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the site; but the area is primarily lawn and a few

ornamental trees along the main drag, Seaside Drive.

Existing water resources, I mentioned a few.

There's, you know, the brooks that come down through the

seawall. But in terms of flooding, a portion of this

site is within the FEMA flood hazard zone. What we have

is the VE16 zone, which means the velocity zone, which

goes basically up to the seawall. What that means is

that that's the area that's subject to wave and storm

surge action, and it's regulated as such. Anything

that's built in that area would have to conform to FEMA

standards.

We have the AE12 zone. 12 is the

elevation -- denotes the elevation of a 100-year flood

under a 100-year flood condition. The water would rise

to Elevation 12. The existing ground there is about

elevation -- anywhere between Elevation 6 and 7. That's

also regulated by FEMA.

Then we have Zone X, which is most of the rest

of the property, which is a 500-year flood which is a

less frequent flood.

The infrastructure on site is extremely complex,

as you can see from this diagram. What I can tell you

is that most of the utilities on site are not currently

functioning or being used. The one takeaway here is
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that the waste water pump station is active, and there

is a sewer and gravity main that emanates from that

along this portion of the site basically parallel on the

seawall and also running up through this portion of the

site as well. There is a water line that runs alongside

Seaside Drive that feeds this waste water pump station,

which is owned by the town. The rest of the utilities

are pretty much abandoned water lines, storm water

lines, electric utilities, etc. There are three

underground storage tanks which remain on site, which

will be removed by DEEP.

Now, the alternatives that we evaluated in the

EIE consisted of four, what we call, build

alternatives: the Destination Park, the Ecological

Park, Passive Recreation Park, a Hybrid Park. And then

we also look at no action, which is basically leaving

the park the way it is now and continuing to operate it

as it is today. Those are the alternatives that were

evaluated, and I'm going to go through each one of them;

and I'm going to hit the highlights of each. So,

please, bear with me.

Now, environmental elements of CEPA, these are

the things we evaluate in the CEPA document. A lot of

the same things that you would evaluate if you were

being at, you know, a zoning application or an
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inland-wetlands or coastal permitting application. And

we divide them into three categories: physical,

natural, and socioeconomic.

The physical environment consists of things like

noise, light shadow, traffic, utilities, storm water,

aesthetics, cultural resources, etc.

Natural environment, things like air quality,

geology, soils, water resources, floodplains, wetlands,

etc., protected species, wildlife.

Socioeconomic, we also look at that part of the

environment. Land use, state and local plans, economic

impacts, whether or not the project is within a low

minority income population in accordance with the

Environmental Equity Act.

So those are the things that we look at and have

been covered in the EIE. Now, those elements in the

yellow are the ones that, based on your public scoping

comments and based on your professional expertise, we

believe that those needed to be addressed more than some

of the other items; so these are the things I'm going to

focus on tonight.

First up is the Destination Park. And Jeff has

a blown-up version of that over there. It might be

easier for you to read.

The Destination Park alternative is a
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combination of park lodging and passive and active

recreation as well as ecological enhancements.

Lodging would be -- would consist of 70 rooms,

which would be mostly within the two main buildings,

those two. Okay. There would also be event space

associated with one or both of those buildings. And

this plan calls for approximately 250 parking spaces to

accommodate park use as well as hotel use.

Other features of this alternative include a

boardwalk, tide pools, meadow areas, a fishing pier atop

the existing groin that's out there, kayak launch along

the shoreline. And in order for this coastal work to

happen, this seawall which runs pretty much parallel

with the shoreline would have to be reconfigured.

Now, this alternative does call for a breaching

of the seawall at certain locations in order to create

some coastal meadow areas; so that seawall would be

reconfigured, and there would also be a few openings to

allow -- to allow, you know, the tide to come in and

flood some of these areas in order to create a coastal

meadow environment.

The impact of this alternative on the physical

resources, we focused on traffic because, you know,

people are -- a lot of people are concerned about

traffic, so we did a traffic study. And it was based on
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uses that are being proposed and 250 parking spaces in

the interior of the site. The existing drive would be

used for access. And we estimate there would be an

additional 710 vehicle trips per day to and from the

site; so 710 represents a trip to and a trip from the

site. So if you come, stay at the park, and leave,

that's two trips. In the a.m. peak hour, that would be

24 vehicles; and in the p.m. it would be higher. It

would be around 52 vehicles.

So on this slide over here, these are the

intersections that we evaluated. It was based on

existing travel patterns to Seaside and the areas that

could potentially be affected. Okay. And when we

analyze intersections we look at -- we grade them

basically like a report card, A through F: A being a

free flow condition where drivers feel no restrictions

all the way to F which is a forced flow, basically stop

and go, extreme delays, gridlock basically. And in

traffic engineering a level of service D or better is

considered acceptable and would not necessarily warrant

any traffic improvements to mitigate.

So other things we looked at include noise. And

for this alternative, because we've got a hotel use,

we've got, you know, more intensive land use here.

There would be an increase in noise from vehicles,
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utilities -- such as, HVAC systems on those buildings,

depending on which type of system is chosen -- and just

park visitors, and hotel patrons. There could be some

evening activities associated with this alternative

because there would be event space for the hotel. But

the project would need to comply with current state and

local noise ordinances, and that is they both mirror

each other in terms of decibel readings: 55 decibels

during the daytime and 45 decibels at nighttime. Those

are the current standards for noise.

There would also be potential light impact.

There would be increased lighting for hotel and park

usage, but those lights would be downward directed light

to minimize light trespass and sky glow; and where

appropriate vegetation screening would be installed,

which would be needed potentially for some of the

parking -- near some of the parking areas because of

headlights.

In terms of aesthetics, certainly the buildings

would be improved. The exteriors would be renovated.

The interiors would be improved back to use. And there

would be no viewshed impacts. The site -- you would

still have the same views, the neighbors, to Long Island

Sound as they have now except that the buildings would

be in much better condition; so in that respect it's a
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positive impact.

We also looked at cultural resources. We know

the buildings are historic. That's been well

documented. But we also look at the property, and we

did some investigation of potential archeological

habitats. A lot of the site initially was thought to

have high potential for archeological artifacts. We did

a Phase 1 study, and we narrowed that down to some of

these areas here. And then we did a Phase 1B study and

found that these areas were disturbed; but that these

areas still have soils that pretty much remain intact

and have the potential for containing historic and/or

prehistoric artifacts. So any work that's done for this

alternative or any of the alternatives, any subsurface

work -- grading, planting trees, trails, etc. -- there

would need to be additional investigation to see if

there are actually artifacts there that need to be

preserved.

The seawall, although it's not on the National

Register of Historic Places, does have historic

significance. It was built in the '30s during the

Roosevelt era by the Civilian Conservation Corps, and

it's likely a significant contributor to the historic

character of the property.

And in terms of natural resources we have on the
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site, we have wetlands that would require, one, improve

stream crossing. We would create some wet meadows near

the seawall which would be an improvement and a habitat

that currently doesn't exist there. In terms of

floodplain impacts, the seawall reconfiguration, as I

mentioned before, would create a breach at several

locations in order to create some of those coastal

meadow areas; and that could result in increased

shoreline erosion and flood levels along the southern

portion of the property. But overall, in terms of

ecology, there would be an enhancement of existing

coastal resources and inland resources as well.

Permitting would be required to implement of lot

of these activities, particularly along the

shoreline: the fishing pier, the creation of coastal

meadows and tidal pools, and the wetland crossing for

the road here.

State and federally protected species, there are

known protected species known to be on site; but there

are some in adjacent areas, particularly to the east.

We've identified potential habitat for some organisms

such as the brown thrasher, which is a shrub-loving

bird; tiger beetle, which likes the sand; a couple of

moth species; sandworm which are beach species that like

the sandy environment. And this alternative would
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improve habitat potential for most of these species.

However, some of the increased erosion that would occur

as a result of the seawall breaching could alter the

habitat for some of these species, particularly those

dependent on the sand environment. DEEP is committed to

conducting plant surveys at Seaside in the summer to

confirm if -- you know, see if these species are in deed

located on the property. And, if so, mitigation would

be incorporated into the design if those species are

found.

Socioeconomic impacts, this project is

estimated -- the estimated construction cost -- this is

a gross estimation based on concept at this point -- is

about 39 1/2 million dollars. And using that number and

the proposed uses associated with this alternative, we

did an economic impact study; and we determined that, in

terms of construction, it would be about 300

construction jobs created as a result of this project.

And then operationally, mostly associated with the

hotel, there would be 51 permanent jobs.

The total -- now, these other items, output and

earnings really deal with -- it's important to remember

a couple things. We look at the direct impact of the

project; that is, the amount of money that's put into

the economy. For example, just building the buildings
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or doing stuff like that, that's the direct, you know,

cost of doing that, is the direct impact. Then there's

the indirect impact which is a multiplier effect which,

you know, if you're building a building and you need

bricks, then you got to buy them from somebody, a dealer

who deals in bricks. They take those profits. They

spend that money. Okay. That's called a multiplier

effect, so it's not just the money spent directly. It's

also indirect. And also the induced impact which deals

with what we call "household spending." People that are

working there -- you know, they have more money to spend

so that money goes into the economy. So these numbers

in terms of the output and earnings presented here and

in the other alternative is a culmination of the direct

impact, indirect, and induced.

So the total output for the project would be 60

million dollars in construction and about 5 1/2 million

dollars operationally on an annual basis. Total

earnings for workers' wages could be 16.99 for

construction and about 1 1/2 million per year annually.

Okay. And revenue -- local revenue would be

approximately $246,000 annual; and the state revenue

would be about $642,000 annually. And now

we're -- that's the Destination Park, lodging, passive,

and active recreation.

321



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

07:41:46PM

07:41:50PM

07:41:54PM

07:41:58PM

07:42:03PM

07:42:08PM

07:42:13PM

07:42:18PM

07:42:24PM

07:42:27PM

07:42:29PM

07:42:33PM

07:42:38PM

07:42:41PM

07:42:46PM

07:42:51PM

07:42:57PM

07:43:01PM

07:43:05PM

07:43:08PM

07:43:12PM

07:43:17PM

07:43:21PM

07:43:25PM

07:43:30PM

23

The second alternative was the Ecological Park.

In this alternative the historic buildings would be

demolished. The foundations would be filled and the

wall outlines would be retained, if feasible. This is

being done at a lot of parks now where the actual walls

of the structures remain as historic remnants of the

site. There would be parking for 90 cars at a visitor

center which would be this renovated garage which would

be converted to a visitor center. He 90 spaces would be

near the road.

Under this alternative we have grassland meadows

and woodlands that would be enhanced on site. Woodlands

here. Grasslands in these areas and some meadows as

well. The seawall would be removed -- completely

removed under this alternative, but these groins would

be retained. And with this alternative there would be a

fishing pier created on top of the existing groin and a

kayak launch located on the shoreline.

Now, in terms of traffic, this project obviously

has -- this alternative rather has less because we only

have 90 parking spaces. As with all the alternatives,

the existing driveway would be the main access. In

terms of additional traffic, you're talking about 148

additional vehicles per day, which is five vehicles in

the a.m. peak hour and 9 vehicles in the p.m. peak hour.
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And all of the intersections would operate at acceptable

levels of service. These -- the traffic generation is

very minor under this alternative.

In terms of noise, there would be a minor

increase in noise from vehicles and there -- but there

would be increased site usage. We would be providing

more parking than currently exists there now. But again

the project would comply with the current state and

local noise ordinances.

In terms of light, that impact would be minor;

but there would be some lights above and beyond what's

currently out there now required for park safety during

the dawn and dusk hours. That lighting, again, would be

downward directed to minimize light trespass and sky

glow; and vegetation screening would be provided as

appropriate when we get further into the design of the

project.

In terms of aesthetics, those historic buildings

would be demolished; so that would have a negative

effect on the historic character of the site. But

there's always another side. There would be increased

viewshed of Long Island Sound for many neighbors because

those buildings block some views of Long Island Sound

for some of the neighbors. So better views but loss of

historic character of the site.
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And I'm not going to go into too much detail

because I already said this before; but any work done on

the site over the west side that involves digging or

grading would have to undergo a Phase 2 archeological

study to see if there are any artifacts there. But the

historic seawall being removed also is a negative

historic impact associated with this alternative.

In terms of impacts to natural resources and the

ecology of the site, the nature trail that would be

created -- okay -- would span stream in three new

locations; so those would have to be designed to

minimize impacts and to convey proper flows. The

seawall removal increase -- would increase shoreline

erosion and flood levels; and I'll talk about that in

the next slide.

In terms of ecology, there would be an overall

enhancement of inland natural resources in the

terrestrial environment here. There would be some loss

or repositioning of the coastal beach and some of the

dune grass areas because of that coastal erosion which

would increase. And permitting would be required for

both seawall removal and the wetland crossings

associated with the trail.

And in terms of shoreline erosion, I don't know

if -- if you hark back, if you can remember the previous
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slide where I showed the existing FEMA flood zones, here

we have the velocity zone. Waves and storm surge have

an effect, and that stopped at the seawall previously.

If we remove the seawall, that velocity zone comes into

the site, and it's highest here at this particular

location. So this area which was well protected would

now be eroded and scoured out.

The flood levels, in terms of the area of a

100-year flood would be roughly the same, but the level

would go up. So where this was an 80/12 before, where

the flood would go up to elevation 12, under this

alternative it would go up another flood elevation, 13.

PUBLIC SPEAKER: That's the same for the

Destination Park too because you're removing seawall

there too.

MR. LECCO: It would be. It would be similar,

not exact, but it would be similar.

In terms of economic impact, the Ecological Park

alternative, the construction cost is estimated around

8.3 million dollars. There would be relatively minor

economic benefit with respect to construction and

employment; and the primary economic benefit is from

tourism generated from the recreational activities that

would be arriving at the site, mostly passive

recreation.
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It's important to note that the town, which

receives pilot money payment in lieu of taxes, money for

the state property now, there would actually be a

decline in pilot money of approximately 20 percent

because the property would be devalued because we no

longer have the buildings there. So that's a rough

estimate of what that decline would be.

And the state revenue generated from the site

would be about $83,000 annually.

Okay. Two down, two to go.

Passive Park. So the Passive Park is as close

to what's out there now as any of these alternatives.

Under this alternative we would have parking of about 90

spaces near Shore Road. There would be a walking trail

around the site. Picnicking areas would be provided.

The open lawn area would be created and enhanced with

some other grasslands. The seawall would stay and would

just be repaired. There are some areas of the seawall

that are in poor condition. Overall the seawall is in

good condition, but there are some areas that need to be

repaired; and that would be done under this alternative.

This alternative does not have a fishing pier. So, as

you can see, it's very similar to what's out there now.

And this alternative would have to same impact

in terms of traffic as the Ecological Park alternative
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primarily because it's very similar; and we're providing

the same number of parking spaces, 90 parking spaces.

So 148 additional vehicle trips a day; 5 in the a.m.

peak hour, 9 in the p.m. peak hour. And all of these

intersections would operate at a good level of service.

And impacts to the physical resources, slight

increase in noise from increased park usage. Again, we

would comply with state and local noise ordinances.

There would be a minor increase in lighting required for

safety reasons. Downward directed lighting to minimize

light trespass and sky glow. Vegetation screening as

needed particularly in the parking areas.

In terms of the aesthetics, loss of the

buildings would certainly be a negative effect on the

historic aesthetics of the property; but, again, there

would be increased viewsheds of Long Island Sound for

some of the neighbors.

Cultural resources, the same. The western side,

any of the trail work that's proposed would have to

undergo Phase 2 archeological study to see if there are

any artifacts of significance there.

In terms of wetlands, this alternative does not

propose any new wetland crossing, just using the

existing ones.

In terms of floodplains, there would be no
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impact. The FEMA flood zone would stay the same because

the seawall would still remain and be repaired.

And in terms of the ecology of the site, there's

an overall enhancement of freshwater resources on the

site and improvement in lawn habitat actually by

creating some unique grassland habitats. Permitting

would be required for some of the trail work because it

does go near the wetlands and streams.

Again, this alternative does not have a huge

economic impact. Employment would be about 17

construction jobs created and really only about three

operational jobs under this alternative. Economic

output would be 4 million for construction and 100,000

for operational annually. Earnings from employment

would be .9 million for construction and then

operationally about $40,000 a year. Again, because of

the buildings are -- are being removed the

local -- there would be a local decline in tax revenue

from this alternative of roughly 21 percent; and the

state would receive $83,000 annually in revenue.

The last alternative is the Hybrid Park. Okay.

And this combines the elements of the three other

alternatives. The builds would be retained. The

seawall would be repaired in its current configuration.

There would be lodging for about 100 rooms. In
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addition, in order to make 100 rooms financially

feasible, study determined that there would be another

15,000 square foot of additional space required, some

already on site. And those are denoted by these numbers

with the prefix 20, so 20a, 20b, 20c. Those are

potential locations for a 15,000 square foot building;

and this is roughly the size of a 15,000 square foot

three-story structure. We don't know how many stories

it would be now, but that would be roughly the size. So

that's an additional building that would have to be

constructed on the site.

This alternative also has a perimeter trail like

many of the others. There are many enhancements of the

outdoor environment, increasing the coastal woodland

habitat, increasing the grassland habitat.

This alternative also calls for installation of

oyster reefs along some of these gray areas, and those

were evaluates in the EIE as well.

Also we have a fishing pier. We would have a

fishing pier and a kayak launch. No boardwalk, but

there would be a series of trails connecting the road

system to the shoreline.

In terms of traffic, this alternative

would -- because it would have more parking spaces and

more hotel rooms -- 270 to 290 parking spaces on site.
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The existing driveways are wide enough to accommodate

that traffic. There would be about 1,040 vehicle trips

per day additionally over what's there today; 53 vehicle

trips in the morning, and then 78 vehicle trips in the

p.m. peak hour. Running the analysis, all of these

intersections would still operate at acceptable levels

of service under this scenario.

With noise, there would be increased noise from

the vehicles and the utilities associated with the

buildings, park, and hotel patrons as well as evening

activities because, as with the destination alternative,

there would be event space associated with this and

that -- you know, the project would have to comply with

state and local noise ordinances.

Lighting, again, there would be increased

lighting required for hotel and park usage. Downward

directed lighting to minimize trespass and sky glow and

vegetating screening where it would be needed.

In terms of aesthetics, the viewsheds, the

facades of the buildings would be improved. The

additional 15,000 square foot building could obstruct

views of Long Island Sound depending on its final

design. These locations which have been suggested in

the EIE minimize that. We did a viewshed analysis to

determine where the least impact would be. So those
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locations would have the least impact as shown here.

In terms of cultural resources, the historic

buildings would be renovated, so that's a positive for

the site. The historic seawall would be repaired, and

further archeological studies would be needed on the

west side as with all the other alternative for some of

this work for the trail work and some of the planting of

these trees as well.

In terms of natural resource impacts, there

would be one new and two improved stream crossings which

would need to be permitted and would minimize the

wetland and stream impacts. And there would be creation

of a wet meadow area behind the seawall. There

currently is one there now, but that would be expanded

upon; so that would be a positive benefit for the

wetlands and wildlife on the site.

In terms of floodplains, there would be no

change in the flood area or the levels or the flows

because the seawall would remain as is.

In terms of ecological habitat along the

coastline, there would be overall enhancement of coastal

resources; but permitting would be required for all

these coastal improvements as well as stream crossings.

As I said before, there are no protected species

known to be on site; but there is potential habitat for
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some of those species which are going to be evaluated

further this summer which is the appropriate time for

looking for many of these species, particular the

plants. And if those species are found, then impact

mitigation will be addressed during the design phase.

In terms of economic impact, this alternative

has the highest economic impact of all four of the

building alternatives we looked at. It would create

approximately 347 construction jobs and then 75

operational jobs mostly as a result of the lodging

that's associated with this alternative. Output and

earnings would be the highest of all the alternatives;

and in terms of revenue, it's estimated that the town

would receiver $325,000 annually from this alternative

and the state would receive about $900,000 annually.

All right. Thanks for bearing with me. I

appreciate your time. And I'm going to turn it over to

Jeff who's going to take us through the last couple

slides and then comments.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you, Steve, and thank you all

for staying through all that. That was a lengthy

presentation, but we had to get through it.

So just to kind of reiterate a little bit of

what I talked about before about the CEPA process,

again, the CEPA -- the next step in the process is to,
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again, solicit public and agency comments. So tonight

we're receiving verbal comments and, again, some written

comments if you'd like to submit tonight. But you have

until the 25th of August to submit via e-mail, mail, or

fax to us your additional comments especially -- after

tonight's presentation don't feel like you have to give

us comments if you have a lot of idea or a lot of

thoughts. You still have time to put that on -- you

know, to actually write it out and to review the

document here at the town hall or at the library or

online.

Once we receive all your comments after the 25th

of August, we prepare the record of decision. And,

basically, in that document will be the decision about

how to implement the steps going forward for the

project. But there will be a section on response to

your comments. So the comments that are received, you

know, during this public process, during this public

comment period, we address them. Also from state and

federal agencies, if they submit comments too, we also

have to respond to them. And then we also identify the

preferred alternative. We package that up and the

record of decision. That gets submitted to the Office

of Policy and Management. Then they make the

determination as to how adequate we did in terms of the
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analysis, addressing your comments, and to the whole

process in general.

So, again, this is how -- where to send your

comments to. Again, Michael -- we spoke earlier that

there's a fax number up there. There's an e-mail.

Obviously, we prefer e-mail, but that's not the only way

to submit comments.

Again, just to go through the -- the -- a little

bit of the ground rules again for the public speaking

period that we're about to enter right now. Again, the

sign up sheet is in the back. I'm going to grab that in

a minute, so get a chance to sign up. We will limit

speaking to three minutes. The goal is to allow time

for everyone who wishes to speak to have that time. If

you wish to say more and if you have -- you'll have an

opportunity afterwards after everyone's had a chance to

speak to speak for roughly additional five minutes if

you need that.

When speaking, we have that you identify

yourself and where you live. You don't have to be a

Waterford resident to speak, but we'd just like to know

if you're local or not. We ask that if you wish to make

a comment on a topic someone has already spoken about

that you briefly state that topic is also a concern of

yours. So if someone spends a good, you know, two or
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three minutes talking about a specific issue and you

have the same issue, just let us know that you have

similar viewpoints but you don't necessarily need to

reiterate everything that someone else has spoken to.

Again, there are a variety of ways to submit

comments. We already talked about that.

We'd also ask that when someone is speaking

that -- please, refrain from interrupting so that we can

hear them and also the recorder can hear the speaks.

Again, tonight -- the purpose of tonight's

hearing is not to get into a back and forth about

specifics or to ask questions. We're here to hear your

comments on the EIE. We can clarify information in the

presentation that we gave. We can go back to a specific

slide if that helps you or if you missed part of that

discussion during the presentation; but, again, this

forum is to hear your comments on the EIE.

And when we get to the public comment period,

again, we ask that you be respectful of the process,

each other, and of the allotted time.

I believe we do have some public figures who

would like to speak first; so with that I'm going to

grab the list. And then if -- we have State

Representative McCarty who would like to speak first.

You can come up here.
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MS. McCARTY: Thank you. Thank you very much.

First of all, I would like to recognize and thank DEEP

for being here this evening. I know you've been down

here many times for many trips here. My name is

Kathleen Mccarty. I'm the state representative from 226

Great Neck Road. I'd just like to make a comment, if I

may. I did receive the Environmental Impact Evaluation.

I know it's a very comprehensive work with a lot of

comments from constituents here in Waterford that did

help DEEP put together the Master Plan with the four

alternatives; so I'm very grateful for all of the work

that went into that plan. But I would like to emphasize

that it's very important to have public engagement.

This is probably one of the most important issues facing

our district over many, many years; and I know it's gone

on for a long time. But it's a very special place, and

it deserves all these intense studies from the

constituents so that we do the right plan.

So with that I would ask that you go forward and

keep a very strong line of communication open with the

constituents here in Waterford and, if you could, get to

my office in advance so that I can send out my e-blasts

to the community and continuously remind them to send in

their comments and then to just -- if DEEP would give a

full explanation how the record of decision is made, how
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that will go forward, how will the comments this evening

balance with the comments we've heard before. I know

there's a mixed viewpoint on -- you know, people have

different varying opinions on each one of the projects;

so I think it's going to be important in the final

outcome that we understand completely how the decision

was made given all the factors that you mentioned

tonight: -- the environmental, the socioeconomics, and

all those factors you've given -- because a project of

this type doesn't come along so readily.

So thank you for the opportunity, and I'll look

forward to continuing to work with you. Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you very much.

Okay. I will give the list of three people just

a heads up so that you know that you're in line; but

first we'll go with Bruce, is it, Abraham?

MR. ABRAHAM: Abraham.

MR. BOLTON: And then Jim and Deb Montana and

then Mike and -- is it Peterson? Yeah. I think it's

Mike Peterson. No? Okay.

After them, is it Harriette Claud or Cloud?

MS. CLARK: Clark. But I don't want to speak.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. That's fine.

Jeff and Yvonne Sims? All right.

So, Bruce, do you want to come up?
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MR. ABRAHAM: Hi. This is Bruce Abraham, 37

Shore Road. In my work I often do a lot of work for the

military where you constantly have to assign risk to the

activities and I would love to see a -- basically, a

risk of failure for these four different alternatives

and obviously the -- specifically, the Hybrid Park and

the Destination Park seeing what in the long term is

it -- is it economically viable? Is it sustainable?

You mentioned for the Hybrid Park that an

additional 15,000 square foot building would have to be

constructed; so, obviously, there's been an analysis

there. I'll review the EIE again but I would

love -- you know, I think what's missing here is

what -- you know, what is the long term viability of

these options?

Thanks.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Jim and Deb Montana?

MR. MONTANA: Good evening. Jim and Debe

Montana, 21 Strand and 18 Shore.

We're concerned about a couple things. One is

traffic patterns for the existing ideas for the

development of Seaside.

Also as a tax payer in the Town of Waterford,

I'm wonder: Have you done a financial analysis of who's

BA-O-1
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going to pay for this, and how is this going to be a

feasible project in the State of Connecticut considering

what we're dealing with as far as the fiscal problems

that Connecticut's facing today?

MS. MONTANA: I also have a few concerns about

the traffic. The numbers you gave us, are those numbers

stretched out through the year? And, if so, what do you

expect in the summertime when it is peak season? How

will that traffic affect the neighborhoods? because it

is, you know, a lot of family homes.

I also had concerns about security issues and

trespassing and what would be done to keep our

neighborhood safe.

And also my other concern is: How are you going

to fund this since you're closing most of your state

beaches as we have it now? I just don't

understand -- if you can't even keep Harkness open, how

are you going to support this park?

And then finally my other concern was: If you

read the newspapers after July 4th with the public beach

there, there were a lot of issues with Ocean Beach with

the overflow of parking, dirty diapers in people's front

yards, people urinating and defecating in people's

properties and on their cars and in their yards.

So those are my concerns. And how would you
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address those?

MR. BOLTON: Thank you very much.

Jeff and Yvonne?

MS. SIMS: We will pass now that you're leaving

it until August 25th and we'll write.

MR. BOLTON: Oh, okay. Great.

Debby and Dale Green? Going once. Going twice.

MR. GREEN: Pass. Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. How about Pam and -- is it

Dana Award?

PUBLIC SPEAKER: Debby did want to speak.

MR. BOLTON: Debby Green wanted to speak?

PUBLIC SPEAKER: Did you want to speak?

MR. GREEN: Debby's my wife. She's in a

wheelchair, so just to make it easier. 9 Woodsea Place,

abutters to the property.

She just had a question about whether handicap

access was specifically addressed to the property.

And I have a separate question and that is

that -- I don't remember the additional hybrid property

discussion when we did the initial study and the initial

question period. I don't remember anything about a

hybrid and the additional buildings that were added and

how that got into the process.

Thank you.
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MR. BOLTON: Thank you for your comment. All

right.

Robin Dixon or Robert Dixon?

MR. AWARD: No. I'm Dana Award.

MR. BOLTON: Oh, okay. I thought you

said --

MR. AWARD: I'm Dana Award. I live at 11

Woodsea Place.

So all the evaluations that, you know, good

studies, you know, again, there are some points on the

presentations where the seawall is going to be taken

down, the seawall is going to be added. And then there

was some negative impact of taking the seawall down in

one case that weren't pointed out in another case.

Right? So you're trying to change the topology of the

whole area.

What you didn't show in one case is that there's

a whole area to the right-hand side of the property from

the shore looking up that floods; and it's not every 500

years. It's every time we have more than 1/2 inch of

rain in less than about an 8-hour period. There's water

that comes ankle deep, but that wasn't even shown on the

map. It's actually right where this picture is. The

reason why that sand is carved out is because the water

runs out through a little culvert down there at the

DAW-O-1
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bottom; and that wasn't even addressed so -- again, that

would impact where you want to add the -- I think it was

a 25,000 square foot building that was 20c, a, and b,

whatever those areas are. That area floods all the time

at least -- you know, at least a half a dozen to a dozen

times a year.

A lot of the things you talked about as

sometimes going over the waterways, you know, there's a

whole big problem with rain runoff in that area where

the little covered bridge is. That thing floods up to

waist deep if it's a significant storm; and I'm not

talking 500 years. I'm talking about a couple times a

year. Right?

So I think where the evaluation was done on the

site topology -- topography -- I'm sorry -- you know,

there's some work that needs to be done in there because

any one of these studies potentially would be impacted

by that.

Finally, I would like to say is that, you know,

in some cases some plans were shown with seawall and

some plans were not shown with seawall. And I don't

know what the reasoning is between removal of the

seawall. I think it's a significant undertaking. It's

a lot of expenditure in there where the seawall may be

much cheaper to repair and leave it in some of the other
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studies.

Again, I would like to comment on Dale Green's

comment which is Hybrid is all of a sudden a new

survey -- a new study. It looks like the ultimate, you

know, worse scenario. So as long as I got a scenario

worse than a 70-room hotel -- I go to a 100-room

hotel -- 70 looks pretty good compared to a 100-room

hotel about that. Sorry. That's what the public's

thinking.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you very much.

Robert Dixon? No. No Robert Dixon. Okay.

Is there Robert Nye? No. Okay.

I just have to say, the second sheet -- sign-in

sheet was for people who wanted to speak, not necessary

for attendance; but that's okay. Maybe I can take it we

did a good job in our presentation. Maybe that's why

there's less comments.

Is it Edward Lamoureux?

MR. LAMOUREUX: 104 Ridgewood Avenue.

Looking at the plans you went through -- thank

you for doing that -- when we had the public comment

already made by Dana or somebody that there was three

plans, now there's a hybrid, I question that.

The other thing is the traffic. I don't know if

DA-O-2
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you had a traffic expert or how you came about that; but

that seems a little bit off base to me, the traffic. It

just doesn't seem how, you know.

But this July 4th or that story someone

mentioned about the traffic, that Debe mentioned at

Ocean Beach -- originally we lived there in '57, and

nothing's ever been seen like what happened. Ocean,

Montauk, Pequot -- and because of the new apps on the

phone it sent everybody through Ridgewood. Parking on

people's lawns. It was bedlam. So I don't know about

the traffic study. I'd like to really see some more

expert traffic study done on that.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Charlene Lynch? No.

Darling is the last name. Darling? No.

John O'Neill? No.

Dr. Griffin?

DR. GRIFFIN: Interesting presentation. Just a

quick comment.

The existing waste water transfer station, there

wasn't any impact or statements or comments about the

fate of that or the impact of any development on that

and you maybe would include that and what that might be,

what the risk is.

DG-O-1
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MR. BOLTON: Just to clarify, again, Steve did

say in the presentation there are -- obviously it's a

hefty document. There's a lot in there. We just

touched upon some aspects of it, but that information is

in there.

DR. GRIFFIN: Yeah. It needs to be highlighted,

the existing waste water rights, usage, and traffic.

MR. BOLTON: Right. Okay.

Smith?

MS. SMITH: There could be a lot of Smiths.

MR. BOLTON: Galina Smith. I can't tell if

that's an "a" or -- I mean an "l" or a -- g-a-b or

g-l-i-n-a?

MS. SMITH: I'm going to assume it's me.

MR. BOLTON: Okay.

MS. SMITH: My name is Galina.

MR. BOLTON: It's an "l."

MS. SMITH: 11 Lloyd Road.

So my concern as both a resident of New London

and Waterford -- I realize this is not a case of eminent

domain; however, watching -- well, I was a bit young;

but knowing that a middle class neighborhood was gutted

in New London for the likes of Pfizer and now EB and

watching that sort of derail the economic prosperity of

New London, I'm happy to see a destination plan being
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made in Waterford. I think something needs to be done

in Waterford's economy. But I also worry about the

sustainability of the idea of the destination plan and

how long that sort of plan would be sustainable in terms

of bringing in business and continuing to run.

And also with respect for the people who live in

that area -- again, issues like traffic and

trespassing and also economic concerns are definitely in

place. There's a quarter mile of beach there protecting

the piping plovers that people regularly disrespect.

And I'm concerned now that there would be far more

trespassing and damage to the surrounding areas of

wildlife, not just the immediate area of Seaside.

So I'm concerned both economically -- and while

the idea of a destination park is exciting for somebody

who's a young person in Waterford where there's not a

ton going on, I do -- I am concerned about the neighbors

in the area, you know, the human neighbors and the

animal neighbors. And I just wonder if the economics

benefits outweigh the risk.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Okay. Vincent Long?

MR. LONG: My name is Vincent Long. I'm an

interloper. I reside in Chester, Connecticut. I mainly

wanted to talk about GZA's coastal process study.
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In there specifically for the ecological plan,

you guys highlight removing the seawall would cause

additional erosion. I think you should also include

deposition. I mean, it's just going to be a natural

coastal environment which all coastal environments erode

and then deposit new deposits. I think there may be a

little misunderstanding. I'm not a coastal man here,

but I think for some people with the seawall they think

there's some added protection there. And in your own

study, you highlight how a coastal structure such as

seawalls can cause an additional erosive process. You

have wave deflection, scouring, and depleted tidal

resources of the beach. The groin structure kind of

account for that by dampening some of that.

And then you also talk about removal of the

seawall would eliminate additional erosive processes.

So I think there should be a little bit more information

put on some of the benefits of removing the seawall and

having this turn into an ecological park.

On a totally different subject, since people are

surprised at this hybrid plan, why not a fifth plan, you

know, having a botanical garden there. You know, to me

that's bringing jobs, income; but you're also adding a

lot of structure as far as design. You're keeping

people engaged in gardens, not necessarily beachgoers
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because the beach doesn't seem like the greatest

destination for a lot of beachgoers. It's a naturally

rocky environment. But I think maybe a fifth plan might

be something you might want to look at, specifically a

botanical garden, which could add a little bit more

structure to the whole environment.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

James Lundborg?

MR. LUNDBORG: Jim Lundborg, b-o-r-g, and 8

Olive Street.

And actually just -- I have more of questions

than real comments on this. For instance, what is the

status of the underground tanks up there now? They're

just underground, and have they -- what is the plan to

take those out? Also asbestos remediation.

I happen to be a real architectural fan. Cass

Gilbert is an interesting architect who certainly did

some great stuff. This was right at the end when he

died in 1934 so -- so whatever. This may not be his

masterpiece; but it would be a shame to lose that, I

mean, on the same token.

Let's see, swimming. Will there be any plans to

have any swimming? It doesn't appear to be.

I also noticed on the two that include hotels
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they apparently are $30,000 a year jobs. $30,000 is

better than 0 but that's not -- not exactly big time.

On the hotel feasibility, you've got one program

with 70 rooms and the other with 100 rooms. And I'm

assuming a 100-roomed property has more in the way of

activities -- meeting space, so forth, and so on -- but

I don't know that.

And I guess I'll just end with: Who's actually

going to own all this? I mean, the state owns the

property now. If they build a hotel, who actually owns

the hotel? The state still owns the hotel and would

lease it out to an operator, or does the state just

lease out the land on a 99-year lease and the developer

owns the property?

So those are my questions. Okay. Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Great. Thank you.

Nancy James? No. No Nancy.

John McGreve (spelled phonetically)? Sorry if I

do a bad job of pronouncing your last names. But

John -- is it McGreve?

Susan McGreve?

MS. McGUIRE: It could be McGuire.

MR. BOLTON: McGuire. This is an "r."

I take it John's not speaking?

MS. McGUIRE: I'm going to talk for him.
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MR. BOLTON: Oh, you're going to speak?

MS. McGUIRE: Yes.

So I don't want to repeat; but what Debe Montana

said about neighborhood and garbage and that sort of

thing, I'm very concerned about that.

I'm sorry. Susan McGuire, 21 West Strand Road.

Also nothing was said in the four plans, unless

I was spacing out, about what would happen to the two

buildings -- the superintendent's building and the other

building -- on the west side. Are they getting

demolished? Are they going to stay there and be empty

and people break into them still? Are we getting into

that?

MR. BOLTON: I'll let --

MS. McGUIRE: They would stay and they would be

empty, same condition?

MR. LECCO: No. They would -- there would be

lodging.

MS. McGUIRE: Oh, That would be lodging too.

MR. LECCO: Yes.

MS McGUIRE: Oh, okay.

And also it seemed like the three -- for a

couple of the plans the three positions of

maintaining -- I don't know. Something about the

operational -- three operational jobs, I just question
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if that's enough to take care of maintenance and also

regulate it or police or -- or however you want to say.

That's it.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. Great. Thank you.

Jon Chase?

MR. CHASE: I respectfully yield. I have a

feeling I have more than three minute's worth to speak;

so if others would like to go first.

MR. BOLTON: You sure? Okay.

Guy Russo?

MR. RUSSO: Guy Russo, Middletown, Connecticut.

I'm not so much an interloper, but we actual

purchased property on 187 Great Neck Road which we're

rehabilitating.

Couple of comments. In Middletown I did serve

on the redevelopment agency in the '80s. By then a lot

of the damage was done when a lot of classic and

historic building were removed. I would encourage folks

here really take a long, hard look at preserving what I

consider an architectural gem. Cass Gilbert is a noted

architect. It would be a shame to see these properties

go.

I personally have my favorite. I have been

following this from a distance. The hybrid is a bit of

a curve ball. I like the Destination Park idea;
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although, I like the shoreline features of what you've

built into the hybrid. I like the seawall. I

understand some of the comments earlier, but I think the

seawall has been tested there over time through the

hurricane of '38. It seems to have withstood. It's

serving the purpose. It would be a shame to take it

out. Some of the living shore concepts that you're

looking to build in there I think you all know don't

really work on ocean-exposed beaches; so I would ask you

to take a look at maybe taking the shorefront features

of the hybrid and building it into the Destination Park.

Additionally, I see from Benesch -- and they did

some very nice work on the traffic -- they started off

with marker counts, and they did a seasonable adjustment

factor. It would be interesting while we have some

summer traffic to see if they couldn't run a quick

summertime count and either verify their findings or

re-attenuate that model to take a look at traffic flow.

And I don't know if the selectman is still here.

Yes. I want to thank the Waterford Police Department.

We live in a 25-mile-an-hour zone. They've been running

radar. Speed is a problem in addition to just traffic

count; and I don't see anything that Benesch's taken or

looked at with regard to traffic calming or the speed

control measures in this neighborhood.
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MR. BOLTON: What street was that again?

MR. RUSSO: That's Great Neck Road. It's a

state road that drops down to 25 miles an hour. I don't

know what the city gets per ticket, but keep it up. The

police department is doing a wonderful job.

Thank you very much.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Bill Spellman?

MR. SPELLMAN: Pass.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. Patricia?

MS. SPELLMAN: No comment at this time.

MR. BOLTON: Tom Harrington?

MR. HARRINGTON: Pass.

MR. BOLTON: Diana Sullivan?

MS. SULLIVAN: I just want to agree with the

Montanas. I want to know where the money is coming to

fund this project.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. Great. Thank you.

Is it Diane Harrington?

MS. HARRINGTON: Pass.

MR. BOLTON: There's an "x" next to your name,

so I'm assuming you don't want to speak. But Heather

Toyen?

MS. TOYEN: Pass.
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MR. BOLTON: Pass. Okay.

Maddy Greif?

MS. GREIF: I pass.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. Mary Cahill?

MS. CAHILL: I'm Mary Cahill, 7 Woodsea Place.

My property abuts the property.

I am very concerned about the last -- the hybrid

in that this is what seems to happen every time. It's

not -- it's not viable financially, so it keeps getting

bigger and bigger because you can't make enough money on

the smaller project; so I wouldn't like to see that one

go ahead.

And my other concern is swimming wasn't

mentioned; and really most of the people that are coming

to Seaside right now want to swim. And even though

there is no swimming, people are swimming; and they want

to come and spend the day at the beach. And I think

that's going to be a very important part of any

development. If the public comes, the beaches are very

important to them; and I'd like to see them either have

access or not have access, but it has to be very clear.

And there has to be enough people who are able to

implement what's allowed at the park, so it looks to me

like it was very sparse in terms of the amount of

people. I volunteer a Camp Harkness. I mean, we
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have -- in the summer we have to have, you know, 30

people to make sure that the beaches are well taken care

of and people, you know, aren't drowning and things like

that.

So that was it.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. Thank you.

Bill Sheehan?

MR. SHEEHAN: My only comment is I believe the

state is wasting a lot of money on this study when we

all know the only thing the state can afford is the

option which is passive recreation; and even then that

may be understated because of the clean up we would need

to do when you take down the buildings. I think it's a

shame that we're spending this much money and proposing

all these things. If you're going to go with either the

hybrid or the development, why don't you just sell it

and let a developer develop it.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Okay.

Here we go how. How about B.J. is the first?

And then "p" is the beginning of the last name. Sorry.

MR. PISACICH: I'm getting on the other side of

this mic here. I'm going to address the audience as

well as you folks. B.J. Pisacich, 76 Colonial Drive.

I'm one of the town officials too, but I'm a treasurer
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of the Town of Waterford; and I don't have any policy

decisions, so I'm not very important.

I was -- most everything's been said. I want to

try to get my prospective here to perhaps galvanize some

support for something. Yesterday was a beautiful day.

My wife and I, we've lived here roughly 50 years

and -- but we drove to Stonington. We drove to

Stonington and watched the blessing of the fleet. We

went down there. We went down to the point. If you've

ever been down there, it's a very small little area that

you get a fantastic view of Long Island Sound. It's

just beautiful. We also -- we also walked on the Mystic

River walk. I don't know if you've been there often,

but it's a beautiful place. Just walking along the

river you see a lot of activity. It's just enjoyable.

Public access to waterfront and these kind of

facilities, they're rare in Connecticut. We have to

preserve them. We need to encourage use and access to

them. There's a lot of talk about the physical

financial aspects of this project; and, of course, we

know the condition of the State of Connecticut. It's in

pretty bad shape.

Some things about Connecticut: Connecticut has

one of the highest per capita incomes in the nation;

about $39,000 versus second place is $37,000, New
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Jersey. We have casino revenue of over $269 million

last year: $119 million from Foxwoods and $150 million

from Mohegan Sun. We have a sales tax in Connecticut;

we get over $4 billion in revenue from that. So what's

the problem? The problem's not income. It's spending.

Well, we're concerned about tax revenue for

Waterford. Well, Waterford has a budget of about

$90.7 million last year -- $90.4 million. This year

it's $90.7 million. Comparable towns have a budget of

about $69.1 million for Stonington, 64 -- $69.1 million

for East Lyme, $64 million for Stonington.

MR. BOLTON: Excuse me, B.J. you're over three

minutes.

MR. PISACICH: I'm going to wrap up.

MR. BOLTON: Then you can come back.

MR. PISACICH: So what is this? We can -- it's

a spending issue. We need to learn to control our

spending.

So what I'm advocating here -- I think we all

agree that Mr. Steiner and his group don't have

credibility and we need to move forward. So the

question is: Moving forward, I would encourage

Kathleen, Dan -- our second selectman -- and our board

of finance and our team members, let's be active here.

Let's get on board. Let's get something done that we'll
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all support. We do need to engage the community, so

let's get going. Let's promote something. So, most of

all, let's preserve access to the park and let's keep it

out of private hands. Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Allan Jacques?

MR. JACQUES: I'll submit my comments in

writing.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. Kathy Jacques.

MS. JACQUES: I would like to just use

these three minutes -- my name is Kathleen Jacques. I

live at 10 Magonk Point Road, which is on the west side

of Seaside. I have many documents that I intend to

submit in writing. But my first concern is a list of my

reflections on where the EIE fell short and needs to

expand or explain its process.

And those four things would be the course change

from the scoping meeting from three park models to four

was confusing; and I think by not explaining that better

at the last May, 2016, meeting, which had three

plans -- one of which was the destination but was

described as a 100-room hotel -- I think that was

confusing for the public, and I think it might have

undermined the public responses to scoping. So I don't

know how scoping could have been adequate when it was

for three parks but you guys reviewed four.
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You have specifically -- and I quote a comment

that says "the comparison of the alternative impacts

does not include the employees or visitors to the

lodging facilities." And I do not understand when

you're injecting a whole new commercial activity into a

state park how you can just omit a discussion about what

implications that would be.

Three, the report contains no empirical data

describing the intensity of the use of a commercial

activity such as a hotel or resort or its impact when

located in a residential neighborhood. And I'm talking

about the impacts on the local human population, not the

impacts on the impervious surfaces of the road.

The economic data that's presented has no

examination of the cost. I think that was mentioned

before, a risk analysis of speculating with taxpayers'

funds for a capital project for which there has been no

argument or demonstration that it is a critical need of

the State of Connecticut.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Tim Radway?

MR. RADWAY: Hi. I'm Tim Radway. I live at 24

Magonk Point Road, which is the Seaside westerly

shoreline neighbor.
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I have several concerns but one of the most

significant is I submitted by writing to this process

last year, and I got absolutely no response. I have

some very specific concerns about these plans, the

seawall in particular. Anyone who knows that area

probably understands why I have that concern. And I got

nothing back. The only reason I -- I did get an e-mail

notifying me about tonight that apparently was triggered

by my input before because I don't know how else you

would known to call me. But why didn't I get one

before? And why is no one -- most of this has not

addressed the issues to the surrounding area on property

where removal of the seawall is going to be a

significant impact for me and my property. And I think

that's pretty obvious if you look at it, anyway.

There were a couple of slides that showed if the

buildings were removed it would improve the viewscapes

for neighbors. It would improve them for everyone. If

that park was opened up, all the people in the various

picnic areas are going to have a better view of the

sound. I'm a little sensitive because the neighbors get

a lot of bad rap here, but we're actually the ones that

are paying attention when coming to these views that you

want, so maybe you want to write that out improving the

views.
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I'm going to send you many more comments about

this plan in writing. There are a lot of them that

obviously impact us more than a lot of other people; and

I would like this time to get someone to at least send

me an e-mail and say, we got your comments. I don't

know. I don't know if everybody else got them before.

I don't remember getting anything back. Okay. So

hopefully that can happen.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Gail Brookover?

Christopher Wigren?

MR. WIGREN: Christopher Wigren. I live in New

Haven. I work for the Connecticut Trust for Historic

Preservation. I've had my eye on this place for about

25 years now.

My major comment about the environmental impact

statement document is -- is a question of balancing. It

certainly recognizes the historic nature of the

buildings, and it mentions frequently that they're

listed on the National Register of Historic Places. But

not all places that are listed on the National Register

are equal. They are designated with levels of

significance ranging from local to statewide to national

and the -- with the implication being that a
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nationally-listed site is more important than a locally

one; and this is indeed a national level of significance

site. It represents the very first purpose-built

facility of its kind in the country, a real sort of

changing point in the relationship of government to its

people and caring for their welfare, and the work of a

nationally significant architect trying to invent a new

kind of building in a traditional language and really

sort of playing with that. So it would be good to

recognize that not only is -- you know, preserving these

buildings would be a significance -- it would really be

a positive impact but it would be a very significant

positive impact. And similarly the loss of these

buildings would be an extremely significant adverse

impact.

To that mind, in the executive summary, there's

a statement at the conclusion that actually I think is

mistaken. It says, "The proposed development of any of

these alternatives would not result in significant

adverse environmental impact regardless of which

alternative or combination of alternatives is selected."

And in the Environment Policy Act process,

historical resources are considered environmental

resources; so the loss of all the historical resources

in some of the alternatives is indeed a significant
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adverse impact.

And then, finally, where it discusses

mitigation, it mentions cooperating with the state

historic preservation office -- that's always good -- to

document the buildings if they were to be demolished.

That would be sort of the bare level lip service kind of

mitigation. Mitigation ought to be proportionate to the

loss that is being suffered so that if these buildings

were demolished -- and I don't recognize that

possibility really -- that something much more

significant and substantive ought to be undertaken or

undertook. Ideally perhaps an investment of the money

that would have been used in these buildings in other

neglected state-owned buildings.

And as you started off this evening, every state

park has its own characteristics; and the absolutely

unique characteristic of Seaside is its historic

character and there's just, to my mind, just no way of

developing the park without including that.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Great. Thank you.

Anybody sign up on that sheet in the back?

Okay. I'm going back to you Jon Chase.

And then after Jon I will turn it over to

anybody who's already spoken. Just raise your hand and
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come up.

And if you didn't sign up and you still want to

speak, please, you're encouraged to come up regardless

of if you signed up or not at this point.

So go ahead.

MR. CHASE: Thank you very much. My name is Jon

Chase, 34 Church Street, Mystic. I'm a certainly a

member of the public as we all are here tonight; but I'm

also here to make some remarks on behalf of my client

Kathleen Jacques who did speak earlier here and in the

past. She is a member of the public, and I believe

she'll have more to say.

But I'm here to take exception and to object to

the process that has been followed here tonight pursuant

to the ground rules that have been indicated. You know,

there's a -- it's an interesting fact that not only was

this proceeding tonight noticed to the public as a

public hearing but it's also, at least presumably, is

the process that is described or proscribed by the

General Statutes under Section 22a-1d publication of an

environment impact assessment public hearing as to be

held.

Now, there are different kinds of things that

people turn out on the town here. All of you are here

for Waterford. Sometimes there are public meetings,
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informational meetings. Sometimes people are allowed to

give comments at a meeting, perhaps a board of

selectmen. We've also -- I know I've been here to

meetings of the -- hearings of the zoning board of

appeals or the planning and zoning commission and so on

which are certainly public hearings; and in any case are

in proceedings. The important distinction to make is

this: Under section 22 A 19 of the General Statutes,

the legislature has to provided -- in other words, has,

as it does, given it's own ground rules to state

agencies by stating that in any administrative licensing

or other proceeding -- I know this isn't a licensing

proceeding, per se. But whether this is an

administrative proceeding or other -- it's pretty all

encompassing -- and any judicial review thereof made

available by law, the attorney general, any political

subdivision of the state, any instrumentality or agency

of the state -- that's you guys -- or political

submission thereof, in any such proceedings, any person,

partnership, corporation, association, organization, or

other legal entity -- in this case it goes back to

persons -- may intervene as a party on file of the

verified pleading asserting that the proceeding or

action for judicial review involves conduct which has or

which is reasonably likely to have the effect of
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unreasonably polluting, impairing, or destroying public

trust, meaning, air, water, or other natural resources

in the state. And there is a Section B of 22a-19 that

says, In any administrative licenses or other

proceedings the agency shall consider the alleged

unreasonable pollution of the air as destruction of the

public trust and the air, water, or other natural

resource of the state and no conduct shall be authorized

or approved which does or is reasonably likely to have

such effect.

MR. BOLTON: Sorry. Three minutes.

MR. CHASE: -- considering all the relevant

circumstances to factors, there is a feasible

improvement alternative consistent with the reasonable

requirement of public health, safety, and welfare."

And getting back to that first sentence, in any

administrative or other proceeding where there is

conduct or involving conduct reasonably likely to have

the impacts spelled out in the statute, a person --

MR. BOLTON: You're a minute over so --

MR. CHASE: I'm sorry?

MR. BOLTON: You're a minute over. So if you

can just wrap it up, and we'll turn it back over.

MR. CHASE: Well, this is a public hearing.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. We're going to kick it back
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over to --

MR. CHASE: Well, this is a public hearing.

It's not a --

MR. BOLTON: It's --

MR. CHASE: -- in which time limits are

ordinarily --

MR. BOLTON: Right. But we're going to keep it

in an orderly fashion.

MR. CHASE: -- recognized as constitutionally

consistent, sir.

MR. BOLTON: So --

MR. CHASE: I would like, for the record, at

this time --

MR. BOLTON: You can come back and I'll --

MR. CHASE: I'm aware I can come back, but I

would like to --

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

MR. CHASE: -- submit for the record four

exhibits: a motion for intervention, a verified

pleadings for intervention under Section 22a-19, and two

items that correspond involving myself and an Attorney

Boucher from DEEP. The upshot being that the verified

pleading filed in accordance with statutory process by

Mrs. Jacques was denied; and those rights are being

deprived her tonight or -- let me just make sure -- you
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know, for the consistency -- or rather the integrity of

the exhibits, you are the hearing officer for tonight?

MR. BOLTON: There is no hearing officer.

MR. CHASE: Oh, even though it's a public

hearing?

MR. BOLTON: This is not on a permit application

so...

MR. CHASE: Well, I see. This is -- these are

the four exhibits I'd like to submit.

MR. BOLTON: Great. Thank you.

MR. CHASE: And I will certainly yield the floor

to others and be back.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you for your comments.

We've gone through -- there were a lot of people

who didn't want to comment. You can take the

opportunity now if you'd like to reconsider and come up.

Start with you first. Come up and state your name.

MR. SKINNER: My name's Alan Skinner, A-l-a-n,

S-k-i-n-n-e-r. I live at 11 Shore Road, Waterford,

Connecticut.

I have a question: On the first -- on the slide

that was put up here, there were more than four -- there

were five options. No. 5 was to do nothing. I have

heard nothing about what will happen if we do nothing.

Thank you.
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MR. BOLTON: Thanks.

Just to reiterate that Steve had said before

that, you know, there are certain topics that we touched

upon that the EIE does in much more detail.

MS. DARLING: Anne Darling, 152A Shore Road,

Waterford.

I'm still in a quandary why the state would even

embark upon such a monumental task when we -- the State

of Connecticut is in financial distress. My fear

is -- first of all, I'd like to know how much the

consulting firm was paid to put all of this presentation

together.

And my fear is that the State if they -- if

whatever you decide upon puts it out to a developer,

where is the money going to come from? And are we going

to start this project and not be able to finish it?

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you. Anybody else? Come up.

We would like you close to the mic so that the

stenographer can hear.

MS. CLANCY DOUGHERTY: My name is Susan Clancy

Dougherty. I'm at 48 Dimmock Road.

And my big concern -- I'd just like a show of

hands. How many people would have appreciated a

handwritten printout so that as you're going through

AD-O-1
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this that you could have made comments and you could

have looked at? How many would have liked that?

So how much should we spend with the study and

how much would paper to get it printed cost, which would

have been much more effective.

MR. BOLTON: I just want to reiterate, again,

that it's online.

MS. CLANCY DOUGHERTY: We want paper.

MR. BOLTON: I understand. Again, we have until

the 25th, as we said up there on the slide, to, you

know, submit comments, written comments; so there's

still plenty time to still get information in to us.

Tonight's not the only time or opportunity.

Anybody else?

MS. MACESKER: Hi. My name is Ingrid Macesker,

M-a-c-e-s-k-e-r. I live at 189 Great Neck Road.

I just want to reiterate what's already talked

about with traffic. I mean, Great Neck Road is just out

of control. Nobody does 25 miles an hour. Traffic is

horrific. For parents who have kids who go to school,

stand at bus stops, for hikers, bikers, people pushing

baby strollers around, you know, Shore Road in that area

where there's no sidewalks, it's a recipe for disaster

throwing another thousand cars. Over the summer doesn't

affect the school children, but it definitely affects
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the kids September through the school year. And that's

one of my major concerns.

And the other is as far as the active reuse of

buildings, I don't know why it has to be a hotel as the

only option. Nobody -- why it can't be something a

little more passive, commercial, joining with research

laboratories in the area. The Coast Guard was looking

for -- the academy wanted to expand. I know that was in

the paper last year. They were looking at Preston

Hospital. Other options as far as utilizing the

property in a way that is not going to impact the

neighborhood like a hotel conference room, the whole

nine yards short of -- and it would still stay within

the public purview, federal government, the State of

Connecticut together.

So that's just my comment.

MR. BOLTON: Great. Thank you.

Yes?

MS. SIMS: My name is Yvonne Sims. I live on 15

Magonk Point, just right next to Seaside.

My question is -- and I was trying to remember

what you said in the beginning -- but all the different

questions and comments that were made but especially

questions -- when do we get answers on that?

When -- how -- will you, like, have a page on your
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website and answers to all your questions? How do

we -- how do we get a result since people -- many people

are asking questions and you don't have probably time or

resources right now to answer? When do we get those

answers?

MR. BOLTON: Just to reiterate what we did talk

about several times, in the record of decision, there's

a whole section on response to comments. So we actually

list everybody's comments, like, word for word; and then

there will be our response to it?

MS. SIMS: Okay. And that will been on the

website?

MR. BOLTON: It will go to the -- on the website

along with OPM's determination, but that has to go to

OPM.

MS. SIMS: And that's before you make your final

decision?

MR. BOLTON: That is part of the final decision.

So comments are received. We address them. We -- we

evaluate them. Then a decision is made, and it's

written into that record of decision. So in the record

of decision is the decision in addition to all responses

to all of the comments. And that gets sent to OPM for

determination. And after the determination is made,

that gets posted on the website.
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MS. SIMS: Thank you.

MR. TOMBARI: Robert Tombari, Mystic.

I grew up Seaside and I -- my father was a

physician and four-time superintendent at Seaside. I

probably know every square inch of the property there at

Seaside. If any of you would like to know about the

topography, I'd be happy to share it with you.

But we lived there from 1947 through 1962, and

one thing I can remember is Hurricane Hazel in, I think

it was, '55; and that area where the -- the covered

bridge is, that was about 10 feet deep with water, water

almost up over on the road. It was the Goshen Fire

Department came down with three fire trucks to pump that

area out almost toy today.

One thing I wanted to let you know is that there

was a suggestion made here about a botanical garden; and

when we first lived there, that whole area behind where

I lived which was called the "doctor's cottages" was

gardens. At one time the patients and the staff at

Seaside tended those gardens. There was a grape arbor.

There was an orchard, and the patients -- the older

patients at Seaside were actually used for tending the

gardens. And they grew a great deal of their own food,

the vegetables and so forth, for the hospital. I hate

to see it go. I'd like to see as much of it preserved
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as possible. A lot of good memories there.

MR. BOLTON: Great. Thank you.

MS. JACQUES: Is this Round 1 or Round 2?

MR. BOLTON: We're still on Round 1.

Anybody else? Even after Round 2, you can come

back up. If you haven't spoken, you can come back up.

So Round 2? Anybody else who would like to make

some additional statements they haven't said already or

would like to say?

MS. JACQUES: This is Round 2. Five minutes?

MR. BOLTON: This is Round. Yes.

MS. JACQUES: I have a lengthy statement, so

you'll have to be patient. So if anybody wants to go

before me, let me know.

MR. BOLTON: Go ahead.

MS. LARDER: Cheryl Larder, Board of Finance. I

live at 26 Wiemes Court. I tried really hard not to

speak at all.

I do appreciate the level of work that has gone

in, and I have not had an opportunity to look at the

report; but, obviously, you guys are well versed in this

property, I hope. I do appreciate that.

I guess for me the biggest thing that I just

keep seeing happen is time, passage of time. I was

surprised when you made your initial comment to think
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that this started in 2014. I'm concerned about time

until you get it to OPM, time until that -- any kind of

decision is made. I don't know if it can be done, how

it can be done. I'm concerned about continued neglect

or nothing happening at the property. And if any

recommendation that could be made that, through this

process, can there be something -- some recommendation

about the property just not being left because it -- as

long as it's left, I got to imagine that anything that

we do there is going to continue to cost more.

And I guess the greater plans that obviously

with all the concern about funding, it's going to

include some kind of private developer. I don't know if

you could do it. I would think that you can. It's the

state. I think there should be some requirement for

continued communication with the community and with

Waterford because I think that is -- was the real

decline of when the state chose their preferred

developer. Initially there was discussion that there

was going to be communication through neighbors. It

just never materialized, and it just became

confrontational until the end because there just wasn't

any communication. And I think there needs to be

continued communication with the community, not just the

neighbors, the entire community.
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Thanks.

MR. BOLTON: Great. Thank you.

MS. GREIF: My name is Maddy Greif. I live at

202 Great Neck.

I just want to say there have been a lot of

interesting comments. I can agree particularly with the

woman who is apparently a neighbor of mine on Great Neck

who talked about the traffic. It is a speed trap.

People cannot stop from hitting the pedal all the way

down and just flying down that street, and I'm just

waiting to see the deer flying all over the place.

But more importantly than that -- well, not more

importantly -- I do feel like the no action option is

not an option. I think this may sound stupid and

provocative, but I know Cass Gilbert is a wonderful

architect. I think that the buildings as -- since the

'60s is an eyesore, the main building. I think if we do

nothing on the property I think -- aside from the fact

that there's a beautiful view of the water, the property

is in terrible -- it's very broken down and it's an

eyesore, frankly. And I like the idea -- I do not like

the idea of a hotel or commercializing. I thought the

idea of the hybrid plan was a curious title for that

because it really was just the destination on steroids,

basically. You added more asphalt than any of the other

MG-O-1
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ideas.

And I think -- a couple of things have come

across the last few minute: the idea of turning that

into, you know, a community garden, part of it, native

plants, and just for people who ride their bikes by and

want to walk by, you know, come in and -- a little bit

of parking. But that's happening as a major point also.

I mean, half the place is a parking lot. I think you

should just be as passive as possible, but I don't see

what those buildings -- especially the largest one -- I

don't see what they add at this point in time

unfortunately.

That's all. Thank you. Thanks for all your

work.

MR. BOLTON: No problem. Thank you. Thank you

for your comments.

Anybody else like to speak?

MS. GREEN: Debby Green, 9 Woodsea Place. I'm

an abutter.

The one idea that seems to make the most sense

is that being brought up as using it as instead of a

motel maybe like for veterans or for disabled housing

that the state's not providing for other people. They

could then maintain the area. They would -- whatever.

But it would then pay for itself whereas all these other

DDG-O-3
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options are not paying for themselves. Just another

option. I don't know if it's too late to throw it in,

but it seems reasonable, a veterans home or something.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Anybody else? First time speakers?

Okay. Round 2.

MR. CHASE: Thank you. Jon Chase again here.

Sort of to your right is my client, Kathy Jacques.

A comment was made by someone not long ago about

the length of time this process is taking. I can assure

you one of the things that contributes greatly to the

length of time is often in undertaking development of

conservation or other related projects the question of

whether or not the process as authorized has been

followed or not.

The confusion -- and I think that a better word

might even be -- I hesitate to use this in an

unwarranted fashion, but a bit of the shell game that's

been played here is this: A notice was given of a

public hearing. People turned out expecting a public

hearing. Not unreasonable. But then when Mrs. Jacques

has asserted rights that are available to any citizen of

the state in proceedings of this nature, she's told, as

she just was, that, well, this is not a public hearing

because it's not a licensing proceeding. Well, which is
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it? That's not the criteria. That's not the

distinction that's set forth in 22a-19. As a matter of

fact, that allows intervention in any proceeding that

falls into the category "other."

Now, what would Mrs. Jacques have done tonight

or could she have done had she been allowed her rights

as an intervener? She would have been entitled, for

example, to present witnesses. I could not in all good

conscience encourage her to continue to incur the

expense for bringing qualified expert witnesses to speak

to some of these conclusions or statements in the EIE

upon learning at 3:30 this afternoon from the agency's

attorney, as I did according to one of the exhibits

you've seen, that Ms. Jacques was not going to be

allowed those rights. So you can understand why anyone

that she might bring tonight to present professional

expertise on the subject have been told to stay home.

Furthermore, Mrs. Jacques, unlike the

opportunity that has been afforded or indicated with

what occurred to anyone who wishes to ask, anyone

wishing to ask questions -- perhaps they didn't answer

her comments -- but an intervener under section 22a-19

has the right, for example, not only to present

witnesses but to cross-examine witnesses: those who

have spoken tonight, those who have made various
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representations. That is the process that has been

deprived the intervener here tonight.

So we respectfully object to the process. We

include for the record the documents necessary to show

that a timely intervention pleading, among other things

under Section 22a-19, has been filed; and we point out

tonight some of those things that we have been deprived,

nevertheless, the opportunity to do. We object to this

process. This is neither a public hearing under the

statutes at which -- or as a result of which the

comments and evidence received here tonight will be

taken into consideration in the final project that will

be reflected in that final project or this is not a

statutory process being followed here tonight. And by

informing the citizens that this is a public hearing, a

misrepresentation has been made. One way or the other,

it seems to be a misrepresentation has been made; and we

object to that.

Thank you very much, sir.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Anybody else want to speak?

MS. JACQUES: I would like to speak.

MR. BOLTON: Okay.

MS. JACQUES: My name is Kathy Jacques. My

address is 10 Magonk Point Road. I'd like to speak to
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my audience. This is my community, and my efforts to

intervene in this are to protect the rights of my

community. And though I appreciate the thoroughness and

the length of time and preparation for this kind of

intervention, what it does not do is exactly what the

neighbors say, Where do we get the answers to the

questions? So all you have allowed to do in the last

planning meeting and the scoping meeting and this

meeting is to submit comments and concerns; but we're

never satisfied with hearing the answers to the

questions or having a discussion about the ramifications

of the answers. That was the necessity for me to

intervene or attempt to intervene in this.

I just want to say a couple other things that

are pertinent to the process itself. One thing that was

scoped was ideas, and we were encouraged to present

anything that we could think of; but I don't see any

comments in the EIE about any other ideas. So by the

time we got to the EIE, those had all been discarded;

but we don't know why. So it's like some decisions have

already been funneled down for us before we got here

tonight.

The other thing is -- is this confusion between

a park and a hotel. So we're doing an Environmental

Impact Evaluation for two distinct kind of animals. A
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park is a park, and we don't get the benefit here of

just discussing our concerns about a park. Some people

are concerned about a park. They're concerned about who

might be there, what's the security, who's swimming

where, is it safe, are the animals getting injured. So

a park does have it's own concerns.

A hotel has entirely different concerns, and

they're much more expansive, and they have much more

impact. And I think that it homogenized the project to

equate a hotel resort with a park. I think they're

totally distinct things, and I think they need to be

treated in separate evaluations.

The EIE and its attachments was more than 859

pages. And, no, I haven't finished it; nor am I going

to read it to you. But it plainly states in Section 2.9

that the visitation estimates do not include the

employees or the visitors to the lodging facility under

the hotel alternatives. The impact -- the comparison of

potential impact by the alternatives lists these

potential impacts on the local human population. Those

include traffic, parking, and circulation, air quality,

noise, and land use, and neighborhoods; but there is no

explanation for omitting the impact that the employees

and visitors will have on the location when it is

specifically the commercial operation of a 24/7 hotel
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resort an its ancillary services that are going to exert

the most significant environment consequences. It is

omitted as an activity. It is not explored. It is not

described. The lengthy EIE is detailed, repetitive, and

illustrative; but it is missing quantitative data about

a hotel operation and its demands for energy, its

perpetual lighting and machine noise, and the addition

of large volumes of guests and activities that will

bring traffic, sound, and alcohol use to a park 24 hours

a day, seven days a week, 365 days a year.

The park as it exists right now that you have

created that has been in existing for two years is

passive. It's quiet. On rainy days there's five people

there. On sunny days there's 200 cars there. People

swim. They picnic. Nobody's paying -- it's

unregulated. It's like a mini Woodstock down there.

It's fabulous. I love to see it. There's people all

over. They don't have to pay. They're just -- they're

just coming in.

The conclusion of the EIE marginalizes these

impacts again when it says -- admits that the hybrid

plan or any plan will increase the intensity of use, but

the intensity could be perceived as an adverse impact by

some people. Who are the people that only perceive

these? And what does that mean "perceive"? Does it
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mean they're not real impacts? That they're imaginary?

What is the judgement that declares something to be

perceived and not real? It is assumed the perceived

impacts are associated with such topics as noise and

traffic. These associated impacts are individually

discussed; and based on our analysis and identified

mitigation message, it is anticipated there would be no

adverse impact to land use agencies. So your own report

asks and answers and declares no impact and says if

there are impacts we've clearly taken care of them all.

I don't think that's true.

Describing the increase in use intensity under

the destination and hybrid alternative as merely

perceived is inappropriate. It does not excuse the

absence of a more substantial examination of these

impacts and inadequately addresses the scoping comments

that I submitted just as Tim did which includes an

extensive list of questions and concerns about a

commercial hotel operation. That is the elephant in the

room and in the park.

Also omitted from this report is any empirical

data that demonstrates by audio recording the sound that

might be emanating for a possible hotel operation or by

visual topography that illustrates the light pollution

that might come from these premises. I have some photo
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examples that I will submit to you. As the current site

is extremely dark and quiet, to claim that a hotel

operation has no significant impact without presenting

the evidence that was used to make this conclusion is a

specious assertion.

MR. BOLTON: Ms. Jacques, you're a minute and a

half over.

MS. JACQUES: I will go another hour. No.

Let me just --

MR. BOLTON: Two or three more minutes. Is that

good?

MS. JACQUES: Less.

MR. BOLTON: Okay. That's fine.

MS. JACQUES: This is my conclusion. I'll wrap

up.

MR. BOLTON: Okay.

MS. JACQUES: While it is a desirable goal to

preserve the buildings and there is public support for

this effort -- and I am reluctant to say I do not

support this effort -- the hard fact is, is that no

feasible improving alternative has been found for these

buildings since 1993. The challenges associated with

the historic preservation of these buildings have

prevented an affordable adaptive reuse for state

services or nonprofit purpose, have prevented an
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age-restrictive, low impact residential development from

occurring, have prevented the establishment of a passive

or ecological low cost, low impact state park. A hotel

plan that is driven by the goal of historic preservation

will be too expensive, too risky, and will have too much

impact on the quality of life in this area.

As there is an alternative plan that develops a

public resource for all, has minimal financial outlay,

enhances the land use of the neighborhood, and unburdens

the state of an abandoned, functionally obsolete

building, the logical decision is to create a park, a

passive park.

Thank you.

MR. BOLTON: Thank you.

Anybody else that would like to speak, even if

it's your first time? I think everybody is -- that's

it? Okay.

Well, I think with that, thank you all very much

for coming out. We really appreciate it. Thank you

for hosting us again. We appreciate it.

And the hearing is closed. Thank you.

(The hearing was adjourned at 9:24 p.m.)
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Seaside State Park Master Plan EIE 

Responses to Comments 

 

Introduction 

 

In all, 63 individuals and organizations provided comments during the comment period on the 
Seaside State Park Master Plan EIE.  Forty two (42) of those provided written comments and 
28 individuals/groups provided oral comments at the Public Hearing on the EIE.  Seven (7) 
provided both oral and written comments.  There were a total of 130 substantive comments 
received, 93 written and 47 oral.  In addition, other individuals initially signed up to speak 
during the oral comment period but ultimately chose not to speak at the hearing.  This Response 
to Comments has been prepared to provide responses to both written and oral comments 
submitted during the review and comment period.   
 
Responses are ordered as follows: 
 

1. State agency comments; 
2. State representative comments; 
3. Other agency, organization comments; and, 
4. Residents’ and individuals’ comments. 

 
Comments which identify personal preferences for alternatives or general support or non-
support for the Proposed Action without specific issues identified, as well as comments which 
are not relevant to the EIE or Proposed Action (i.e. proposals for private developments or other 
privately developed alternatives not subject to the EIE) do not have responses provided below, 
because they were either not substantive or were not related to the Proposed Action subject to 
the CEPA process. 
 
Oral comments are designated with the commenter’s initials followed by a dash and then a 
capital “O” to differentiate them from written comments that may have been made by the same 
commenter.  In the event that the oral comments made by an individual were substantially the 
same as written comments submitted by that individual, a notation was made identifying the 
speaker and that their comments were addressed in the written comments response section.   

 

 

WRITTEN COMMENTS 

 

State of Connecticut Department of Public Health (DPH) 

August 25, 2017 

 

DPH-1  Comment: “All of the concepts evaluated for the proposed park require public 
water infrastructure connected to the Waterford Public Utilities Commission’s existing 
infrastructure and will be supplied with public drinking water from the City of New London 
Public Utilities.  Infrastructure will include a fire suppression system.  The EIE notes an 
historical seawater intake and distribution system.  Measures must be included that will protect 



 

 2  
 

the public drinking water supply from cross-contamination with the fire suppression system and 
any other non-potable uses.  Specifically, reduced pressure principle backflow preventers 
approved in locations indicated by the public water supplier must be installed to protect against 
a cross connection with the public water supply and tested annually by a person who meets the 
requirements of Section 25-32-11(c) of the RCSA.  Copies of such inspections must be sent to 
the public water supplier and local health department.” 
 
DPH-1  Response: Three of the four Master Plan alternatives would require potable 
water at the site.  The Passive Recreation Park alternative would not include potable water.  All 
four alternatives would include fire flow supply to the site, although the Passive Recreation 
Park alternative would not include fire suppression systems, as no structures would remain 
onsite under this alternative.  The historical seawater intake, if still existing, would be capped 
and discontinued or removed from the site and would not be utilized under any of the 
alternatives.   
 
As applicable, the selected alternative will include backflow prevention techniques and testing, 
inspections, and reporting, as required by the applicable local, state, and federal regulations, 
codes and standards.   
 
DPH-2  Comment: “The EIE includes a discussion of the public drinking water supply 
available from the City of New London.  The margin of safety…projected for the year 2050 in 
the most recent approved water supply plan is 0.90, which is less than the recommended 1.15.  
However, this number does not account for the system improvements that have been made since 
2009.  The City of New London has been working over a period of years to improve the margin 
of safety of its public drinking water system through both supply augmentation and demand 
management.  The City of New London is currently preparing an update of its water supply 
plan for submission to DWS that will include more recent data than that used for calculating 
the system margin of safety in the water supply plan updated approved in 2009.  It is anticipated 
that the margin of safety will be reflective of the system improvements that have been made.” 
 
DPH-2  Response: The EIE provided the most current information available at the time 
of publication, but noted that the new water supply plan update would likely modify the margin 
of safety.  DEEP and/or the selected developer will coordinate with the City of New London to 
review the new margin of safety and confirm available supply as part of the development of 
any alternative.   
 
DPH-3  Comment: “The DWS recommends that the proposed development implements 
measures that conserve the use of public drinking water.  The Environmental Protection 
Agency’s Water Sense program and numerous voluntary green building standard model codes 
are available as references to assist designers in achieving sustainable developments.” 
 
DPH-3  Response: For those alternatives with lodging, Green Lodging Certification 
would be sought.  This program is a self-certification program based on accumulating points 
associated with environmental practices, including practices related to water conservation.  
Water conservation measures will be reviewed in the context of the design and incorporated to 
the extent practicable.   
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State Representative Kathleen McCarty, 38th Assembly District (KMM) 

August 24, 2017 

 
KMM-1 Comment: “…many of Connecticut’s State parks are struggling to sustain 
themselves and to make the necessary repairs to their existing buildings in order to 
accommodate the public.  I question, therefore the ability and the viability of the state to create 
the concepts proposed in DEEP’s Master Plan for Seaside.  Furthermore, I question whether 
any of the proposed concepts are in the best interests of Waterford’s residents or the state of 
Connecticut taxpayers.  In would seem more prudent to allow the development of the 35 acres 
at Seaside to a private developer who would adhere to the Town’s Zoning Regulations 
regarding the reuse of the buildings and the use of the property.” 
 
KMM-1 Response:  The site is currently owned by the State of Connecticut and is under 
full care and control by the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) and 
was dedicated as a State Park by Governor Malloy in 2014.  Two of the alternative concepts 
would utilize a partnership with a private developer to offset development costs as presented in 
Sections 2.2 and 2.5 of the EIE.  Under all the alternatives presented in the EIE, the State would 
retain ownership of the land. 
 
The state is committed to ensuring that any redevelopment and reuse of the site is conducted in 
accordance with all required approvals from those federal, state, and local authorities with 
jurisdiction over any such redevelopment and reuse plans. Given the commonly held goal to 
rehabilitate and reuse the historic structures, the state will look to federal and state historic 
preservation requirements and seek guidance from local zoning provisions for the Seaside 
Preservation District to formulate a plan for the adaptive reuse of the buildings. Any final 
development plan would need to effectively balance environmental and historic considerations 
with economic viability.   
KMM-2 Comment: “It is extremely important not to overdevelop this unique piece of 
property on Long Island Sound.  The adverse impact of overdevelopment to the surrounding 
neighborhood would be irreversible.  Please keep in mind that the neighborhood is a residential 
not commercial area thus any development must be compatible and sensitive to the 
neighborhood.” 
 
KMM-2 Response: The EIE considered potential impacts relative to land use, noise, 
traffic, viewsheds, and other potential impact areas and determined that there would not be a 
significant adverse impact associated with the development of any of the Master Plan concepts 
with proper design, mitigation, and operation measures in place.   
 
KMM-3 Comment: “Every effort should be made to preserve the historic buildings on 
the site.  Preservation of the buildings is advocated by the National Trust for Historic 
Preservation and it is in keeping with the Town of Waterford’s Zoning and Plan of Conservation 
and Development.  In order to preserve these historic buildings, provide public access to Long 
Island Sound, and maintain a new state park, a public/private partnership must be part of the 
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plan.  Given the current fiscal environment and limited dollars to address all of the needs that 
exist within our State Parks system a partnering entity is required.” 
 
KMM-3 Response: Preservation of existing buildings and a public/private partnership is 
included as part of the Destination and Hybrid Park alternatives and the goals mentioned above 
are listed as part of the Proposed Action for the implementation of a Master Plan alternative.  
However, without a public/private partnership, preservation of the historic buildings on site will 
not be financially feasible for the State.   
 
 
State Representative Melissa Ziobron, 34th Assembly District (MZ) 

July 6, 2017 

 
MZ-1  Comment: “Our state parks are currently struggling under our fiscal crisis and 
I have to question whether this should be given a priority given the current deficit.  Buildings 
at other parks are being demolished due to neglect, are falling into disrepair and dedicated 
staff members are already struggling to ensure our parks meet the basic benchmark standards.  
Adding yet this property, with its extensive investment needs and building issues, to our state 
park system would not be in the best interest of our state or overall well-being of our existing 
state parks.”   
 
MZ-1  Response: Please see the response to KMM-1. 
 
 
Christopher Wigren, Deputy Director, CT Trust for Historic Preservation (CTHP) 

August 25, 2017 

(Note that oral comments were also provided at the public hearing on July 31, 2017 which 

closely followed the comments identified below and as such, were not responded to 

separately from the written comments) 

 
CTHP-1 Comment: “The Executive Summary concludes, ‘The proposed development of 
any of the Master Plan alternatives would not result in significant adverse impacts, regardless 
of which alternative, or combination of alternatives, is selected’ (page xviii).  This is incorrect; 
the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act specifically includes cultural resources in the 
environmental review and evaluation process.  The demolition of all but one of the historic 
buildings, as envisioned by two of the Master Plan alternatives, would in fact be a significant 
adverse environmental impact.  Other sections of the EIE recognize this adverse impact but the 
location of this misstatement in the Executive Summary is most unfortunate since this is as far 
as many people are likely to read.  This error should be corrected immediately, forcefully, and 
prominently.  The body of the EIE contains detailed evaluation of the potential environmental 
effects of each of the development alternatives, along with a no-action alternative.  In terms of 
historic resources, the EIE gets the basic facts right: Seaside is listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places.  The document rightly recognizes that reuse of the historic buildings and 
sites is a goal of statewide, regional, and local planning.  All this is accurate as far as it goes.  
However, the EIE’s analysis passes too quickly over a key element of National Register 
designation: level of significance.  The EIE mentions level of significance once, briefly (page 
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3-38), but does not address it in evaluating the impacts of the various alternatives.  The level 
of significant adds a degree of nuance to the evaluation of potential impacts that the EIE misses.  
Seaside is considered nationally significant.” 
 
CTHP-1 Response: The Connecticut Environmental Policy Act requirement to include 
cultural resources in the environmental review and evaluation process was followed as part of 
this EIE.  Studies of the cultural resources onsite were included with and discussed in the EIE 
beginning on page 3-88 (not 3-38 as referenced in the comment) and the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) was included in past reviews of the site with its recommendations 
being considered as part of the development alternatives.  The level of significance was also 
reviewed as part of the EIE process and through the studies based on existing conditions and 
structures currently onsite.  The sentence in the Executive Summary (page xviii) that follows 
the one cited in the comment states that “careful study, design, construction and operation 
would be needed for any alternative to minimize potential impacts and provide mitigation for 
those impacts”.  This statement was intended to note that without mitigation measures presented 
in the EIE supplemented with more detailed mitigation measures that will be studied and 
employed during design, construction and operation, impacts could be significant.  The loss of 
the historic structures as a result of the No Build, Passive Park and Ecological Park alternatives 
would be significant and mitigation would be implemented as stated described in Section 3.2.12 
of the EIE.  Mitigation measures for cultural resources and all other environmental elements, 
as applicable are summarized in Section 7 of the EIE.   
 
Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that the execution of the No Build, Ecological and Passive 
Park alternatives would result in the loss of significant historic resources on the site.   
 
CTHP-2: Comment: “Mitigation should be proportionate to the loss incurred.  For a 
nationally significant historic resource like Seaside, the EIE should recommend a much higher 
level of mitigation.  Examples of proportionate mitigation efforts might include: 

• Programming about children’s health or the history of healthcare for children.  
Although the resources available to redevelop a state park cannot fund an ongoing 
medical treatment program, some more targeted awareness campaign or historical 
programming would be an appropriate way to honor the medical legacy of Seaside. 

• Reusing elements of the buildings, preferably on the site.  For instance, it might be 
possible to leave some walls standing to enclose gardens or a picnic pavilion, or to 
reuse salvaged brick or stone in park features.  The cupola of the hospital might become 
a folly or be re-mounted on a park structure.  Additionally, in the interests of 
sustainability, any removal of buildings should be by deconstruction and salvage of any 
usable buildings materials, not just decorative items.   

• Redirecting the money that might have been used to restore the exterior of the buildings 
for conversion to a hotel (as envisioned by the Destination and Hybrid alternatives) and 
using it instead to stabilize and preserve other neglected historic buildings on State 
property.” 

 
CTHP-2: Response: The suggestions for potential mitigation listed above are noteworthy 
and will be considered in the final design of the selected alternative and coordinated with the 
SHPO.  Items such as reuse of some building materials onsite and/or retention of foundations 
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or walls have been considered and included in some of the alternatives, as presented in the 
Master Plan and EIE, as well as the idea of interpretive signage that presents the history of the 
site; nevertheless, additional means of capturing the history and historic character of the 
buildings and its former site use beyond what was presented in the EIE will be considered in 
the ensuing phases of the project. 
 
 
Robert M. Nye, Waterford Municipal Historian (RMN) 

August 24, 2017 

 
RMN-1 Comment: “I am in favor of the Seaside proposal for Option1/ Destination Park. 
The Cass Gilbert buildings as well as the Superintendent's Cottage and the Duplex must be 
preserved.  The architectural/historical significance of the site has been well documented by a 
number of Gilbert scholars, most notably Barbara Christen, PhD, as well as by other architects, 
historians and preservationists nationwide.  I must add that the Hybrid 4 Park Option would 
be a disaster, not only to Gilbert's open campus design, but for the abutting neighbors as well.” 
 
RMN-1 Response: As discussed in the EIE, both the Destination Park and Hybrid Park 
alternatives would retain the historic buildings onsite.  The siting of the new structure or 
structural addition for the Hybrid alternative would involve a viewshed study with 
considerations for neighbors, aesthetics, and building materials to complement and retain the 
historic character of the buildings onsite and the landscape setting.   
 
This ROD has stated that the Destination Park option, with mitigation measures employed, is 
the Preferred Alternative.    
 
 
Hilary Micalizzi, President of Board of Directors for the Keeler Tavern Museum and 

History Center (KTM) 

August 21, 2017 

 
KTM-1 Comment: “Option One is the best use of the historic property designed and 
built by Cass Gilbert in the early 1930’s.  Option One’s considerate repurposing of the 
architecturally significant buildings and the reclamation of the shoreline and boardwalk area, 
for the benefit of the public, are clearly the most effective and responsible use of this important 
property…Seaside Sanatorium is amongst Gilbert’s most notable Connecticut designs included 
civic and community buildings in New Haven, Waterbury and Lakeville.  Cass Gilbert’s legacy 
is very important to us as is the preservation of any building on the Historic Register.  It is our 
opinion that any option to destroy, significantly modify or to leave this property to further decay 
would be a colossal mistake.” 
 
KTM-1 Response: Please see the responses to RMN-1 and KMM-3.   
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Win Evarts, Executive Director, The Arc of Connecticut, Inc. (TAC) 

August 24, 2017 

 
TAC-1  Comment: “The Arc has been an interested observer in the fate of Seaside for 
over 15 years because of our mission, as encapsulated in the first paragraph above, and also 
the standing legislative mandate to use any financial proceeds from the sale, lease or transfer 
of Seaside to create community-based residential alternatives for Connecticut citizens with 
I/DD as put forth in statute in 2001’s Public Act 01-154, 2010’s State budget, and 2011’s 
Section 17a-451d…Since many of the development options entail private use of the property, 
which is subject to approval by the Finance, Revenue and Bonding and Government 
Administration and Elections Committees of the State Legislature, the State should be diligent 
in receiving fair value, ensuring public access to the waterfront, and using any financial 
proceeds to create community-based residential alternatives for Connecticut residents with 
I/DD which will save the State money over current State-operated settings for people with I/DD. 
These criteria have been repeatedly recognized by both Committees as being requirements for 
granting approval for private use.” 
 
TAC-1  Response:  Effective July 1, 2015, the Department of Administrative Services 
was directed by the Secretary of the Office and Policy and Management to transfer full care and 
control of the former Seaside Regional Center property to the Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection to allow further study of the best and most feasible plan for its 
conversion to a state park.  In response to comments concerning the sale of the Seaside property, 
the department does not find them relevant because it does not intend to sell the Seaside 
property as part of the preferred alternative.  If DEEP continues to pursue the preferred 
alternative and prior to final execution of any lease arrangement, it will adhere to all applicable 
legal requirements regarding the lease of DEEP property.    
 
Public Act 01-154 established a special non-lapsing fund for any money received from the sale 
or lease of Norwich Hospital or any other regional center and was codified at section 17a-451d 
of the Connecticut General Statutes.    At this time, DEEP would assume any lease proceeds 
would be deposited to the General Fund unless directed otherwise by OPM or the legislature 
because the property’s status as a regional center changed upon the transfer of care and control 
of the property to DEEP for state park purposes.   
 
Final details of any financial arrangement will be based on any legally viable responses that 
DEEP receives from those interested in the opportunity to partner with the state in the 
development of the preferred alternative.   These responses must meet certain requirements 
regarding the reuse of the historic structures, the placement of any hospitality use within a park 
setting, and any environmental issues related to the coastal resources on or adjacent to the 
property.  DEEP envisions the use of a public, request-for-proposals process to solicit responses 
from those qualified to undertake such a project on a portion of the park property.    
 
TAC-2  Comment: “The Preferred Plan Report dated June 2016 recommends a hybrid 
concept meshing the Destination Park and the Ecological Park. The only wording describing 
the financial structure of the hybrid development on page 20 is, ‘A public-private partnership 
will be sought to support the adaptive reuse and restoration of the historic buildings as a State 



 

 8  
 

Park Lodge. The lodge is a recommended size of 100 rooms with associated services including 
upscale and casual dining, conference space, pool, spa and parking.’  Realizing that this was 
written in 2016, when the State’s current budget crisis was just a distant light coming down the 
train tracks, is this still the financing concept today? If so, how is the financial portion of the 
development plan going to be structured? Where is the start-up capital coming from? Who is 
going to own the revenue-generating asset inside the park? If the State owns the revenue-
generating asset, what incentive is there for a developer to perform and why should they bear 
the execution risk of the project? The simplest way to create accountability for a successful 
execution of any of the concepts is for the responsibility for monitoring and compliance to the 
development plan be shouldered based on both economic and local interest.  For that reason, 
if the recommended hybrid plan or the Destination Park is the final outcome, a developer should 
own the revenue-generating asset, if not the whole property, and execute the plan in compliance 
with local zoning laws and appropriate environmental regulations. For the Ecological Park or 
Passive Park options, the Town of Waterford should purchase the property from the State.” 
 
TAC-2  Response: Section 3.3.4 of the EIE addresses many of the questions raised in 
this comment.  The details of a State/private developer financial structure are presented in 
Appendix B of the EIE.  In short, for the lodging alternatives, there would be a public-private 
partnership between the CT DEEP and a private developer to be selected by DEEP for the 
project at a future date.  We envision the State retaining ownership of the land and a ground 
lease-hold agreement would be made between DEEP and the developer.  The leased portion of 
the site would be the buildings and the immediate surroundings, not the entire 32-acre site.  The 
details of the agreement would be made at a future date, but for the purposes of providing a 
gross estimate of economic and fiscal impacts as part of the EIE, the Economic Impact Study 
(Appendix B of the EIE) assumed that costs of site improvements would be paid for by the State 
with General Obligation Bonds and building renovation costs borne by the developer.  The 
developer/hotel operator would receive the revenue generated from the lodging activities, but 
there would be revenue generated to the State in the form of taxes, fees, and the aforementioned 
ground lease payments.   
 
The State intends to retain the 32-acre site as a State Park.  There is no intention to sell to a 
private party or the Town.  The Town has rejected multiple right of refusals on the property in 
the past, as discussed in the timeline of the Site in the EIE. 
 
See response to KMM-1 regarding regulatory approvals.   
 
Leslie Simoes, Co-Director for Autism Services and Resources Connecticut (ASRC) 

July 25, 2017 

 
ASRC-1 Comment: “In 2001 Public Act 01-154 became law. The 2010 state budget 
contained explicit provisions that Seaside be sold.  In 2011 Section 17a-451d of the Connecticut 
General Statutes was enacted.  In all cases the intent of the legislative action was that Seaside 
would be sold, and all proceeds would go back to DDS.  Leasing wasn’t even contemplated.  
But even if the intent of the Legislature could be stretched to include leasing, any funds received 
are mandated to go to provide residential alternatives to individuals with ID/DD.  Any 
agreement that would allow for the private use of Seaside is subject to approval by the Finance 
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Revenue and Bonding (FRB) and the Government Administration and Elections (GAE) 
Committees of the state Legislature. In the past, both of these Committees granted approval for 
private use of Seaside subject to the following conditions:  
 

1. Fair compensation to the state. As I recall, they relied on an appraisal that valued 
the property at $8.0 million.  
 
2. Public Access to the waterfront. DEEP felt that the real opportunity was to create 
a park that would be attractive to individuals with disabilities, and older people. The 
Committees thought this was a good idea, given that Connecticut currently has no 
such recreational opportunities.  
 
3. Use of the funds. Both committees were well aware of the mandate that funds from 
the sale of Seaside would be used to create residential alternatives for individuals with 
ID/DD.  

 
After following this case for years I believe DEEP’s proposal is not consistent with the 
conditions for use of the property set by the FRB and GAE Committees of the Legislature and 
is not consistent with state statute regarding the use of proceeds from the property.  Therefore, 
it should not be considered a viable alternative for this property.  By statute, Seaside is currently 
deemed to be surplus property, and under the care control and custody of the Department of 
Administrative Services. Section 4(b)21 of the CGS, in part, states that before DAS may transfer 
any property to any agency of the state government, the receiving agency must prepare a plan, 
timeline and budget for use of the property.  Those documents must be submitted to the Office 
of Policy and Management (OPM) for approval.  To my knowledge, no such plan, timetable or 
budget exists, and thus no approval could have been granted by OPM.  Therefore, there is no 
basis for DEEP to operate a park at Seaside, and that activity should cease, and the property 
should be secured.” 
 
ASRC-1 Response: See response to TAC-1. 
 
 
Kathleen Jacques (KJ) 

Multiple comment emails and letters with attachments 

Email comment dated July 7, 2017 

Motion for Intervention dated July 25, 2017 

Verified Petition for Intervention dated July 25, 2017 

Letter and attachments dated August 23, 2017 

 
KJ-1  Comment: “These are the attachments that I sent in response to the EIE scoping, 
and receipt was confirmed. However, I have just reviewed the published EIE document, and 
while I found the attachments were included, I could not locate the actual letter that included 
my comments: SeasideScopingMeeting2016Revise3.pdf, anywhere in the published EIE 
document. It may be an oversight on my part, it is many pages! Could you please help me locate 
the page that this letter can be found in the EIE? They should be included in the public record.” 
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KJ-1  Response: The email transmitting the comments and three attachments to the 
email were included in the EIE, but the letter was inadvertently omitted from the EIE document, 
although it was reviewed and considered as part of the EIE.  The DEEP Bureau Chief reviewed 
this issue and responded to Ms. Jacques in an email dated July 10, 2017 (included in the 
comment letters).  As a result of this omission, an errata document indicating the letter was 
received and reviewed and including the letter was prepared and published in the July 11, 2017 
Environmental Monitor.  In order to ensure the public had adequate time for review of the EIE, 
including errata, the public comment period was extended through August 25, 2017.  Public 
notices were also included to advertise the extension of the public comment period.   
 
KJ-2  Comment: “While the EIE and its attachments include more than 859 pages, 
there is only a one-page summary entitled “Comparison of Potential Impacts by Alternatives 
(pg. 2-12) that purports to evaluate the “level” of impact of pertinent environmental factors. 
The most obvious indication of the inadequacy of this table is freely admitted in section 2.9, 
which plainly states that ‘visitation estimates do not include the employees or visitors to the 
lodging facilities under the Hotel alternatives.’  Potential Impacts on the local human 
population listed on this chart include:  
 

• Traffic, Parking, Circulation  
• Air Quality  
• Noise  
• Land Use/ Neighborhoods.  

 
However, there is no adequate explanation for omitting the impact that the employees and 
visitors will have on the location and the neighboring area, when it is specifically the 
commercial operation of a 24/7 hotel/resort and its ancillary services that are going to exert 
the most significant environmental consequences. Also, there is no discussion or justification 
that explores why some environmental factors are given more weight: i.e., economic return vs 
change of land use.” 
 
KJ-2  Response:  The table referred to above on page 2-12 of the EIE is a summary 
table, meant to provide a quick reference to the reader to summarize potential impacts 
associated with each alternative addressed in the EIE, because of the complexity of the 
document.  Each of the issues identified and summarized on this table has a complete narrative 
evaluation and discussion of that issue in the various subsections of Section 3 of the EIE, which 
is entitled “Existing Environment and Analysis of Impacts”.  The level of potential impact for 
each issue area is fully discussed in Section 3 of the document.   
 
Page 2-9, Section 2.6 of the EIE states that “it is estimated that there would be approximately 
50,000 annual visitations to the Park. These visitation estimates do not include the employees 
or visitors to the lodging facilities under the Destination and Hybrid Park alternatives.”  This is 
a correct statement and is meant to introduce to the reader the number of expected visitors to 
the park for each of the four alternatives, regardless of whether lodging is included.  The number 
of staff and hotel guests associated with each alternative are in addition to the 50,000 visitations 
and are accounted for in all sections of the EIE evaluation, including in traffic generation 
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estimates and the economic analysis, as well as in discussions of noise and air quality which 
address hotel operations.   
 
Environmental factors were given equal weight in the EIE in the consideration of impacts.  
More complex topics may require more analysis and discussion to present the topic to readers, 
which is why some topics have longer narratives, or supplemental reports and analysis.   
 
KJ-3  Comment: “The lengthy EIE report is detailed, repetitive, and illustrated with 
maps and tables, but is missing quantitative data about a hotel operation and its demands for 
energy, its perpetual light pollution and machine noise, and the addition of large volumes of 
guests and activities that will bring traffic, sound, and alcohol use to the park 24 hours a day.” 
 
KJ-3  Response: The EIE contains quantitative data related to economic and traffic 
impacts, which are quantifiable at the planning stage of a project.  Energy use and lighting 
patterns are not reliably quantifiable at the planning level because they require design level 
information.  Qualitative, comparative analyses were used for such topics, addressing a 
comparative review of potential impacts associated with each of the alternatives as compared 
to the existing condition.  As discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the EIE, the operation of the site 
would be subject to the applicable noise regulations/restrictions, which set performance 
standards for the acceptable State noise levels based on day of the week and time of day.  For 
clarification regarding alcohol use, the following information is provided:  The possession and 
consumption of alcohol is currently permitted at Seaside State Park, and DEEP would envision 
that would continue.  DEEP also would envision that alcohol would be available at hotel venues.  
As is the case at all state parks and forest recreation areas, if alcohol-related concerns become 
an issue, the Commissioner has the authority to ban the possession and consumption of alcohol 
in the park, either temporarily (up to 90 days at a time) or permanently. 
 
KJ-4  Comment: “Describing the increase in use intensity under the Destination and 
Hybrid alternatives as merely “perceived” is inappropriate and is a subjective opinion of the 
preparer.  It does not justify the omission of a more substantial examination of these impacts, 
and inadequately addresses the Scoping comments that I submitted (and will be attached to this 
submission as well), which include an extensive list of questions and concerns about a 
commercial hotel operation, that remain unanswered.  Also omitted from this report is any 
empirical data that demonstrates by audio recording the sound emanating from a comparable 
hotel operation, or visual photography that illustrates the light pollution emanating from the 
premises.  As the current site is extremely dark and quiet, to claim that a hotel operation has 
no significant impact without presenting the evidence that was used to conclude this, is a 
specious assertion.” 
 
KJ-4  Response: All comments received during the Scoping process were considered 
during EIE development.  The increase in use intensity over the existing condition is 
acknowledged and discussed in the first sentence of Section 5.2.4, stating that all alternatives 
will result in an increase in use intensity over existing conditions and that those alternatives 
with lodging will result in a new land use in the neighborhood.  Furthermore, options with 
lodging were acknowledged as potentially being identified by some as adverse impacts and 
indicating that those impacts are discussed more fully in Section 3.  Mitigation for these impacts 
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are also discussed in the EIE, with the intent of limiting any impacts that cannot be avoided, 
such as for increased land use intensity, which would be mitigated by measures such as use of 
directed downward lighting, event hour limitations, complying with applicable noise 
ordinances, and vegetative shielding, among other methods.  
 
There is insufficient design-level information at this time to conduct a quantitative noise or light 
analysis.  The alternatives that have been evaluated are conceptual; therefore, light and noise 
impacts have been evaluated in a qualitative manner and measures to minimize their potential 
adverse affects have been presented in the EIE as described above.    
 
KJ-5  Comment: “A Hotel plan that is driven by the goal of historic preservation will 
be too expensive, too risky, and will have too much impact on the quality of life in the area.  As 
there is an Alternative Plan that develops a public resource for all; has minimal financial 
outlay; enhances the land/use of the neighborhood; and unburdens the state of abandoned, 
functionally obsolete buildings; the logical decision is to create a Park.  Unfortunately (and 
clearly expressed during the post-scoping public hearing) the Park planning meetings did not 
accommodate or encourage interactive public discussion about how the Hybrid Plan was 
selected as “preferred,”’ nor an explanation of the ongoing process by which a final plan will 
ultimately be selected, or what opportunities the general public will have too [sic] participate 
in the selection process.” 
 
KJ-5  Response: The anticipated costs and economic analyses presented in Section 
3.3.4 and Appendix B of the EIE reviewed all four alternatives and, as discussed in the EIE, the 
lodging alternatives would involve a public-private partnership to share costs.  
 
This CEPA process on the Seaside Master Plan was meant to compare all alternatives which 
were presented in the 2016 Sasaki Master Plan.  Although the Sasaki Master Plan identified the 
Hybrid as preferred, the Hybrid plan was not presented as the “preferred” alternative in the EIE.     
The completion of the EIE and the comments  received on the EIE have helped DEEP formulate 
the Preferred Alternative which will be carried forwarded through the developer selection, 
design and construction phases of the Project.   
 
After careful consideration of the analyses presented in the EIE and the public and agency 
comments received during the CEPA process, the State’s Preferred Alternative is the 
Destination Park, with some modifications that will avoid, minimize and/or mitigate impacts, 
as discussed herein.  
 
This ROD will be presented to OPM for its approval which is called a Determination of 
Adequacy.  The approved ROD will be made available to the public on the Project website and 
in the Town Hall and Library.  Further opportunities for public input would be associated with 
any State or federal permit applications that may require public notification.   
 
KJ-6  Comment: “What level of service would constitute a significant impact to the 
area being evaluated? A graph of the four levels of service needs to be provided that illustrates 
how the anticipated levels of service measure up to levels that would be considered significant.  
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Other questions pertaining to the traffic study report:  
 

• What are the upper limits that determine impact?  
• How close are the hotel traffic estimates to the upper limit?  
• Can graphs be provided that illustrate seasonal traffic impacts?  
• How much will projected hydro-carbon emissions for hotel traffic affect the existing air 

quality?  
• Were off-site parking, pedestrian safety, increased sightseeing traffic, and congestion on 

feeder roads evaluated?  
• What is the nature of the 1040 Hotel Plan vehicle trips? Were food and beverage trucks, 

linen delivery trucks, garbage trucks, grounds keeping crews, utility service vehicles, etc., 
considered? How often, and what times of day?  

• What seasonal adjustments were considered for summer traffic in the local area to Ocean 
Beach, Harkness, Seaside, and Pleasure Beach?  

• Was any examination made of the impact of increased boat traffic?  
 
As the technical definition of “impact” for the purpose of a traffic study is basically confined 
to the “impervious surfaces,” and not to the noise, pollution and pedestrian safety of an 
addition 50,000 annually, then how are the environmental impacts of the increased traffic on 
the human population and ecology in the surrounding area proposed to be mitigated?” 
 
KJ-6  Response: Traffic impact is typically considered to be significant when existing 
levels of service are A, B, or C and they worsen to E or F under the proposed condition.  Other 
factors come into play when considering significance including: the amount of delay increase 
in seconds; the number of intersections affected; which intersections are affected; and public 
safety.  As presented in Section 3.2.1 and Appendix C of the EIE, as well as the updated traffic 
study in this ROD (Appendix F), none of the intersections rise to the level of significant impact.  
In fact, the only intersection movement that would worsen to Level of Service (LOS) E is the 
eastbound movement of the Great Neck Road at Lamphere Road/Braman Road intersection.  
Under the Destination and Hybrid Park alternatives there would only be an increase of 2.3 and 
2.7 seconds, respectively. 
 
Traffic flow diagrams showing traffic counts conducted during March and seasonally adjusted 
to summer are presented in Appendix C of the EIE.  Based on comments on the EIE, DEEP 
contracted a consultant to perform summer traffic counts in order to review the assumptions 
made as part of the Traffic Study performed as part of the EIE.  Actual summer traffic flow 
diagrams are presented in Appendix F of this ROD. 
 
With the provision of new parking lots for all the alternatives, on-street parking will likely not 
be required; however, if there is parking spillage onto local roads, this would be regulated by 
the Town. 
 
As explained on page 3-48 of the EIE, the traffic generated from the proposed park and hotel 
usage was developed from the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation, 9th 
Edition.  This publication is a compendium of numerous empirical studies of various land uses 
including parks and hotels; therefore, all traffic generated from these uses are factored into the 
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rates that were used for the EIE traffic study.  This includes sight-seeing traffic, delivery trucks, 
food trucks, and emergency vehicles, in addition to standard park and hotel guests and 
employees. 
 
The alternatives presented in the EIE include a kayak launch.  There is no provision for a marina 
or other facility for motorized boats. 
 
 
KJ-7  Comment: 

• “Were the cost estimates for hotel construction based on Historic Properties preservation 
Guidelines?  

• What is the mechanism/scheme proposed for funding the Hybrid Park, specifically hotel 
construction?  

• Does DEEP/DAS currently have any agreements in place that are comparable with the 
type of private /public partnership proposed for the Hotel?  

• Which agency will administer the public/private partnership agreement?  
• What mechanism will prevent an expansion of the hotel/resort project if the costs of 

construction escalate?  
• What is the entire amount of the State contribution to the Hotel alternatives that are not 

going to be returned by hotel operations lease fees, (in addition to the 10 million dollars 
for remediation of the building exteriors)?  

• How much has been spent to date on environmental clean-up? 
 o Has the money spent for ongoing remediation performed over the previous two years 

(see attached invoice details from FOIA requests) been included in the Study as part of 
the cost estimates?  

o Are these additional expenditures? And what is the total amount that has been spent 
or committed for remediation that is not included in the Economic Study?  

o Why doesn’t the completion of remediation and abatement open up opportunities for 
the many previously disregarded adaptive reuses that have been proposed?”  

 
KJ-7  Response: Cost estimates for hotel construction did consider historic nature of 
the properties. These were developed during the Master Planning process and refined during 
the CEPA process.  
 
Please see Response TAC-2 regarding funding mechanisms.   
 
DEEP currently does not have private/public partnership agreements in place for projects of 
this scale.  The public/private partnership would be administered by DEEP.  
 
Regarding the question of project scope expansion, any significant change in the scope of the 
project would require additional CEPA review.  
 
With regards to the State contribution to the hotel alternatives, see response to TAC-2. 
 
The cleanup of the Site has been ongoing and separate from the redevelopment of the Site and 
this CEPA process.  This process will continue, regardless of the selection of an alternative.  As 
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such, those costs were not included in the economic analysis.  For the comment regarding site 
cleanup as an opportunity for other adaptive reuses, see response to DG-1. 
 
KJ-8  Comment: “The Scoping comments contained pertinent and informed questions 
and concerns about the impact of various aspects of the Park and Hotel plans on the shoreline. 
As a lay person, it was apparent to me that there was scientific disagreement about the impact 
of the different proposals. Please respond to these disagreements. There were also neighboring 
property owners that disputed some of the findings and what seemed to be the integration of 
private property into the Park plans. How will this contradiction be addressed and mitigated?” 
 
KJ-8  Response: In response to various scoping comments regarding ecological 
resources and water resources in the shorefront area, full ecological and water resources 
assessments were completed as part of the EIE process and included in the EIE to address such 
comments.   
 
The mapping contained in the EIE is at a planning level and more detailed locations of existing 
and proposed features will be completed during the design phase of the project. 
 
Based on existing property boundary, which will be verified during the design process, the 
westernmost groin at the site is partially on private property; however, there are no plans to 
alter this structure.   
 
KJ-9  Comment: “no financial risk/benefit analysis of the experimental model of a 
Resort Hotel surrounded by a State Park is included” 

 
KJ-9  Response: A detailed economic impact analysis was conducted for the EIE as 
contained in Attachment B of that document.  In addition, and as referenced in that appendix, a 
study by PKFConsulting/CBRE Hotels was conducted that evaluated the financial feasibility 
of the lodging alternatives.  The economic impact analysis considers the financial outlay by the 
State and the prospective developer and the expected revenues generated to the State and the 
Town as a result of those investments.  It will be the responsibility of the prospective 
developers/hotel operators to determine if reuse of the buildings for lodging poses an acceptable 
risk, and it will be the responsibility of the State to determine whether any proposals received 
merit consideration.  After the CEPA process is completed a Request for Proposal (RFP) will 
be noticed so that prospective developers/hotel operators have an opportunity to determine if 
creation of a lodging facility under the future development agreement with the State is an 
acceptable risk. 
 
 
Jon B. Chase, Richard S. Cody, P.C. (legal representation for Kathy Jacques) (JBC) 

July 29, 2017 

 
JBC-1  Comment: “While we understand the Attorney General’s office may want to 
review the contested case issue, intervention under 22a-19 is automatic upon filing of a verified 
pleading, and Kathleen Jacques is thus more than a member of the public at the Monday, July 
31 proceeding.  For example, as an intervenor she may cross-examine witnesses.  We suggest 
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that the better course would either be to postpone the July 31 hearing entirely if the full range 
of Mrs. Jacques’ due process rights under the statute cannot be completely ensure, or in the 
alternative keep the hearing open after Monday night pending receipt of the AG’s opinion, with 
the same witnesses all being brought back.” 
 
JBC-1  Response: A formal response to the intervention request was prepared by the CT 
DEEP Agency Legal Director, dated July 31, 2017.  This response, as well as the legal 
documents filed, are included in the following pages. 
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Allan Jacques (AJ) 

August 25, 2017 

 

AJ-1  Comment: “With some initial input from the public, DEEP presented the public 
with three design concepts. They solicited input from across the state and compiled many 
impressive statistics. I believe the conclusions drawn from these surveys were biased.  After 
several months DEEP synthesized all the information and revealed a New “Preferred Plan.” 
This is a new plan and incorporates several features of the three plans revealed at earlier 
meetings.  On the surface, one would surmise that this was a reasonable process, but in truth it 
has resulted in a plan which ignores recent local zoning proceedings and proposes spending 
millions of dollars of Sate [sic] money on an experimental hybrid park. This “Preferred Plan” 
is a re-imagined version of the previous “Destination Park Plan,” and relies completely on the 
economic reuse of the existing buildings.  Converting the two larger functionally obsolescent 
buildings into a high-end 24/7 commercial operation will completely transform the character 
of the quiet residential zone which surrounds Seaside.  I believe the process was flawed and 
designed to produce a predetermined outcome.  At the next meeting DEEP presented its plan. 
To be clear, DEEP’s “Preferred Plan is DEEP’s choice and it is not one of the original choices 
presented to the public. Not only is the Preferred Plan the most expensive plan, but it can only 
be accomplished by investing 45 million dollars that the State cannot afford. It also alters 
DEEP‘s and DAS‘s management of the park and adds responsibilities which would not typically 
be associated with park management. All this in spite of the findings that sixty-five percent of 
the survey respondents found that even a “small inn “was an inappropriate use, let alone a 100 
room hotel.” 
 
AJ-1  Response: The Hybrid alternative was presented at the final Master Plan 
presentation in May, 2016 (slide #26) and was also identified as the preferred alternative at the 
CEPA Scoping Meeting; therefore, the public has had an opportunity to comment on this 
particular concept, which combines many of the elements of the other three alternatives.  During 
the preparation of the EIE, and based on public scoping comments, it was decided to not select 
a preferred alternative for implementation until after the public and agencies had an opportunity 
to comment on the EIE.  This would allow DEEP to make a more informed decision and it also 
ensured that each alternative would be evaluated to the same level of detail.   
 
As stated in this ROD, DEEP has selected the Destination Park Alternative (with some 
modifications to avoid impacts and has also eliminated some costly site improvements as 
described and depicted in Table 1 and Figure 1 of this ROD) as its preferred concept.  This 
alternative would involve adaptive reuse for approximately 63 rooms, although if determined 
to not be economically feasible and/or in the best interest of the State, up to 100 rooms would 
be considered.  
 
The EIE process did not present, nor conclude by establishing a preferred alternative.  All 
alternatives were assessed, and no preferred alternative was designated.  The Hybrid Park 
alternative is very similar to the Destination Alternative in terms of site usage (lodging) and 
features (trails, fishing pier).  It was also developed to minimize shoreline erosion impacts 
which could occur if the seawall configuration of the Destination Alternative is constructed.  
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The Hybrid alternative also attempts to infuse living shoreline concepts (e.g. reef balls) to 
enhance shoreline habitat and reduce beach erosion. The main material difference is the addition 
of 30 rooms for lodging which is intended to improve the financial feasibility of the lodging 
alternative. 
 

 

Nancy E. James (NEJ) 

August 4, 2017 

 
NEJ-1  Comment: “The statement in question was ‘There are no Federally Protected 
Species present at Seaside.’ Whether this statement was referencing wildlife or vegetation or 
both I am not certain.  What I am certain of is the fact that there is wildlife on site at Seaside at 
different times of the year that is protected.  You have an active Osprey nest with a family that 
has returned for at least their 4th year residing in one of the chimneys of the old nursing 
building.  During nesting seasons these birds and the nest are federally protected and during 
the off season the only reason to remove that nest would be that the nest is causing eminent 
danger, such as on a power line which is not the case.  This information comes directly from 
The Connecticut Audubon Society. I personally have monitored that specific nest as well as 
others for the Ct Audubon for the past 3 years.  I have substantial documentation and 
photographs to support the the [sic] nest and its well being.  In addition, plovers and terns are 
regular tenants at certain times of the year.  I have photos of those as well. In addition, not 
necessarily protected species there are swallows that gather there from june to sept [sic].  They 
build nests and remain until its time for their migration.  Once again I have photos to support 
this. There are great egrets, snowy egrets, cormorants and loons, coopershawks and 
approximately one and half years ago a Snowy owl made a brief layover on the roof of one of 
the buildings.  A gentleman who was part of the evening security crew has a photo to support 
that. There have also been occasional sighting of seals sunning themselves on the beach.” 
 
NEJ-1  Response: The EIE and the public hearing presentation addressed State and 
federally-protected species under the State and federal Endangered Species Acts (ESA).  
Osprey are not protected under these acts because they are not Species of Special Concern, 
Endangered or Threatened; nevertheless, they are regulated under the federal Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act.  As such, any work done at or within 500 feet of the nest, which sits on the roof of 
the Nurses Residence, will be done after breeding season so that the young have fledged.  The 
nest will likely need to be removed under any of the alternatives, and that too will be done 
outside of the breeding season so as to avoid impacts during this sensitive time of year.  This is 
common practice that is accepted by DEEP Wildlife Division and U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  Possible replacement of the osprey nest will be coordinated with these two agencies 
during the design phase of the project.  Erection of a nest platform on or near the site would 
mitigate the loss of the osprey nest. 
 
As part of the EIE, the DEEP Natural Diversity Database (NDDB) was contacted and the site 
reviewed for habitats for the species protected under the State and federal ESAs.  CT DEEP 
NDDB noted in their April 25, 2017 letter the presence of the Piping Plover (State and Federally 
Threatened) and Least Tern (State Threatened) “east of the property” but that they were “not 
found on the property” (See Appendix A and Section 3.1 and its subsections).  The NDDB 
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letter, as well as the EIE, noted the contribution that the site may make to migratory passerine 
birds.  We agree with the commenter that a variety of avian species are intermittently present.  
However, the actual sighting of nesting State- and Federally-listed avian species has not been 
recorded by NDDB and critical habitat for these species was not observed on-site.  The 
commenter also mentions observations of Great Egret (CT-Threatened), for which, as 
mentioned by the NDDB letter, the project site is “not a critical area for this species”.  As noted 
by the commenter, there are other coastal or shorebird, non-listed species present at least 
intermittently and seals, as well as other marine mammals, may be observed in this coastal 
frontage, as well as elsewhere along the CT coastline.  While true, as is typical for many or 
even most coastal properties, this was noted as part of the analysis for this project and all of the 
proposed alternatives will continue to provide much of same avian habitats and coastal habitats 
even after construction.  This should help to mitigate against any potential habitat loss and 
DEEP has made additional recommendations for site development which will be considered as 
part of final site development planning. 
 
 

Stephanie Peterson (SP) 

August 25, 2017 

 
SP-1  Comment: “I think it would be in the best interest of the wildlife, community and 
tax payer money, to leave Seaside as a Passive Recreation Park.  Turning Seaside into a 
commercialized area would be devastating to the natural beauty of the park and to the birds 
and deer I routinely see here.  It's heart breaking enough that when you tear down the old 
building the two osprey that have called Seaside home for many years will be displaced.” 
 
SP-1  Response:  While all alternatives would be expected to increase park use, the 
lodging options would bring additional people to the site, as compared to the Passive and 
Ecological Park options.  However, it would be expected that the wildlife currently seen at the 
park (including the abovementioned deer and birds) would continue to utilize the setting.  For 
impacts to osprey, see response to NEJ-1. 
 
 
Ann Schenk (AS) 

August 1, 2017 

 

AS-1  Comment: “I [am] distressed by the prospect of adding 90+ parking spots in 
my back yard in the plans for an ecological or passive park. Already we experience quite a bit 
of noise from the current parking lot. Dogs run into our yard, loud conversations and music 
blare from the cars while we are enjoying our own patio, light spills into our rear bedroom 
window. Please move the parking area so that it is not abutting the back yards of neighbors.  
As a neighbor to the property I do not object to the possibility of events such as weddings being 
held there.  However, I think the size of the events and the hours of availability should be limited 
and the parking should not be directly adjacent to the back yards of neighbors.  If a lodging 
and event facility is created, I think a discount should be offered to people who have property 
that directly abuts Seaside. (This might make the neighbors less resistant to your development 
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plans.)  I find the "Hybrid" plan the most objectionable. With so many buildings already there, 
why is is [sic] necessary to put on an addition?” 
 
AS-1  Response: Fencing and vegetative shielding would be used to limit impacts 
associated with parking areas.  Erection of a fence around portions of the parking area that face 
residential properties will also be considered.  Parking locations were optimized to balance 
protection of natural resources, historical resources, native species, current parking and access 
configurations, the desire to preserve viewsheds, and the desire to maintain open expanses 
within the park.  Hours and the size for hotel events would be limited by the space available as 
well as compliance noise regulations.  The Hybrid alternative would require either a building 
addition or new building to accommodate additional rooms/lodging which may be needed to 
make the lodging alternatives financially feasible. 
 

 

Alan and Colette Skinner (ACS) 

August 24, 2017 

 

ACS-1  Comment: “the increase in traffic to 700-1000 cars per day is unacceptable on 
a residential, country road.  There was no mention of how that number was arrived at.  If it’s 
an average, there could be more than that number during the summer.” 
 
ACS-1  Response:  Please refer to Sections 3.2.1.1 and 3.2.1.2 of the EIE and Appendix 
F of this ROD, which discusses how anticipated traffic volumes were calculated from standard 
methods of trip generation based on proposed land uses and included discussion of a seasonal 
adjustment factor.  The Traffic Impact Study included in Appendix C of the EIE also provides 
more detail on this topic.  In response to comments by Mr. Guy Russo, a supplemental traffic 
study was completed, using traffic counts collected in the summer of 2017.  Please see response 
to KJ-6 for a discussion.   
 

ACS-2  Comment: “There seems to be no discussion as to the coastal impact on 
neighboring properties if the seawall is breached or removed.”  
 
ACS-2  Response: A detailed analysis of the seawall removal (Ecological Park 
Alternative) and breaching (Destination Alternative) was conducted.  A summary of those 
results is presented in Section 3.1.2.2 and a modeling of coastal hydrodynamics is presented in 
Appendix D.  The Preferred Alternative calls for repairing the existing seawall. 
 

ACS-3  Comment: “There was no information about what happens if a hotel doesn’t 
survive. There was no risk assessment. What was the criteria used to guarantee a 60% fill 
capacity?? Why is another hotel needed in the area?”  
 
ACS-3  Response: A marketing and feasibility study conducted by PKF 
Consulting/CBRE Hotels, which is referenced in the EIE and Appendix B in particular, 
concluded that a hotel at this site may be feasible from a financial perspective.  DEEP will 
solicit proposals from developers/hotel operators after the CEPA process is completed.  It is up 
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to the prospective developers/hotel operators to determine if creation of a lodging facility under 
the future development agreement with the State, is an acceptable risk. 
 
ACS-4  Comment: “Swimming was never addressed.  Security was never addressed.” 
 
ACS-4  Response: As shown on Table 2-1 on Page 2-11 of the EIE and Section 3.1.3.2 
of the EIE, a swimming beach concept is formally included as part of the Passive Recreation 
Park alternative, although it is assumed that swimming may informally be a part of other 
concepts as well.  As discussed in the EIE in Section 3.3.1 (Public Health and Safety), public 
safety and security would be addressed by the local police and fire departments, DEEP 
Environmental Conservation Police, and Connecticut State Police.  For those options with a 
hotel, there may also be private security associated with the facility.   
 
 
John W. Kemper, Jr., Kemper Associates Architects, LLC (JWK) 

July 12, 2017 

 
JWK-1  Comment: “The EIE references the Seaside State Park Master Plan as the 
source of its information for the configuration and cost of proposed improvements at Seaside.  
That notwithstanding, the data in the EIE is often inconsistent with the information in the 
Master Plan.  For instance, page 10 of the Economic Impact Analysis (Appendix B) makes 
reference to the Destination Park alternative.  It references a 63-room hotel, visitor center-
changing area and site improvements.  The hotel contains 55, not 63 rooms.  The EIE also does 
not include any costs for the visitor’s center and other site improvements that they recommend.  
Further, referencing the Plan, the EIE states that the cost of improvements necessary to 
complete the Destination park is $39.51 million.  In 2015 the Master Plan estimated the cost at 
$45-60 million.  There is no explanation for this discrepancy.” 
 
JWK-1  Response: The costs for the Destination Park alternative, and all other 
alternatives, were estimated as part of the Master Plan process.  The Final Master Plan 
document is dated June 27, 2016, and not 2015, so the commenter was referencing an earlier 
draft version.  The costs presented in the 2016 Master Plan were further refined during the EIE 
process.  Project costs were divided into building costs and site improvement costs as well as 
specific items such as the fishing pier and seawall repair/demolition, which were costed 
separately.  In large part, the refinements to the site improvement costs for the EIE were minor; 
however, building costs were adjusted based on more detailed unit costs for hotel renovation 
provided in the PKF Consulting/CBRE Hotels Feasibility Study as referenced in the EIE.  The 
purpose of the fee estimate was to provide a general estimate of costs, at a planning level, so 
that an economic and fiscal impact analysis could be conducted for the EIE.   Cost estimates 
will be further refined during the design phase of the project.    
 
As stated in the EIE and carried through the Economic Analysis, the hotel in the Destination 
Park Alternative is proposed to contain 63 rooms across multiple buildings.  The majority of 
those rooms would be contained within the two large buildings (Main Hospital and Employee 
Residence) and some rooms would be within the Superintendent’s Residence and the Duplex 
House.  The reference to the 55 rooms likely did not include rooms in the latter two buildings.   



 

 23  
 

 
Costs for the visitor center and site improvements were included in the economic analysis 
performed and subsequently in all values represented in the EIE.  In the economic analysis 
report Section 1 (Appendix B of the EIE), costs are broken down into building renovation and 
demolition, which would include costs for all buildings onsite for each alternative.  The site 
improvements costs include all amenities and improvements beyond the buildings themselves.  
Parts 4-8 of that report provide detailed information about what amenities are included in each 
cost estimate.  In those sections, please note that the visitor center may be referred to as the 
“garage” or “renovated garage” which is what the building is currently referred to onsite.   
 
 
Julia (Gilbert) Bestedo Vietor (JBV) 

August 20, 2017 

 
JBV-1  Comment: “I would very much like to see Cass Gilbert's architectural legacy 
kept alive through preservation and not destroyed. Cass Gilbert's architecture holds a major 
place in the history of architecture in the US.  I am very pleased to read that the State of 
Connecticut finds it feasible to renovate Seaside as a hotel and conference center and not tear 
the buildings down. Aside from the architectural value of preserving the buildings, the 
operation of a 100 room hotel on the 32 acres would likely be far less disruptive, less congested 
and still economically beneficial, providing jobs long into the future, to the town of Waterford 
than selling the land to a developer to build houses or condos.  Since the State would continue 
to own the land and seemingly operate it as a park, the town of Waterford would also benefit 
from the public access to the land near the water, similar to the superb public park owned by 
the City of Laguna Beach, here in Orange County, that provides beachfront access, walkways, 
and picnic facilities between the Montage Hotel and the ocean beach.  lt is a beautiful park and 
enjoyed by thousands, many of whom cannot afford to stay in the hotel.  Certainly such a park 
at Seaside would be supported by the State's interest in public policy.” 
 
JBV-1  Response: Please see response to KMM-3.  To confirm your comment, the park 
would be open to the public for daily use without needing to have a lodging reservation at the 
hotel under the lodging options.   
 
 
Mary Beth Betts, Ph.D. (MB) 

August 24, 2017 

 
MB-1  Comment: “We strongly urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 
1/Destination Park. We believe that this option is the best of all five options presented, as it 
would allow a path to creating a jewel in the Connecticut state park system. This option brings 
together the greatest number of positive results economically, historically, and aesthetically for 
the town, state, and region at large. It presents a special opportunity for the public in offering 
both passive and active recreation, along with a lodging experience in historic buildings that 
were designed by the nationally recognized architect Cass Gilbert (1859–1934), amid historic 
open space. Together, all of these elements would be a distinctive and special place in New 
England.  The reasons for my position are many.  Most important, the open space of this 36-acre 
parcel situated on Long Island Sound offers exceptional potential to embrace BOTH a distinctive 
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landscape AND historic architecture. Option 1/Destination Park makes the most of the site’s 
characteristic features, most notably the variety of coastal and upland habitats combined with the 
historic Cass Gilbert-designed Stephen J. Maher Infirmary and Nurses’ Residence and open space 
(not to mention the duplex residence for staff doctors—designed by New London architect Fred 
Langdon—and the superintendent’s cottage and garage).” 
 
 
MB-1  Response:  Please see responses to KMM-3 and RMN-1.   
 
 

Charles M. Post (CMP) 

August 21, 2016 (reissued letter sent via email on August 25, 2017) 

 

CMP-1  Comment: “There is only one option for the redevelopment of Seaside State 
Park that fulfills all of the components of DEEP’s mission statement.  ‘The Connecticut 
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) is charged with conserving, 
improving and protecting the natural resources and the environment of the state of Connecticut 
as well as making cheaper, cleaner and more reliable energy available for the people and 
businesses of the state.  The agency is also committed to playing a positive role in rebuilding 
Connecticut’s economy and creating jobs – and to fostering a sustainable and prosperous 
economic future for the state.’ (Opening paragraph DEEP website.  Emphasis added).  Option 
1 – Destination park is the only one of the options that fulfils all of DEEP’s stated goals.  The 
preservation and reuse of the existing buildings conserves an irreplaceable historic resource 
while creating jobs, and due to the distinctive tenor and unique features of this option it will 
provide all of the components necessary to ensure a prosperous economic future for the State 
and the local residents as well.  Option 1 protects the natural resources and the environment 
through the well-thought out site plan and the use of landscaping and lighting components that 
provide carefully considered mitigations to any potential noise and/or traffic impacts.  By 
contrast, Option 2 and 3 both result in the destruction of the existing buildings and with that 
destruction one also destroys the ability of the State to economically benefit from the unique 
cultural heritage and irreplaceable redevelopment potential these buildings provide.  Option 4 
has the unfortunate result of being both the most expensive and the most detrimental to the 
environment.  It creates the most traffic, destroys most of the sites natural habitat, and is the 
most expensive.” 
 
CMP-1  Response: All of the options seek to meet DEEP’s charge to conserve, improve, 
and protect natural resources through the creation of an improved state park and a careful set of 
designs meant to avoid and/or mitigate for any anticipated natural resource impacts, as 
discussed in the EIE.  While the Hybrid alternative would require additional parking and a new 
structure, the intended design sought to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts to natural 
resources and to retain the majority of the park setting intact.  With no adaptive reuse available 
under those concepts due to the lack of lodging proposed, Options 2 and 3 cited above 
(Ecological and Passive Parks) would require removal of the historic structures for safety and 
economics, but would include interpretive signage or other means of memorializing the 
structures and their significance.  For a comparative analysis of the jobs created and economic 
costs and benefits of each alternative, please refer to Appendix B of the EIE, which includes 
the full economic study.   
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Timothy Radway (TR) 

August 21, 2017 

 

TR-1  Comment:  The use of those properties [Superintendent’s House and Duplex 
Building] for hotel guests is overstepping our own zoning today; justified by the fact that 
someone wants to save the buildings.  Saving the buildings may be acceptable, but subjecting 
the neighbors to the noise most vacationing hotel guests will provide is not fair.  Buffer 
structures will not work here, as they will block the views for all.  This is a serious impact to 
the neighbors that is being downplayed.  Another proposed use should be examined that ceases 
operations for the evenings. 
 
TR-1  Response:  For the Destination and Hybrid Park alternatives, it is proposed that 
both the Superintendent and Duplex Buildings, which were originally designed for residential 
use, be restored and retained for uses such as lodging.  The Duplex has two units of 1,400 sf 
each and the Superintendent’s Residence has 3,325 sf of space.  It is envisioned that these would 
be rented as private vacation cottages to allow for longer-term rentals for groups and families 
preferring a suite-style rental.   As with all lodging facilities, it is not expected to be occupied 
year-round as the typical occupancy rates for lodging facilities is approximately 60%.  With the 
amount of space available at these two buildings, it is estimated that these units could be 
occupied by three or four families, or the equivalent number of people for other groups.  These 
buildings would not be used as function or event space. 
 
The Master Plan process, which involved a consideration and evaluation of other uses for all 
the buildings on site concluded that the most viable use for these two buildings would be for 
cottage-type rentals because these structures were designed as such.  There is little flexibility 
in altering the interior space due to the architectural and structural nature of the buildings.  
Furthermore, there are no plans to add a new building or an addition to these structures.   
 
There will likely be a marginal increase in noise in an around these buildings during their 
occupancy; however, it is not expected to be significant for the reasons described above.  Large 
deciduous trees which exist between these buildings and the adjoining properties to the west 
offer some limited relief from noise generated from activity at these two buildings.  This 
vegetation does provide some visual screening from adjacent residential properties and are 
proposed to be retained as part of the project.  The State will require that the selected 
developer/hotel operator comply with local and State noise regulations. 
 

 

TR-2  Comment: “The proposed Kayak Launch area should not include parking 
spaces. It should be like any other boat launch; only a drop off area. A simple loop road with 
signs indicating no parking would suffice. In this case, no screening is needed, no overhead 
lighting, and no ongoing disruption to the views. Users should drop off their equipment and go 
back to park where everyone parks. This is consistent with most boat launches…   A Kayak 
launch is only used for several months of the year. The neighbors should not be treated to 
people parking where they shouldn’t, lighting and screening all winter long. The southeastern 
sunrise is one of the best views we have; we are blocked from the sunset. This view is especially 



 

 26  
 

nice in the winter, when the sun’s arc is further south. This parking lot will be directly in line 
with that view from our property. Even if the decision is to provide the parking, we do not want 
screening or lights all year long.” 
 
TR-2  Response: The majority of parking for park users would be near the Shore Road 
intersection to the site driveway and/or within the interior of the site – not the perimeter.  
Dedicated parking intended for those launching kayaks was placed nearer to the waterfront to 
assist those users, since those users may not wish to leave their equipment unattended while 
they walk from the parking area, which is a substantial distance.  This is similar to many other 
boat launches which may not have parking immediately adjacent, but in the general vicinity.  
The park would only be open from dawn to dusk; therefore, there will be limited, if any need 
for lighting at the kayak launch.  During the design, if lighting is required for safety, then low 
mast, downward-directed architectural lighting, bollard lighting and/or paver lighting will be 
used to limit light trespass.  Lighting will be done in accordance with the Dark Sky Initiative.    
 
Joel Stocker (JS) 

August 25, 2017 

 

JS-1  Comment: “I feel many of the concepts as presented will not survive in this high 
energy environment.  The sandy beaches to the west do not exist now and won’t exist, and the 
tide pools, boardwalks, kayak ramp, even the fishing pier, would require continued expensive 
maintenance to remain viable.  By walking the site, observing the damage to hardened 
structures and noting prior attempts at similar features to the ones planned, the consultant who 
designed the plans should have enough evidence to support the high energy model.  In addition, 
as mentioned by others in the comments, the placement of the reef balls as shown on the maps 
do not appear functional.  They look painted on by a paint brush tool, as if more a concept than 
an actual design.  Even if they had been placed more appropriately I am not in favor of reef 
balls, I believe they are more feel good than actually good for the environment.  When people 
talk about designing living shorelines they often suggest reef balls, and feel good.  Regarding 
the seawalls. I am in favor of removing rather than repairing the damaged walls and possibly 
the undamaged walls at a future date when funds are available or repairs are required.  I don’t 
feel removal is likely to happen, but there is significant environmental value if the walls were 
gone.  The reflective wave energy off of walls is too great for most natural features.” 
 
JS-1  Response: The EIE evaluated the feasibility of the waterfront features referenced 
in the comment.  Based on EIE analysis and comments on the EIE, the Preferred Alternative 
will not include a boardwalk or reef balls, but will still incorporate a kayak launch and fishing 
pier.  These features will be designed to withstand wave and current forces at the site. Those 
options which retain the seawall will include repairs to the seawall.  
 
JS-2  Comment: “I am also in favor of removing the groins, something I believe would 
improve the shoreline habitat and further restore a balanced dynamic for the entire shoreline 
area from Magonk Point to Harkness Park.  As with the seawalls I realize removal is unlikely. 
It would be a difficult sell, in both the case of the walls and groins the benefits of removal are 
not intuitive.  Several people I have talked to east of the park feel they are protected by the 
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groins, when the restriction of historic littoral drift is probably the reason for significant 
erosion along their shoreline.” 
 
JS-2  Response: The prospect of removing the groins was addressed in the EIE, pp. 2-
10 and 2-11. 
 

Robin Ryan (RR) 

August 12, 2017 

 

RR-1  Comment: “I do not see the park as having enough acreage to support the 
Hybrid Plan or the Destination Park. I have a hard time envisioning customers of the hotel 
wanting families laying on the lawn or beach with their dogs and grills.  Something would have 
to give; either the day trippers would be segregated to a small piece of beach/lawn with 
restrictions on grills, dogs, music, etc. Or hotel patrons may not equal the numbers you would 
need to sustain the place. Or the cost of the room would have to be less than proposed to attract 
patrons to come to a hotel where individuals are casually using the same space.” 
 
RR-1  Response: The physical plan of the Hybrid and Destination Park alternatives 
demonstrates that the amenities proposed would fit within the Site.  Daytime public use of all 
park amenities outside of the hotel and its immediate surroundings (e.g. patios/porches) would 
be contractually included in any public/private partnership for the Site to prevent potential use 
restrictions.  Public park use would be subject to the rules established by DEEP and posted for 
the facility.   
 
 
Barbara Christen et al. (BC) 

August 25, 2017 

 
BC-1  Comment: “The campus’s Gilbert-designed open space and his Infirmary and 
Nurses’ Building are too important to lose.  These historic and cultural resources represent key 
moments in American landscape and architectural history on a regional and national level. If 
demolished or significantly impaired, they could never be replaced and the State would lose an 
economically significant resource for the area.  They, and the natural resources of the site, 
should be protected against overscaled development, which likely would render significant 
negative change to the distinctive historic open space and architecture of the site as outlined in 
Option 4/Hybrid Park, which would eviscerate the very qualities that make the site special.  We 
strongly believe that the Cass Gilbert-designed open space of the site and his historic buildings 
should be saved and adaptively reused in Option 1/Destination Park, because that proposal 
offers the greatest number of economic, historic, and aesthetic benefits within reasonable 
development parameters for the new Seaside State Park in Waterford, Connecticut.” 
 
BC-1  Response: Please see the responses to KMM-3 and RMN-1.   
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Daniel Allen, CTA Architects P.C. (DA) 

August 18, 2017 

 
DA-1  Comment: “I am writing to urge the State of Connecticut to preserve and reuse 
the magnificent buildings by Cass Gilbert on the grounds of Seaside in Waterford. The Seaside 
Employees Home and Sanatorium of 1932-34 are important late works by one of the nation’s 
finest architects.  If this were not reason enough, there are further compelling arguments for 
restoration and reuse. The high quality of the design and construction speak to the history of 
concern for public health in the state and nation.” 
 
DA-1  Response: Please see the responses to KMM-3 and RMN-1. 
 
 
Diana Sullivan (DS) 

July 31, 2017 

 

DS-1  Comment: “Where is the funds coming from to pay for this project?  The fishing 
pier. What is that cost? Has anybody paid attention to the angry seas at times. How is a pier 
going to hold up?” 
 

DS-1  Response: See response to TAC-2 regarding funding sources.  The estimated 
cost for a pile-supported fishing pier at the site is $5.1 million.  It would need to be designed to 
withstand the hydrodynamic forces that exist at the site, if it is part of the final selected 
alternative.   
 
DS-2  Comment: “Who is owner of this so called lodge/hotel?” 
 
DS-2  Response: DEEP would be the owner of the property with a long-term lease 
established for the hotel portion with the private developer/operator for that facility.   
 

 

Robert J. Tombari (RJT) 

August 16, 2017 

 

RJT-1  Comment: “The meeting showed two watercourses on the property, however 
there’s a third watercourse on the property.” 
 
RJT-1  Response: Section 3.1.3.1 of the EIE on page 3-24 and 3-25 presents three 
watercourses, including the eastern watercourse, which is piped below ground before 
discharging to the central watercourse.  Only the western and central watercourses have 
discharges at the seawalls, with the eastern watercourse combining flows with the central 
watercourse.  The western and central watercourses are larger in extent and as such may have 
been the subject of more discussion in the presentation.  The outlet your comment letter 
describes along the east side of the site along the jetty was determined to be a stormwater system 
outfall which includes a piped alignment along the eastern site boundary.   
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RJT-2  Comment: “A statue of two children once stood in the traffic circle at the front 
entrance to the hospital building. The foundation still exists.  That statue was dedicated to my 
Father, and a nurse who served for many years at Seaside.  That statue has been relocated to 
the facility at Camp Harkness.  I would like to see that statue relocated to it's original place at 
Seaside.” 
 
RJT-2  Response: We appreciate the commenter’s input on this interesting history of 
the site.  The disposition of the statue can be considered in the design phase of the project.   
 

 

Peter W. Colonis (PWC) 

August 4, 2017 
 
PWC-1 Comment: “I feel that either the Ecological Plan or the Passive Park would be 
the best plan for Waterford and the surrounding towns.  The state of Connecticut is in no 
position (and hasn't been for years) to spend 39.5 million dollars for a Destination Park or a 
Hybrid Park. Our state can barely afford to maintain and keep open all of our other beautiful 
parks.  I do not believe anyone really wants more traffic, more lights, more noise etc. and all 
the other potential problems and expenses that would come with a Destination Park or a Hybrid 
Park.” 
 
PWC-1 Response: Costs related to the Destination Park and Hybrid Park would be offset 
through a public-private partnership, as discussed in the EIE.  Comparative construction and 
operating costs versus revenues are also discussed in Appendix B of the EIE.  The varying 
potential effects of the alternatives are discussed in Section 3 of the document, identifying 
varying trip generation rates for the alternatives, as well as varying anticipated potential impacts 
relative to lighting and noise.   
 
 
William Farley (WF) 

July 12, 2017 

 
WF-1  Comment: “The design in the Master Plan contemplated using the lower level 
in the employee building.  That combined with the other floors in the existing buildings total 
slightly less than 100,000 square feet.  As shown in the Master Plan, and previously confirmed 
by my clients, the existing buildings will only accommodate 55 rooms.  The PKF Study states 
that each new room will require 500 square feet (page V-16).  Thus, an addition of 22,550 
square feet will be required to accommodate 100 rooms.   This brings the size of a 100-room 
hotel at Seaside to just over 120,000 square feet.   The addition would cost $5.0 million 
assuming construction costs of $250 per square foot.  This would bring the cost of the 
development to $65 million.” 
 
WF-1  Response:  The feasibility study by PKF Consulting/CBRE Hotels concluded 
that a 100-room lodging facility at Seaside could be feasible from a financial perspective.  
Because this is only a study and does not represent the analysis and opinion of the actual 
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developers/hotel operators that would be responding to an RFP for this project in the near future, 
the actual feasibility of the lodging alternatives is not yet known. 
 
Nevertheless, the PKF Consulting/CBRE Hotels study was used in the EIE to provide the 
necessary baseline information to estimate socioeconomic impacts, and specifically economic 
and fiscal impacts, associated with the four alternatives and not to determine the financial 
feasibility of implementing any of these alternatives.  
 
Also, see response to JWK-1. 
 
 
Gail Fenske (GF) 

August 25, 2017 

 
GF-1  Comment: “As a scholar attuned to the challenges of historic preservation, 
including the financial challenges, and an author of a book on Cass Gilbert’s Woolworth 
Building in New York, The Skyscraper and the City, I am urging you to select Option 
1/Destination Park for the Seaside State Park.  I have followed the debates around Seaside for 
the past several years, and believe that a “Destination Park” is the best future for Seaside when 
considering all of the various constituencies and interests involved. There is not any question 
in my mind that it will lead to the best outcome from an economic, aesthetic, environmental, 
historical, and recreational standpoint.” 
 
GF-1  Response: Please see responses to KMM-3 and RMN-1.   
 
 
Deborah Green (DG) 

August 25, 2017 

 
DG-1  Comment: “Since 2006, I have been pushing for the state to consider a reuse 
plan to help the disadvantaged (mental, physical or economical) in our state in keeping with 
the original intent of this property. See attachment Seaside Proposal for Seaside House.” 
 
DG-1  Response: The alternatives presented in the EIE were borne out of a lengthy 
public involvement process that was undertaken as part of the Seaside State Park Master Plan.  
This process, began in December 2014 and ended in May 2016.  It included numerous meetings 
with the public, opinion surveys, and design charrettes.  In August 2016, the next phase of the 
project began with a CEPA public scoping meeting.  The purpose of this meeting, and the 
scoping phase of CEPA in general, is to present project alternatives and an overview of the 
existing environment, so that agencies and the public can provide input on what environmental 
elements should be addressed in the EIE for those alternatives.  The EIE was prepared with 
input from this public input and then the document was published for more public input.  The 
purpose of the EIE public hearing and comment period was to solicit comments specifically on 
the alternatives presented in the EIE with respect to their environmental impacts so that 
measures to mitigate impacts could be presented in the ROD and carried through to design and 
construction.  The EIE comment period is not intended to consider new alternatives.  The 
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appropriate time for that was during the Master Planning process; nevertheless, comments and 
suggestions that serve to lessen or avoid environmental impacts of any of the alternatives are 
welcomed, as this is the heart of the CEPA process. 
 
 
Robert W. Grzywacz (RWG) 

August 20, 2017 

 
RWG-1 Comment: “The obvious conclusion is that Seaside should be a destination park 
with the existing buildings reused as a hotel/lodge.  This preserves both the accessible shoreline 
park and the historic resources that give it particular significance.  As a smaller facility, its 
users would produce a minimal impact on the neighborhood.  Connecticut prides itself on its 
heritage and promotes heavily heritage tourism.  We have many preserved historic houses and 
functioning or adaptively reused commercial and industrial buildings. But the number of 
signature historic, truly public buildings is much smaller.  One that the public, and particularly 
visitors could experience thought individual use, even smaller still.” 
 
RWG-1 Response: Please see responses to KMM-3, RMN-1 and TAC-1. 
 

 
Ann Nye (AN) 

August 25, 2017 

 
AN-1  Comment: “The Option 1/ Destination Park offers the best plan to serve both 
the public interest and to keep these historic structures extant for generations to come. The 
other Hybrid 4 Park Option, which adds an additional hotel building to the site, would be 
disastrous. This plan would not only compromise the existing open campus of Gilbert's design, 
but would have a major negative impact on the environment and the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods.” 
 
AN-1  Response: Please see responses to RMN-1 and KMM-3.   
 
 
Marjorie Pearson (MP) 

August 25, 2017 

 
MP-1  Comment: “I urge DEEP to select the proposal for Option 1/Destination Park 
for Seaside State Park, Waterford, Connecticut, as the best means of preserving the 
architectural and planning legacy of Cass Gilbert while providing passive and active recreation 
for park visitors. While Option 4/Hybrid Park would preserve the historic Cass Gilbert 
buildings, the proposed new construction and increase in surface parking would have severe 
adverse impacts on the historic landscape and the surrounding neighborhood.” 
 
MP-1  Response: Please see responses to RMN-1 and KMM-3.   
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Nancy Stark (NS) 

August 24, 2017 

 

NS-1  Comment: “As I studied the Environmental Impact Evaluation (EIE), I focused 
on the two concepts that preserve the Cass Gilbert buildings; Destination Park and Hybrid 
Park. The remaining concepts, including No Build, appear to destroy the opportunities to make 
this lovely area a place for learning, historical recall, science of the sea, and the community to 
share in the development. Hybrid Park introduces an additional building into the complex. This 
has the potential to restrict and compromise the existing view corridors to the sea from 
surrounding neighborhoods, along with additional parking needs minimizing the landscape.  
Therefore, I would encourage decision makers to support the Destination Park concept. I find 
it the most enhancing of amenities for fun and exploration along the sea. And, that the Duplex 
House and Superintendent’s Residence would also have reuses. These two buildings, along with 
the Main Hospital and Employee Residence, speak to Gilbert’s original creative intent to 
provide the site with buildings that are not institutional in nature, but adaptive to numerous 
uses and functions, including lodging.” 
 
NS-1  Response: Please see responses to RMN-1 and KMM-3.  If a new building is 
part of the future adaptive re-use of the property,  a viewshed study would be completed for 
the new building to minimize impacts.   
 

 

Mark Steiner (MS) 

August 10, 2017 

 

MS-1  Comment: “I’d like to see if we can find a constructive way to move forward 
with the development I’ve outlined in the attached document. I think it is a model for a 
public/private partnership. It also represents the best economic opportunity the state has seen 
in decades.” 
 
MS-1  Response:  Please see response to DG-1.   
 
MS-2  Comment: “PKF assumed that the exterior walls of the buildings could be 
repaired for $10 million.  They made this determination based on their assumption that the cost 
of reconstructing the existing walls would be the same as building exterior walls on a new 
80,000 square foot hotel.  DEEP released the PKF study accompanied by a statement that the 
State’s contribution to the Seaside development would be limited to $10 million. 
 
Unfortunately, the PKF assumptions are unsupportable.  The Seaside State Park Master Plan 
more correctly sets forth the required capital expenditures.   More recently three qualified 
independent experts validated the cost estimates set forth in the Master Plan.  When the costs 
on the Master Plan are adjusted for soft costs, inflation and a contingency, it becomes readily 
apparent that the State would be required to contribute $90-100 million to the proposed 
development.  Further, as demonstrated in the EIE, the State would receive no compensation 
for that contribution.” 
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MS-2  Response:  The State is committed to contributing the value of $10 million 
towards the renovation of the existing buildings under the two hotel alternatives This amount 
was estimated by Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates, Inc.  and assumed renovation and not new 
construction.  The Seaside State Park Master Plan included this number in its estimation of total 
development cost and this was included in the EIE. 
 
While the EIE presents an estimate of cost and economic benefits, the true financial feasibility 
of the Project will be determined when the State receives proposals from prospective developers 
for the redevelopment of the lodging elements of Seaside State Park. 
 
Also, see response to TAC-2, KJ-9 and ACS-3.   
 
MS-3  Comment: “Alternative II is described in the EIE as demolition of the 
existing buildings, and turning the entire parcel into a park.  Although this too was dismissed, 
it is hard to understand why it was even considered as an alternative.  It appears that the 
consultant who prepared the EIE was not aware that historic structures are protected under 
CEPA.  At Seaside, an alternative use was proposed and approved by SHPO.  In addition, three 
of DEEP’s consultants, WJE Engineers, Oak/Sasaki, and CBRE/PKF all determined that re-
use of the historic structures is feasible.  It also clear that re-use of the buildings will result in 
significant economic benefit to the Town and the State.  For these reasons, Alternative II is not 
an option.” 
 

MS-3  Response:  Alternative II (Ecological Park) was not “dismissed” in the EIE.  It 
was evaluated to the same level of detail as the other alternatives, including the impacts to 
existing historic resources and is still considered an option for the Site.  CEPA requires that 
impacts to historic resources be evaluated and disclosed to the public as was presented in 
Section 3.2.12 and Appendix E of the EIE.  It is Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) that sets forth guidelines for protection of historic resources.  The 
EIE also presents the relative economic impacts of the alternatives that involve historic building 
reuse versus demolition and the reuse of the buildings does offer more local and State economic 
benefit than the alternatives involving building demolition. 
 
MS-4  Comment: “The third alternative was described as a “Destination Park.”  The 
plan called for retaining the existing structures and converting them into a 63-unit lodging 
facility.  There was no architectural or economic information to support this alternative.  The 
EIE also dismissed this as an alternative.  Although not specifically addressed, it is unlikely 
that Alternative III would be feasible.” 
 
MS-4  Response:  For clarification, the Destination Park concept was the first, not the 
third, alternative presented in the EIE.  Architectural floor layouts of the Destination Park 
alternative were presented in the Seaside State Park Master Plan prepared by Sasaki; however, 
there was no need to include these in the EIE.  Nevertheless, the uses within the buildings are 
presented in Section 2.2 of the EIE.  Economic information was provided in Section 3.3.4 and 
Appendix B of the EIE.  The feasibility of implementing the Destination Park alternative will 
be determined when DEEP receives proposals from prospective developers after the CEPA 
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process has concluded.  Based on the EIE process, the Destination Park has been identified by 
DEEP as part of this ROD as the Preferred Alternative.   
 
MS-5  Comment: “Numerous problems have been cited with this [Hybrid Park] 
alternative.  They are listed below [Comments MS-6 through MS-19].” 
 

MS-5  Response.  See responses to MS-6 through MS-19 below. 
 
MS-6  Comment: “Development of the park as proposed would have an adverse impact 
on near shore coastal resources, including eel grass beds, a critical diminishing, sub-tidal 
resource.” 
 
MS-6  Response:  Impacts to coastal resources, including eel grass, are presented in 
Sections 3.1.2.2 and Sections 3.1.3.2. 
 
MS-7  Comment: “The plan is inconsistent with the policies of the State, as enumerated 
in the Connecticut Coastal Management Act, and further defined in DEEP’s guidance 
documents.” 
 
MS-7  Response:  See Section 3.3.5.3 of the EIE. 
 
MS-8  Comment: “The current beach at Seaside is limited (please see Exhibit 1).  It 
can accommodate 50-60 visitors.  Creating a beach, the size of the one depicted in the Seaside 
Master Plan dated March, 2015 will involve a substantial onetime cost, as well as ongoing 
costs to replenish the sand.” 
 
MS-8  Response:  Although Exhibit 1 (Hybrid Park Alternative) appears to depict a 
deeper beach than what currently exists, there are no current plans, under any of the alternatives, 
to expand the beach.  Any future beach expansion would have to undergo detailed sediment 
processes modeling and environmental permitting.  
 
MS-9  Comment: “DEEP previously determined that swimming and kayaking would 
not be permitted due to hazardous conditions.  That begs the question, for what purpose, other 
than passive recreation would anyone visit the site?” 
 
MS-9  Response:  We anticipate that swimming or wading would be allowed on the 
property, and appropriate signage would be installed to provide guidance to the public.  A kayak 
launch was included as part of the Master Plan and carried through into the EIE.  DEEP 
recognizes that this is a high energy environment; however, these uses are allowed in other 
similar environments.  A fishing pier is also included in each of the alternatives and it is 
anticipated that it would be popular  based on DEEP’s assessment of the need for more publicly 
accessible saltwater fishing locations. 
 
MS-10  Comment: “Certain work proposed to create the park will require permits from 
the Army Corps of Engineers.  It is unlikely that these permits will be granted.” 
 



 

 35  
 

MS-10  Response:  The EIE recognizes that Section 404 permits would be required for 
work below mean high water and within wetlands.  See Section 8.0 of the EIE. 
 
MS-11  Comment: “The plan is contrary to at least 15 years of Public Policy.  DEEP 
was instrumental in creating this policy.” 
 
MS-11  Response:  The commenter is not specific about which policy(s) to which he is 
referring.  Since the comment is not substantive, no response has been prepared.   
 

MS-12  Comment:  The plan is not consistent with the Town of Waterford Plan of 
Conservation and Development.” 
 
MS-12  Response:  The commenter has not provided any specifics on how or why the 
plan is not consistent; therefore, a specific response is not possible.  Section 3.3.5.1 of the EIE 
addresses local and regional plan consistency. 
 
MS-13  Comment: “Alternative IV appears to include a plan for the reuse of the historic 
buildings.  No specific plan is provided however.” 
 
MS-13  Response:  We assume that the Commenter is referring to the Hybrid Park 
Alternative.  The planned reuse of the historic buildings for lodging and a visitor center is 
described in Section 2.5 of the EIE. 
 
MS-14  Comment: “In 2002, 2010, and 2012 Legislation was enacted that mandated the 
sale of Seaside.  It was also mandated that the funds be used to create residential alternatives 
for persons with developmental disabilities.  Alternative IV [Hybrid Park] is directly contrary 
to the Legislative mandate, and public policy.” 
 
MS-14  Response:  See response to TAC-1. 
 
MS-15  Comment: “Construction of the park as contemplated in the Master Plan will 
result in unreasonable destruction of environmentally sensitive areas of the site.” 
 
MS-15  Response:  The commenter provides no information or analysis to support this 
statement.  Potential impacts to the environment associated with each identified alternative are 
discussed throughout the EIE. 
 
MS-16  Comment: “The plan (Alternative IV) is not consistent with the Town of 
Waterford Plan of Conservation and Development.  It is therefore unlikely to receive the 
necessary zoning permits.  Work contemplated to create the park will require a permit from the 
Army Corps of Engineers.  Based on the description of the work intended, it is unlikely that the 
ACOE will grant a permit.” 
 
MS-16  Response:  See response to MS-12, MS-10 and KMM-1. 
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MS-17  Comment: “The State has justified the economics for this project based on a 
state investment limited to $10 million, and the income to the State in the form of lease 
payments.   The EIE state that, “it is assumed that the $10 million will be repaid to the State”.  
None of that is correct.   The EIE puts the cost at $445 million.  Other credible sources put the 
cost at $70-100 million.  According to the PKF Study, a developer could be expected to absorb 
no more than $10 million of this.  It would be difficult to make the case for spending $90-100 
million on a park that would provide passive recreation for 50-60 people.” 
 
MS-17  Response:  With regard to the $10 million to be repaid to the State, this statement 
was not intended to mean a literal repayment but rather, as stated several times in the EIE, a 
payment by the developer of at least $10 million in the form of a ground lease.  It is not DEEP’s 
intention to spend $90-$100 million on the park.  If the Preferred Alternative is successful, a 
private developer will assume facility renovation and operating expenses.  In the Ecological 
and Passive Park Alternatives, the State would  pay for site improvements and demolition 
which, under the various alternatives, ranges from $1.48 – 13.82 million.  Also, see Section 
1.4.2 of Appendix B. 
 
MS-18  Comment: “Alternative IV will require a new zoning regulation. Under the best 
of circumstances, this will take several years.  However, the Town has stated that the plan is 
not consistent with the Town’s Plan of Conservation and Development.  Thus, zoning is unlikely 
to be granted.” 
 
MS-18  Response:  See response to KMM-1 and TAC-2 regarding zoning.  . (see 
Steward Comment below) See Section 3.3.5.1 of the EIE for a discussion of this issue. 
 
MS-19  Comment: “In a letter and email to Mr. Michael Lambert dated July 12, 2017, 
Michael S. Klein, PWS cited at least two flaws in the EIE that render the EIE invalid.  Absent 
a valid response to Mr. Klein’s comments, the entire EIE is invalid.” 
 
MS-19  Response:  Mr. Klein’s email was not received until December, 2017, well after 
the comment period closed.  Also, a letter from Mr. Klein was never received.  
 
MS-20  Comment: “None of the four alternatives presented in the EIE are feasible and 
acceptable as defined by the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act (CEPA).” 
 
MS-20  Response:  See response to ACS-3 regarding feasibility.  As for the acceptability 
of the alternatives with regards to CEPA, the CEPA process is not designed to gain 
“acceptance” for a project, but rather to evaluate the potential impacts of a given project on the 
environment.  It is the responsibility of the Office of Policy and Management to determine if 
the procedural and substantive requires of the CEPA statutes and regulations have been 
addressed.   
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Daniel Steward (DS), First Selectman, Town of Waterford 

July 10, 2017 

 

DS-1  Comment: “We completely agree that there should be public access to the 
Seaside waterfront.  But the use should be consistent with, and not overburden, the resource.  
The EIE proposes a park that would serve 50,000 visitors per year.  Most of those visits would 
be between Memorial Day and Labor Day.  And most of those would be on the weekends.  The 
beach can only accommodate 50-60 people.  The park, as envisioned in the EIE, overburdens 
the resource and is otherwise not appropriate.  The plan has not been found to be consistent 
with the Town of Waterford, Plan of Conservation and Development” 
 
DS-1  Response: We estimate that visitation to the park would be similar to that of 
Harkness Memorial State Park.  Both parks have similar shoreline conditions (narrow beach) 
and large lawn expanses.  While the lodging alternatives would have between 200 and 250 
parking spaces, approximately 50 of those would be set aside for non-lodging park visitors, 
similar to that of Harkness.  Usage of the beach would likely be for beachcombing and walking 
and not sunbathing because of the narrowness of the beach.  There are no plans to widen the 
beach.  Furthermore,  the seawall offers an opportunity for seating and viewing without having 
to enter the beach. 
 
As required by CEPA, the EIE (Section 3.3.5) evaluates the consistency of the various 
alternatives with the Town Plan of Conservation and Development, the Southeast Connecticut 
Council of Governments Regional Plan of Conservation and Development, the State Plan of 
Conservation and Development and the Coastal Zone Management Act.   
 
 
DS-2  Comment: “The EIE that was prepared by your consultants states that 
demolishing the historic structures would have no environmental impact. I am unclear on how 
they reached that conclusion.  Section 22a-1c of CEPA defines actions that may have a 
significant impact on the environment as those “which could have a major impact on the 
state’s---historic structures and landmarks”.  Demolishing the historic buildings is by 
definition a major impact and thus subject to evaluation as part of an EIE.” 
 
DS-2  Response:  See response to CPH-1. 
 
 
DS-3  Comment: “Further, Section 22-1b(7)(c) of CEPA states, “Each state 
department responsible for actions---shall---make a detailed written evaluation---of the effects 
on sites of state or national importance.” 
 
DS-3  Response:  The CEPA document provides such an evaluation in Section 3.2.12 
and the historical significance of the buildings and the site are detailed in Appendix E.    
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DS-4  Comment: “As defined in CEPA, tearing down the historic structures would 
have a negative impact.  The studies noted above conclusively demonstrate the feasibility of re-
use.  Therefore, by definition, demolishing these buildings is not an alternative.” 
 
DS-4  Response:  The PKF/CBRE Hotels study referenced in the EIE determined that 
reuse of the buildings for lodging may be feasible.  The economic impact analysis conducted 
as part of the EIE demonstrates that implementation of the passive or ecological park 
alternatives would also be feasible; therefore, those alternatives were evaluated in the EIE. 
 
 
DS-5  Comment: “Although the EIE seems to favor preservation, it seems equivocal 
on this subject.  For all of the above stated reasons, I hope that DEEP will promptly affirm its 
commitment to preservation of the historic structures.” 
 
DS-5  Response:  As stated in this ROD, the preferred alternative involves preservation 
and renovation of all existing historic structures on the site. 
 
 
DS-6  Comment: “Public Act No. 01-154 became law in 2001(4).  It required that any 
funds from the sale of Seaside be used to create residential alternatives for persons with 
developmental disabilities. 
 
In 2010 the Connecticut General Assembly, as part of the approved budget, included a 
provision that expressly provided for the sale of Seaside so that the funds could be used for 
creating residential alternatives for persons with developmental disabilities (18). 
 
This policy was affirmed again in 2012 when the Legislature enacted Section 17a-451d(20). 
 
As Mr. Kozak stated in his previously referenced testimony (7), use of funds from Seaside to 
create residential opportunities for persons with developmental disabilities is a matter of public 
policy.  It also appears to be a matter of law.” 
 
DS-6  Response:  See response to TAC-1. 
 
 
DS-7  Comment: “DEEP previously stated that the state would have to invest $10 
million in the Seaside project.  The Waterford Zoning regulations require that, as part of any 
development, a public park will be provided at no cost to the state or visitors to the park.” 
 
DS-7  Response:  The zoning regulations were developed at a time when a different 
site redevelopment scenario was being proposed i.e. one involving private residential 
development with a small allotment for public access.  The alternatives presented in the EIE all 
involve DEEP retaining ownership of the entire 32 acre property; therefore, there would 
necessarily be some cost to the State and that cost will vary by alternative as presented in 
Section 3.3.4 and Appendix B of the EIE.  
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DS-8  Comment: “In sum, we believe that developing Seaside in accordance with the 
Town Zoning Regulations would result in a better economic outcome for the state and the 
town.” 
 
DS-8  Response:  See response to DS-7. 
 
 
DS-9  Comment: “According to the EIE, the state is not subject to local zoning.  We 
reluctantly acknowledge that this is true for any improvements on the property that are wholly 
owned by the state.  But if any of the improvements are to be privately owned, as proposed in 
the so-called hybrid alternative, we believe the development will be subject to local zoning.  
That will require a new zoning regulation and related approvals.  As you are aware, any 
decision of the Planning and Zoning Commission could be appealed by opposing parties.  These 
appeals could significantly delay any development.” 
 
DS-9  Response:  See response to TAC-2. 
 
 
DS-10  Comment:  That notwithstanding, it does not appear to us that the state’s 
proposals for Seaside are consistent with the town’s Plan of Conservation and Development 
(28).  That will negatively impact the chances to zone the property for the state’s intended use. 
 
DS-10  Response:  See response to DS-1 and TAC-2. 
 
 
DS-11  Comment:  Even if zoning is noted required, CEPA requires the EIE to 
demonstrate that a proposed use is consistent with the Town’s Plan of Conservation and 
Development.  We do not believe this is the case.” 
 
DS-11  Response:  CEPA requires that the EIE evaluate the consistency of the proposed 
project to the State Plan of Conservation and development as well as municipal and regional 
plans. This has been done and is presented in Section 3.3.5 of the EIE. 
 
 
DS-12  Comment: 
 

1. Provide public access and a park that is consistent with the available 
resources; 

2. Relieve the state of any financial burden associated with the park; 
3. Result in the preservation of the buildings; 
4. Generate funds that will create residential alternatives for persons with 

developmental disabilities.  This is a matter of public policy and will 
potentially generate millions in annual savings to the state. 

5. Generate millions in annual tax revenue to the Town and the State. 
6. Be compatible with the neighborhood. 
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DS-12  Response:  The six items listed are summaries of comments provided by Mr. 
Steward and are addressed in DS-1 through DS-11 above.   
 
 

Robert Smith (RS) 

July 7, 2017 

 

RS-1  Comment: “Things we would like to see would be some work done on the 
seawall, access for a wheelchair by the gate, a place for people to dump their doggy doo and 
baby diapers I haven’t been to Rocky Neck since I was a kid I don’t know what they do there, 
maybe a couple more picnic tables in the shade. I guess I am saying I hope we can keep it’s 
[sic] natural footprint as long as we can.” 
 

RS-1  Response: Those options which retain the seawall will include improvements 
and repairs to the seawall.  Handicap parking and access to specific amenities will be part of 
any selected alternative, ,.  The Ecological and Passive Park alternatives provide a more natural 
footprint for the park, as your comment letter suggests.   
 

 

 

Helen Post Curry (HPC) 

August 22, 2017 

 

HPC-1  Comment: “As a great-granddaughter of the architect Cass Gilbert, I am 
writing in support of plan option #1 for the long-term use of the Seaside Property in Waterford, 
CT, so that the sanitarium building and the nurses residence can be preserved.” 
 
HPC-1  Response: Please see responses to KMM-3 and RMN-1.   
 
 

 

Tom Blanck (TB) 

August 23, 2017 

 
TB-1  Comment: “The preservation and adaptive reuse of this building is critical to 
our nation’s architectural heritage.” 
 
TB-1  Response: Please see responses to KMM-3 and RMN-1. 
 
 
Jean Velleu (JV) 

August 14, 2017 

 
JV-1  Comment: “Look for an alternative use for this building by this famous 
architect.” 



 

 41  
 

 
JV-1  Response:  Please see response to KMM-3.   
 
 
Charles Pankenier (CP) 

August 19, 2017 

 
CP-1  Comment: “You may want to consult Gilbert Authority.” 
 
CP-1  Response: A study of the archaeology and historic features of the site has been 
prepared as part of the EIE (Appendix E).  The significance of the Gilbert-designed structures 
has been well documented and is summarized in the EIE. 
 
 
Charles Freeman (CF) 

July 20, 2017 

 
CF-1  Comment: “It sure would be smart not to miss the opportunity to make it a park 
that would be enjoyable to all.” 
 
CF-1  Response: Each of the alternatives presented in the EIE would provide for public 
use of the park. 
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ORAL COMMENTS 

 
Oral comments were all received at the July 31, 2017 public hearing on the EIE, unless labelled 
otherwise below.  As discussed previously, if oral comments were substantially similar to the 
written comments provided by a group or individual, the response will be referenced back to a 
written comment response.  Oral comments and their responses are presented in the order in 
which the individual or group spoke at the public hearing.   
 
Bruce Abraham (BA-O) 

 
BA-O-1 Comment: “In my work I often do a lot of work for the military where you 
constantly have to assign risk to the activities and I would love to see a -- basically, a risk of 
failure for these four different alternatives and obviously the -- specifically, the Hybrid Park 
and the Destination Park seeing what in the long term is it -- is it economically viable? Is it 
sustainable?” 
 
BA-O-1 Response: Please see response to KJ-9.     
 
 
Jim and Deb Montana (JDM-O) 

 
JDM-O-1 Comment: “Have you done a financial analysis of who's going to pay for this, 
and how is this going to be a feasible project in the State of Connecticut considering what we're 
dealing with as far as the fiscal problems that Connecticut's facing today?” 
 
JDM-O-1 Response: Please see responses to KJ-7, DS-1, and KJ-9. 
 
JDM-O-2 Comment: “I also have a few concerns about the traffic. The numbers you gave 
us, are those numbers stretched out through the year? And, if so, what do you expect in the 
summertime when it is peak season? How will that traffic affect the neighborhoods?” 
 
JDM-O-2 Response: Please see response to KJ-6 and ACS-1.  Any potential impacts are 
discussed in Section 3.2.1.2 for each alternative.   
 
JDM-O-3 Comment: “I also had concerns about security issues and trespassing and what 
would be done to keep our neighborhood safe.” 
 
JDM-O-3 Response:  Please see response to ACS-4.   
 
 
Dale and Debby Green (DDG-O) 

 
DDG-O-1 Comment: “She just had a question about whether handicap access was 
specifically addressed to the property.” 
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DDG-O-1 Response: Please see response to RS-1.   
 
DDG-O-2 Comment: “I don't remember the additional hybrid property discussion when 
we did the initial study and the initial question period. I don't remember anything about a hybrid 
and the additional buildings that were added and how that got into the process.” 
 
DDG-O-2 Response: Please see response to AJ-1.   
 
DDG-O-3 Comment: “The one idea that seems to make the most sense is that being brought 
up as using it as instead of a motel maybe like for veterans or for disabled housing that the 
state's not providing for other people.” 
 
DDG-O-3 Response: Please see response to DG-1.   
 
 
Dana Award (DA-O)  

 
DAW-O-1 Comment: “What you didn't show in one case is that there's a whole area to the 
right-hand side of the property from the shore looking up that floods; and it's not every 500 
years. It's every time we have more than 1/2 inch of rain in less than about an 8-hour period.  
There's water that comes ankle deep, but that wasn't even shown on the map. It's actually right 
where this picture is. The reason why that sand is carved out is because the water runs out 
through a little culvert down there at the bottom; and that wasn't even addressed so -- again, 
that would impact where you want to add the -- I think it was a 25,000 square foot building that 
was 20c, a, and b, whatever those areas are. That area floods all the time at least -- you know, 
at least a half a dozen to a dozen times a year.  A lot of the things you talked about as sometimes 
going over the waterways, you know, there's a whole big problem with rain runoff in that area 
where the little covered bridge is. That thing floods up to waist deep if it's a significant storm; 
and I'm not talking 500 years. I'm talking about a couple times a year.” 
 
DAW-O-1 Response: We appreciate these site-specific observations.  The FEMA 
floodplain areas depicted in the EIE are based on areas which are expected to be inundated in 
specific flood events such as the one percent annual chance (100-year flood event) or 0.2 
percent annual chance (500-year flood event).  The models used to create these typically involve 
natural systems such as rivers, ponds, oceans, etc. and do not go into the level of detail of 
including stormwater systems on sites or in roadways.  As such, FEMA mapping of hazard 
areas would not include issues related to existing drainage systems.  Due to the age and 
condition of the existing system, it is likely that the onsite localized flooding is related to 
stormwater system issues or to the presence of specific soils which do not infiltrate quickly.  In 
the area of the covered bridge, there appeared to be collapsed areas in the existing condition, 
which may be holding back water.  Any redevelopment of the site would include replacement 
or significant redesign of the stormwater system onsite and improvements to the bridge area 
you mentioned to address the causes behind any localized flooding issues.   
 
DAW-O-2 Comment: “Finally, I would like to say is that, you know, in some cases some 
plans were shown with seawall and some plans were not shown with seawall. And I don't know 
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what the reasoning is between removal of the seawall. I think it's a significant undertaking. It's 
a lot of expenditure in there where the seawall may be much cheaper to repair and leave it in 
some of the other studies.” 
 
DAW-O-2 Response: The Ecological Park would eliminate the seawall in favor of the 
creation of other coastal resources, while the other alternatives would generally retain or 
reconfigure the seawall.  The Destination Park, as presented in the EIE, would reconfigure the 
seawall with openings to create tidal wet meadows and tidal pools, while the other options 
would retain the seawall in its current location.  All alternatives retaining the seawall would 
incorporate repairs and improvements to the existing seawall. It is estimated that seawall 
removal would be roughly the same cost as seawall repair; however, seawall configuration 
would be more expensive than either.   
 
Furthermore, as stated in this ROD, the State’s Preferred Alternative based on the EIE process 
is the Destination Park, but not with a reconfigured seawall as originally presented in the Master 
Plan and EIE.  Rather, the existing seawall would be repaired.  
 
DAW-O-3 Comment: “I would like to comment on Dale Green's comment which is Hybrid 
is all of a sudden a new survey -- a new study. It looks like the ultimate, you know, worse 
scenario. So as long as I got a scenario worse than a 70-room hotel -- I go to a 100-room hotel 
-- 70 looks pretty good compared to a 100-room hotel about that.” 
 
DAW-O-3 Response: Please see response to AJ-1.   
 
 
Edward Lamoureux (EL-O) 

  
EL-O-1 Comment: “Looking at the plans you went through – thank you for doing that – 
when we had the public comment already made by Dana or somebody that there was three 
plans, now there’s a hybrid, I question that.” 
 
EL-O-1 Response: See response to AJ-1. 
 
 
EL-O-2 Comment: “The other thing is the traffic.  I don’t know if you had a traffic expert 
or how you came about that; but that seems a little bit off base to me, the traffic.  It just doesn’t 
seem how, you know.” 
 
EL-O-2 Response: See response to KJ-6 and ACS-1. 
 
 
Dr. Griffin (DG-O) 

 
DG-O-1 Comment: “The existing waste water transfer station, there wasn't any impact 
or statements or comments about the fate of that or the impact of any development on that and 
you maybe would include that and what that might be, what the risk is.” 
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DG-O-1 Response: The existing municipal wastewater pumping station would remain 
operational and onsite for all alternatives and would serve the site.  Any development onsite 
will need to avoid impacts to this utility, including gravity and force mains, as well as the 
pumping station.  Please refer to Section 3.2.6 of the EIE and the related Impacts subsection 
(Section 3.2.6.2) for a more complete discussion regarding wastewater and the pumping station 
onsite.   
 
 
Galina Smith (GS-O) 

 
GS-O-1 Comment: “I think something needs to be done in Waterford's economy. But I 
also worry about the sustainability of the idea of the destination plan and how long that sort of 
plan would be sustainable in terms of bringing in business and continuing to run.” 
 
GS-O-1 Response:  Please see responses to KJ-7, KJ-9, and DS-1.   
 
GS-O-2 Comment: “And also with respect for the people who live in that area -- again, 
issues like traffic and trespassing and also economic concerns are definitely in place.” 
 
GS-O-2 Response: Please see responses to KJ-6, ACS-1, and ACS-4.   
 
 
Vincent Long (VL-O) 

 
VL-O-1 Comment: “In there specifically for the ecological plan, you guys highlight 
removing the seawall would cause additional erosion. I think you should also include 
deposition. I mean, it's just going to be a natural coastal environment which all coastal 
environments erode and then deposit new deposits. I think there may be a little 
misunderstanding. I'm not a coastal man here, but I think for some people with the seawall they 
think there's some added protection there. And in your own study, you highlight how a coastal 
structure such as seawalls can cause an additional erosive process. You have wave deflection, 
scouring, and depleted tidal resources of the beach. The groin structure kind of account for that 
by dampening some of that.  And then you also talk about removal of the seawall would 
eliminate additional erosive processes.  So I think there should be a little bit more information 
put on some of the benefits of removing the seawall and having this turn into an ecological 
park.” 
 
VL-O-1 Response: Coastal processes are complex.  Section 3.1.2.2 of the EIE and the 
Coastal Process Study (Appendix D of the EIE) discusses the primary results that would occur 
in response to either retaining the seawall, adding breaks in the seawall, or removing the 
seawall, acknowledging that other processes, such as deposition, may continue to occur to the 
west of the site.  Removal of the seawall would eliminate additional erosive processes; however, 
keeping the groins in place would not allow sediment transport processes to occur naturally. 
Removal of the seawall would allow sediment to be added to the local sediment budget via 
cross-shore sediment transport. However, the majority of the sediment added to the sediment 
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budget would be trapped locally, since the groins obstruct alongshore sediment transport 
mechanisms.  
 
 
Jim Lundborg (JL-O) 

 
JL-O-1  Comment: “What is the status of the underground tanks up there now? They're 
just underground, and have they -- what is the plan to take those out?  Also asbestos 
remediation.” 
 
JL-O-1  Response: Please refer to Section 3.2.13 for a listing of known underground 
storage tanks at the site and information discussing tank removal and asbestos remediation.   
 
JL-O-2  Comment: “Will there be any plans to have any swimming? It doesn't appear to 
be.” 
 
JL-O-2  Response: Please see response to ACS-4.   
 
JL-O-3  Comment: “Who's actually going to own all this? I mean, the state owns the 
property now. If they build a hotel, who actually owns the hotel? The state still owns the hotel 
and would lease it out to an operator, or does the state just lease out the land on a 99-year 
lease and the developer owns the property?” 
 
JL-O-3  Response: Please see responses to TAC-2 and DS-2.   
 
 
Susan McGuire (SM-O) 

 
SM-O-1 Comment: “Also nothing was said in the four plans, unless I was spacing out, 
about what would happen to the two buildings -- the superintendent's building and the other 
building -- on the west side. Are they getting demolished? Are they going to stay there and be 
empty and people break into them still?” 
 
SM-O-1 Response: Under the options with lodging, these two buildings would remain 
and be used for lodging options.  Under the Ecological and Passive Park alternatives they would 
be demolished.   
 
 
Guy Russo (GR-O) 

 
GR-O-1 Comment: “Some of the living shore concepts that you're looking to build in 
there I think you all know don't really work on ocean-exposed beaches; so I would ask you to 
take a look at maybe taking the shorefront features of the hybrid and building it into the 
Destination Park.” 
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GR-O-1 Response: As the project advances, it is anticipated that the living shoreline 
elements may be adjusted and/or modified or removed during the design process, including 
design and incorporation of hybrid components to provide sufficient shoreline stabilization to 
account for the range of dynamic coastal forces anticipated in this area of CT. 
 
 
GR-O-2 Comment: “I see from Benesch -- and they did some very nice work on the traffic 
-- they started off with marker counts, and they did a seasonable adjustment factor. It would be 
interesting while we have some summer traffic to see if they couldn't run a quick summertime 
count and either verify their findings or re-attenuate that model to take a look at traffic flow.  
And I don't know if the selectman is still here. Yes. I want to thank the Waterford Police 
Department.  We live in a 25-mile-an-hour zone. They've been running radar.  Speed is a 
problem in addition to just traffic count; and I don't see anything that Benesch's taken or looked 
at with regard to traffic calming or the speed control measures in this neighborhood.” 
 
GR-O-2 Response:  Please see responses to KJ-6 and ACS-1.  No specific traffic calming 
or speed control measures were recommended as being needed for mitigation, based on the 
results of the traffic analysis in the EIE.  Actual speeds on roadways cannot be predicted at this 
time and enforcement of speed limits is the authority of local police.   
 
 
Diana Sullivan (DS-O) 

 
DS-O-1 Comment: “I want to know where the money is coming to fund this project.” 
 
DS-O-1 Response: This oral comment is the same as a written comment provided by 
the individual.  Please see response to DS-1, DS-2, and TAC-2.   
 
 
Mary Cahill (MC-O) 

 
MC-O-1 Comment: “I am very concerned about the last -- the hybrid in that this is what 
seems to happen every time. It's not -- it's not viable financially, so it keeps getting bigger and 
bigger because you can't make enough money on the smaller project; so I wouldn't like to see 
that one go ahead.” 
 
MC-O-1 Response: Please see responses to TAC-2, KJ-7, and the Economic Impact 
Analysis for a comparative review of the economic and fiscal aspects of the various alternatives.   
 
MC-O-2 Comment: “And my other concern is swimming wasn't mentioned; and really 
most of the people that are coming to Seaside right now want to swim. And even though there 
is no swimming, people are swimming; and they want to come and spend the day at the beach. 
And I think that's going to be a very important part of any development. If the public comes, the 
beaches are very important to them; and I'd like to see them either have access or not have 
access, but it has to be very clear.” 
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MC-O-2 Response: We anticipate that swimming or wading would be allowed on the 
property, and appropriate signage would be installed to provide guidance to the public. 
 
 
Bill Sheehan (BS-O) 

 
BS-O-1 Comment: “If you’re going to go with either the hybrid or the development, 
why don’t you just sell it and let a developer develop it”. 
 
BS-O-1 Response: The property was declared a State Park by Governor Malloy in 
2014 and DEEP intends to maintain ownership of the property in perpetuity so that public 
access and use of the site is maintained and maximized.  The preferred alternative would allow 
a private party to develop the interior of the existing buildings and the grounds adjacent to those 
buildings for lodging and related uses, subject to approval by DEEP.   
 
 
B.J. Pisacich (BJP-O) 

 
BJP-O-1 Comment: “Public access to waterfront and these kind of facilities, they're rare 
in Connecticut. We have to preserve them. We need to encourage use and access to them.” 
 
BJP-O-1 Response:  All alternatives would retain public access to the shoreline and park 
in general.   
 
 
Kathy Jacques (KJ-O) 

 
KJ-O-1 Comment: “And those four things would be the course change from the scoping 
meeting from three park models to four was confusing; and I think by not explaining that better 
at the last May, 2016, meeting, which had three plans -- one of which was the destination but 
was described as a 100-room hotel -- I think that was confusing for the public, and I think it 
might have undermined the public responses to scoping. So I don't know how scoping could 
have been adequate when it was for three parks but you guys reviewed four.” 
 
KJ-O-1 Response: Please see response to AJ-1.   
 
KJ-O-2 Comment: “You have specifically -- and I quote a comment that says "the 
comparison of the alternative impacts does not include the employees or visitors to the lodging 
facilities." And I do not understand when you're injecting a whole new commercial activity into 
a state park how you can just omit a discussion about what implications that would be.” 
 
KJ-O-2 Response: The quoted comment was not located in the EIE, after a search of the 
document.  We believe that this may be similar to Ms. Jacques written comment KJ-2 and would 
refer the reader to that response.   
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KJ-O-3 Comment: “The report contains no empirical data describing the intensity of 
the use of a commercial activity such as a hotel or resort or its impact when located in a 
residential neighborhood. And I'm talking about the impacts on the local human population, 
not the impacts on the impervious surfaces of the road.” 
 
KJ-O-3 Response: This oral comment is the same as written comments provided by the 
individual.  Please see response to KJ-3 and KJ-4.   
 
KJ-O-4 Comment: “The economic data that's presented has no examination of the cost. 
I think that was mentioned before, a risk analysis of speculating with taxpayers' funds for a 
capital project for which there has been no argument or demonstration that it is a critical need 
of the State of Connecticut.” 
 
KJ-O-4 Response: This oral comment is the same as a written comment provided by the 
individual.  Please see response to KJ-9.   
 
KJ-O-5 Comment: “One thing that was scoped was ideas, and we were encouraged to 
present anything that we could think of; but I don't see any comments in the EIE about any 
other ideas. So by the time we got to the EIE, those had all been discarded; but we don't know 
why. So it's like some decisions have already been funneled down for us before we got here 
tonight.” 
 
KJ-O-5 Response: Please see response to DG-1.   
 
KJ-O-6 Comment: “A hotel plan that is driven by the goal of historic preservation will 
be too expensive, too risky, and will have too much impact on the quality of life in this area.  As 
there is an alternative plan that develops a public resource for all, has minimal financial outlay, 
enhances the land use of the neighborhood, and unburdens the state of an abandoned, 
functionally obsolete building, the logical decision is to create a park, a passive park.” 
 
KJ-O-6 Response:  This oral comment is the same as a written comment provided by the 
individual.  Please see response to KJ-5.   
 
 
Timothy Radway (TR-O) 

 
TR-O-1 Comment: “I have several concerns but one of the most significant is I submitted 
by writing to this process last year, and I got absolutely no response.” 
 
TR-O-1 Response:  All comments submitted during the Scoping process were reviewed 
and considered as part of the EIE.  Comments received in the scoping process helped direct 
specific topics and areas of review during the EIE process, which included the seawall, neighbor 
concerns about noise, traffic, and security.  There is no specific response to comments section 
as part of the EIE.   
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TR-O-2 Comment: “most of this has not addressed the issues to the surrounding area 
on property where removal of the seawall is going to be a significant impact for me and my 
property.” 
 
TR-O-2 Response: Please see response to ACS-2.   
 
TR-O-3 Comment: “There were a couple of slides that showed if the buildings were 
removed it would improve the viewscapes for neighbors. It would improve them for everyone. 
If that park was opened up, all the people in the various picnic areas are going to have a better 
view of the sound. I'm a little sensitive because the neighbors get a lot of bad rap here, but we're 
actually the ones that are paying attention when coming to these views that you want, so maybe 
you want to write that out improving the views.” 
 
TR-O-3 Response: Removal of the buildings would increase open water views as 
discussed in the EIE and presentations.  However, this would necessitate removal of historic 
buildings, which, if restored, would also provide a pleasing aesthetic that some abutters have 
made comments on wanting restored and retained to preserve the heritage of the Site.   
 
 
Christopher Wigren, CT Trust for Historic Preservation (CTHP-O) 

 
CTHP-O-1 Comment: “My major comment about the environmental impact statement 
document is -- is a question of balancing. It certainly recognizes the historic nature of the 
buildings, and it mentions frequently that they're listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. But not all places that are listed on the National Register are equal. They are designated 
with levels of significance ranging from local to statewide to national and the -- with the 
implication being that a nationally-listed site is more important than a locally one; and this is 
indeed a national level of significance site. It represents the very first purpose-built facility of 
its kind in the country, a real sort of changing point in the relationship of government to its 
people and caring for their welfare, and the work of a nationally significant architect trying to 
invent a new kind of building in a traditional language and really sort of playing with that. So 
it would be good to recognize that not only is -- you know, preserving these buildings would be 
a significance -- it would really be a positive impact but it would be a very significant positive 
impact. And similarly the loss of these buildings would be an extremely significant adverse 
impact.  To that mind, in the executive summary, there's a statement at the conclusion that 
actually I think is mistaken. It says, "The proposed development of any of these alternatives 
would not result in significant adverse environmental impact regardless of which alternative 
or combination of alternatives is selected."  And in the Environment Policy Act process, 
historical resources are considered environmental resources; so the loss of all the historical 
resources in some of the alternatives is indeed a significant adverse impact.” 
 
CTHP-O-1 Response: This oral comment is the same as a written comment provided by the 
individual.  Please see response to CTHP-1. 
 
CTHP-O-2 Comment: “And then, finally, where it discusses mitigation, it mentions 
cooperating with the state historic preservation office -- that's always good – to document the 
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buildings if they were to be demolished.  That would be sort of the bare level lip service kind of 
mitigation. Mitigation ought to be proportionate to the loss that is being suffered so that if these 
buildings were demolished -- and I don't recognize that possibility really -- that something much 
more significant and substantive ought to be undertaken or undertook. Ideally perhaps an 
investment of the money that would have been used in these buildings in other neglected state-
owned buildings.” 
 
CTHP-O-2 Response: This oral comment is the same as a written comment provided by the 
individual.  Please see response to CTHP-2. 
 
 
Jon B. Chase (JBC-O) 

 
JBC-O-1 Comment: “But whether this is an administrative proceeding or other -- it's 
pretty all encompassing -- and any judicial review thereof made available by law, the attorney 
general, any political subdivision of the state, any instrumentality or agency of the state -- that's 
you guys -- or political submission thereof, in any such proceedings, any person, partnership, 
corporation, association, organization, or other legal entity -- in this case it goes back to 
persons -- may intervene as a party on file of the verified pleading asserting that the proceeding 
or action for judicial review involves conduct which has or which is reasonably likely to have 
the effect of unreasonably polluting, impairing, or destroying public trust, meaning, air, water, 
or other natural resources in the state. And there is a Section B of 22a-19 that says, In any 
administrative licenses or other proceedings the agency shall consider the alleged 
unreasonable pollution of the air as destruction of the public trust and the air, water, or other 
natural resource of the state and no conduct shall be authorized or approved which does or is 
reasonably likely to have such effect.” 
 
JBC-O-1 Response: This oral comment is very similar to a written comment and written 
documents submitted.  Please see response to JBC-1.   
 
JBC-O-2 Comment: “I would like to submit for the record four exhibits: a motion for 
intervention, a verified pleadings for intervention under Section 22a-19, and two items that 
correspond involving myself and an Attorney Boucher [sic]from DEEP. The upshot being that 
the verified pleading filed in accordance with statutory process by Mrs. Jacques was denied; 
and those rights are being deprived her tonight.” 
 
JBC-O-2 Response: This oral comment is very similar to a written comment and written 
documents submitted.  Please see response to JBC-1.   
 
 
Alan Skinner (AS-O)  

 
AS-O-1 Comment: “On the slide that was put up here, there were more than four – there 
were five options. No. 5 was to do nothing. I have heard nothing about what will happen if we 
do nothing.” 
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AS-O-1 Response:  The EIE included a more complete discussion of the No Build (No 
Action) alternative, which must be included in the CEPA process.  Under this alternative, the 
State would continue to manage the Site in the same manner as it currently does and no 
improvements or alterations would be made.  The historic buildings would continue to degrade 
in place which would eventually result in them not being fit for reuse.  Please see Section 2.1 
of the EIE for a discussion of the No Build Alternative.   
 
 
Anne Darling (AD-O) 

 
AD-O-1 Comment: “If whatever you decide upon puts it out to a developer, where is the 
money going to come from? And are we going to start this project and not be able to finish it?” 
 
AD-O-1 Response: Please see response to TAC-2 and DS-1.   
 
 
Ingrid Macesker (IM-O) 

 
IM-O-1 Comment: “And the other is as far as the active reuse of buildings, I don't know 
why it has to be a hotel as the only option. Nobody -- why it can't be something a little more 
passive, commercial, joining with research laboratories in the area. The Coast Guard was 
looking for -- the academy wanted to expand. I know that was in the paper last year. They were 
looking at Preston Hospital. Other options as far as utilizing the property in a way that is not 
going to impact the neighborhood like a hotel conference room, the whole nine yards short of 
-- and it would still stay within the public purview, federal government, the State of Connecticut 
together.” 
 
IM-O-1 Response: Please see response to DG-1.   
 
 
Yvonne Sims (YS-O) 

 
YS-O-1 Comment: “My question is – and I was trying to remember what you said in the 
beginning – but all the different questions and comments that were made but especially 
questions – when do we get answers on that?  When – how – will you, like, have a page on your 
website and answers to all your questions? How do we – how do we get a result since people – 
many people are asking questions and you don’t have probably time or resources right now to 
answer?  When do we get those answers? 
 
YS-O-1 Response: See response to KJ-5. 
 
 
Cheryl Larder (CL-O) 
 
CL-O-1 Comment: “I’m concerned about continued neglect or nothing happening at the 
property.  And if any recommendation that could be made that that, through this process, can 
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there be something -- some recommendation about the property just not being left because it – 
as long as it's left, I got to imagine that anything that we do there is going to continue to cost 
more.” 
 
CL-O-1 Response: The DEEP continues to provide site security to the buildings and 
grounds, and have made efforts to limit further deterioration of the structures until this process 
concludes. 
 
CL-O-2 Comment: “And I guess the greater plans that obviously with all the concern 
about funding, it's going to include some kind of private developer. I don't know if you could do 
it. I would think that you can. It's the state. I think there should be some requirement for 
continued communication with the community and with Waterford” 
 
CL-O-2 Response: The Department will continue to update its Seaside State Park Project 
website to provide current information on the project’s status. 
 
 
Maddy Greif (MG-O) 

 
MG-O-1 Comment: “I do feel like the no action option is not an option. I think this may 
sound stupid and provocative, but I know Cass Gilbert is a wonderful architect. I think that the 
buildings as -- since the '60s is an eyesore, the main building. I think if we do nothing on the 
property I think -- aside from the fact that there's a beautiful view of the water, the property is 
in terrible -- it's very broken down and it's an eyesore, frankly. And I like the idea -- I do not 
like the idea of a hotel or commercializing.” 
 
MG-O-1 Response:  It is agreed that the No Build alternative does not meet any of the 
goals of the Proposed Action and is the least desirable solution and that the historic structures 
have their own value.  However, without the potential for a public/private partnership that 
would be involved in the lodging (hotel) alternatives, there would not be adequate funding or a 
purpose to restoring the structures, as discussed in other responses in this Record of Decision.   
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TRAFFIC FLOW DIAGRAMS
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TURNING MOVEMENT COUNTS

Tfbtjef Tubuf Qbsl FJF } Tvqqmfnfoubm Usbggjd Bobmztjt



File Name : 16248
Site Code : 16248
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 1

Rope Ferry Road at Great Neck Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2
Great Neck Road

From North
Rope Ferry Road

From East
Great Neck Road

From South
Rope Ferry Road

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 13 0 1 14 7 27 7 0 41 32 29 15 0 76 14 46 3 0 63 194
07:15 AM 2 14 0 0 16 5 24 13 0 42 28 32 19 0 79 9 54 3 0 66 203
07:30 AM 2 13 5 1 21 7 31 19 0 57 49 50 15 0 114 7 61 6 0 74 266
07:45 AM 5 25 6 0 36 6 30 32 0 68 35 42 21 0 98 13 56 7 0 76 278

Total 9 65 11 2 87 25 112 71 0 208 144 153 70 0 367 43 217 19 0 279 941

08:00 AM 3 24 5 3 35 7 28 22 0 57 37 25 20 0 82 14 46 7 0 67 241
08:15 AM 4 28 3 1 36 4 39 24 0 67 39 51 25 0 115 11 35 6 0 52 270
08:30 AM 5 28 4 0 37 4 24 24 0 52 32 39 27 0 98 18 59 9 0 86 273
08:45 AM 10 25 10 1 46 10 42 21 0 73 44 41 29 0 114 23 71 10 0 104 337

Total 22 105 22 5 154 25 133 91 0 249 152 156 101 0 409 66 211 32 0 309 1121

Grand Total 31 170 33 7 241 50 245 162 0 457 296 309 171 0 776 109 428 51 0 588 2062
Apprch % 12.9 70.5 13.7 2.9 10.9 53.6 35.4 0 38.1 39.8 22 0 18.5 72.8 8.7 0

Total % 1.5 8.2 1.6 0.3 11.7 2.4 11.9 7.9 0 22.2 14.4 15 8.3 0 37.6 5.3 20.8 2.5 0 28.5
Unshifted 30 161 32 7 230 49 238 158 0 445 292 306 166 0 764 106 420 50 0 576 2015

% Unshifted 96.8 94.7 97 100 95.4 98 97.1 97.5 0 97.4 98.6 99 97.1 0 98.5 97.2 98.1 98 0 98 97.7
Bank 1 1 9 0 0 10 0 7 4 0 11 3 3 5 0 11 3 8 1 0 12 44

% Bank 1 3.2 5.3 0 0 4.1 0 2.9 2.5 0 2.4 1 1 2.9 0 1.4 2.8 1.9 2 0 2 2.1
Bank 2 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

% Bank 2 0 0 3 0 0.4 2 0 0 0 0.2 0.3 0 0 0 0.1 0 0 0 0 0 0.1

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16248
Site Code : 16248
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 2

Rope Ferry Road at Great Neck Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North

Rope Ferry Road
From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Rope Ferry Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 3 24 5 3 35 7 28 22 0 57 37 25 20 0 82 14 46 7 0 67 241
08:15 AM 4 28 3 1 36 4 39 24 0 67 39 51 25 0 115 11 35 6 0 52 270
08:30 AM 5 28 4 0 37 4 24 24 0 52 32 39 27 0 98 18 59 9 0 86 273
08:45 AM 10 25 10 1 46 10 42 21 0 73 44 41 29 0 114 23 71 10 0 104 337

Total Volume 22 105 22 5 154 25 133 91 0 249 152 156 101 0 409 66 211 32 0 309 1121
% App. Total 14.3 68.2 14.3 3.2 10 53.4 36.5 0 37.2 38.1 24.7 0 21.4 68.3 10.4 0

PHF .550 .938 .550 .417 .837 .625 .792 .948 .000 .853 .864 .765 .871 .000 .889 .717 .743 .800 .000 .743 .832
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037
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File Name : 16248
Site Code : 16248
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 3

Rope Ferry Road at Great Neck Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North

Rope Ferry Road
From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Rope Ferry Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

08:00 AM 07:30 AM 07:30 AM 08:00 AM

+0 mins. 3 24 5 3 35 7 31 19 0 57 49 50 15 0 114 14 46 7 0 67
+15 mins. 4 28 3 1 36 6 30 32 0 68 35 42 21 0 98 11 35 6 0 52
+30 mins. 5 28 4 0 37 7 28 22 0 57 37 25 20 0 82 18 59 9 0 86
+45 mins. 10 25 10 1 46 4 39 24 0 67 39 51 25 0 115 23 71 10 0 104

Total Volume 22 105 22 5 154 24 128 97 0 249 160 168 81 0 409 66 211 32 0 309
% App. Total 14.3 68.2 14.3 3.2 9.6 51.4 39 0 39.1 41.1 19.8 0 21.4 68.3 10.4 0

PHF .550 .938 .550 .417 .837 .857 .821 .758 .000 .915 .816 .824 .810 .000 .889 .717 .743 .800 .000 .743
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File Name : 16249
Site Code : 16249
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 1

Rope Ferry Road at Great Neck Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2
Great Neck Road

From North
Rope Ferry Road

From East
Great Neck Road

From South
Rope Ferry Road

From West
Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 4 30 7 1 42 9 74 53 0 136 29 36 27 0 92 32 58 12 0 102 372
04:15 PM 10 37 1 0 48 11 86 58 0 155 32 47 38 0 117 25 65 9 0 99 419
04:30 PM 7 34 10 0 51 5 82 52 0 139 50 44 26 0 120 28 58 8 0 94 404
04:45 PM 14 49 3 0 66 9 80 51 0 140 49 43 34 0 126 30 60 6 0 96 428

Total 35 150 21 1 207 34 322 214 0 570 160 170 125 0 455 115 241 35 0 391 1623

05:00 PM 12 32 7 1 52 7 104 59 1 171 52 34 35 0 121 25 44 4 1 74 418
05:15 PM 8 43 19 1 71 7 97 45 0 149 43 35 30 0 108 36 80 9 0 125 453
05:30 PM 2 42 9 2 55 15 89 55 0 159 36 38 40 0 114 34 54 5 1 94 422
05:45 PM 8 35 11 0 54 10 70 48 0 128 32 41 27 0 100 34 66 10 0 110 392

Total 30 152 46 4 232 39 360 207 1 607 163 148 132 0 443 129 244 28 2 403 1685

Grand Total 65 302 67 5 439 73 682 421 1 1177 323 318 257 0 898 244 485 63 2 794 3308
Apprch % 14.8 68.8 15.3 1.1 6.2 57.9 35.8 0.1 36 35.4 28.6 0 30.7 61.1 7.9 0.3

Total % 2 9.1 2 0.2 13.3 2.2 20.6 12.7 0 35.6 9.8 9.6 7.8 0 27.1 7.4 14.7 1.9 0.1 24
Unshifted 65 296 66 5 432 73 677 416 1 1167 320 312 255 0 887 243 483 63 2 791 3277

% Unshifted 100 98 98.5 100 98.4 100 99.3 98.8 100 99.2 99.1 98.1 99.2 0 98.8 99.6 99.6 100 100 99.6 99.1
Bank 1 0 6 0 0 6 0 5 5 0 10 3 6 2 0 11 1 2 0 0 3 30

% Bank 1 0 2 0 0 1.4 0 0.7 1.2 0 0.8 0.9 1.9 0.8 0 1.2 0.4 0.4 0 0 0.4 0.9
Bank 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

% Bank 2 0 0 1.5 0 0.2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16249
Site Code : 16249
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 2

Rope Ferry Road at Great Neck Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North

Rope Ferry Road
From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Rope Ferry Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:45 PM

04:45 PM 14 49 3 0 66 9 80 51 0 140 49 43 34 0 126 30 60 6 0 96 428
05:00 PM 12 32 7 1 52 7 104 59 1 171 52 34 35 0 121 25 44 4 1 74 418
05:15 PM 8 43 19 1 71 7 97 45 0 149 43 35 30 0 108 36 80 9 0 125 453

05:30 PM 2 42 9 2 55 15 89 55 0 159 36 38 40 0 114 34 54 5 1 94 422
Total Volume 36 166 38 4 244 38 370 210 1 619 180 150 139 0 469 125 238 24 2 389 1721
% App. Total 14.8 68 15.6 1.6 6.1 59.8 33.9 0.2 38.4 32 29.6 0 32.1 61.2 6.2 0.5

PHF .643 .847 .500 .500 .859 .633 .889 .890 .250 .905 .865 .872 .869 .000 .931 .868 .744 .667 .500 .778 .950
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File Name : 16249
Site Code : 16249
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 3

Rope Ferry Road at Great Neck Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North

Rope Ferry Road
From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Rope Ferry Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

04:45 PM 04:45 PM 04:15 PM 05:00 PM

+0 mins. 14 49 3 0 66 9 80 51 0 140 32 47 38 0 117 25 44 4 1 74
+15 mins. 12 32 7 1 52 7 104 59 1 171 50 44 26 0 120 36 80 9 0 125

+30 mins. 8 43 19 1 71 7 97 45 0 149 49 43 34 0 126 34 54 5 1 94
+45 mins. 2 42 9 2 55 15 89 55 0 159 52 34 35 0 121 34 66 10 0 110

Total Volume 36 166 38 4 244 38 370 210 1 619 183 168 133 0 484 129 244 28 2 403
% App. Total 14.8 68 15.6 1.6 6.1 59.8 33.9 0.2 37.8 34.7 27.5 0 32 60.5 6.9 0.5

PHF .643 .847 .500 .500 .859 .633 .889 .890 .250 .905 .880 .894 .875 .000 .960 .896 .763 .700 .500 .806
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File Name : 16250
Site Code : 16250
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 1

Shore Road at Seaside Drive
Wasterford, Connecticut

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2

From North
Shore Road
From East

Seaside Drive
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 7
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 3 7
07:45 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3 4 0 2 0 0 2 8

Total 0 0 0 2 2 0 5 1 0 6 2 0 0 7 9 0 7 0 0 7 24

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
08:15 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 2 7
08:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 6
08:45 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

Total 0 0 0 1 1 0 6 4 0 10 1 0 0 1 2 0 4 0 0 4 17

Grand Total 0 0 0 3 3 0 11 5 0 16 3 0 0 8 11 0 11 0 0 11 41
Apprch % 0 0 0 100 0 68.8 31.2 0 27.3 0 0 72.7 0 100 0 0

Total % 0 0 0 7.3 7.3 0 26.8 12.2 0 39 7.3 0 0 19.5 26.8 0 26.8 0 0 26.8
Unshifted 0 0 0 3 3 0 11 5 0 16 2 0 0 8 10 0 11 0 0 11 40

% Unshifted 0 0 0 100 100 0 100 100 0 100 66.7 0 0 100 90.9 0 100 0 0 100 97.6
Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

% Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 33.3 0 0 0 9.1 0 0 0 0 0 2.4

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16250
Site Code : 16250
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 2

Shore Road at Seaside Drive
Wasterford, Connecticut

From North
Shore Road
From East

Seaside Drive
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:00 AM

07:00 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 3 1 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 7
07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 3 7
07:45 AM 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3 4 0 2 0 0 2 8

Total Volume 0 0 0 2 2 0 5 1 0 6 2 0 0 7 9 0 7 0 0 7 24
% App. Total 0 0 0 100 0 83.3 16.7 0 22.2 0 0 77.8 0 100 0 0

PHF .000 .000 .000 .500 .500 .000 .417 .250 .000 .500 .500 .000 .000 .583 .563 .000 .583 .000 .000 .583 .750
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(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16250
Site Code : 16250
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 3

Shore Road at Seaside Drive
Wasterford, Connecticut

From North
Shore Road
From East

Seaside Drive
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

07:00 AM 08:00 AM 07:00 AM 07:30 AM

+0 mins. 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 3

+15 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
+30 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 2 0 5 0 0 0 3 3 0 1 0 0 1
+45 mins. 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 0 3 4 0 2 0 0 2

Total Volume 0 0 0 2 2 0 6 4 0 10 2 0 0 7 9 0 8 0 0 8
% App. Total 0 0 0 100 0 60 40 0 22.2 0 0 77.8 0 100 0 0

PHF .000 .000 .000 .500 .500 .000 .500 .500 .000 .500 .500 .000 .000 .583 .563 .000 .667 .000 .000 .667
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File Name : 16251
Site Code : 16251
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 1

Shore Road at Seaside Drive
Waterford, Connecticut

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2

From North
Shore Road
From East

Seaside Drive
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 1 0 1 1 3 0 1 0 0 1 9
04:15 PM 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 8
04:30 PM 1 0 0 1 2 1 6 1 0 8 2 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 3 16
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 6

Total 1 0 0 2 3 1 14 6 0 21 3 0 1 2 6 0 9 0 0 9 39

05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 2 0 0 1 3 1 5 0 0 6 16
05:15 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
05:30 PM 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 3 1 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 3 9
05:45 PM 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 3 2 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 8

Total 0 0 0 2 2 0 14 1 0 15 7 0 1 2 10 1 9 0 0 10 37

Grand Total 1 0 0 4 5 1 28 7 0 36 10 0 2 4 16 1 18 0 0 19 76
Apprch % 20 0 0 80 2.8 77.8 19.4 0 62.5 0 12.5 25 5.3 94.7 0 0

Total % 1.3 0 0 5.3 6.6 1.3 36.8 9.2 0 47.4 13.2 0 2.6 5.3 21.1 1.3 23.7 0 0 25
Unshifted 0 0 0 4 4 0 28 7 0 35 10 0 2 4 16 1 18 0 0 19 74

% Unshifted 0 0 0 100 80 0 100 100 0 97.2 100 0 100 100 100 100 100 0 0 100 97.4
Bank 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

% Bank 1 100 0 0 0 20 100 0 0 0 2.8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.6
Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16251
Site Code : 16251
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 2

Shore Road at Seaside Drive
Waterford, Connecticut

From North
Shore Road
From East

Seaside Drive
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM

04:15 PM 0 0 0 1 1 0 4 1 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 8
04:30 PM 1 0 0 1 2 1 6 1 0 8 2 0 0 1 3 0 3 0 0 3 16

04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 6
05:00 PM 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 2 0 0 1 3 1 5 0 0 6 16

Total Volume 1 0 0 2 3 1 17 5 0 23 4 0 0 2 6 1 13 0 0 14 46
% App. Total 33.3 0 0 66.7 4.3 73.9 21.7 0 66.7 0 0 33.3 7.1 92.9 0 0

PHF .250 .000 .000 .500 .375 .250 .607 .417 .000 .719 .500 .000 .000 .500 .500 .250 .650 .000 .000 .583 .719
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Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16251
Site Code : 16251
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 3

Shore Road at Seaside Drive
Waterford, Connecticut

From North
Shore Road
From East

Seaside Drive
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

04:00 PM 04:15 PM 05:00 PM 04:15 PM

+0 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 5 2 0 0 1 3 0 2 0 0 2
+15 mins. 0 0 0 1 1 1 6 1 0 8 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3
+30 mins. 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 3 0 3 1 0 0 1 2 0 3 0 0 3
+45 mins. 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 2 0 1 0 3 1 5 0 0 6

Total Volume 1 0 0 2 3 1 17 5 0 23 7 0 1 2 10 1 13 0 0 14
% App. Total 33.3 0 0 66.7 4.3 73.9 21.7 0 70 0 10 20 7.1 92.9 0 0

PHF .250 .000 .000 .500 .375 .250 .607 .417 .000 .719 .875 .000 .250 .500 .833 .250 .650 .000 .000 .583
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File Name : 16252
Site Code : 16252
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 1

Great Neck Road at Shore Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2
Great Neck Road

From North From East
Great Neck Road

From South
Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

07:00 AM 2 8 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 4 2 6 22
07:15 AM 1 9 0 0 10 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 0 3 3 0 2 1 6 20
07:30 AM 3 3 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 6 1 0 6 1 8 20
07:45 AM 1 4 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 1 1 7 3 0 2 0 5 17

Total 7 24 0 0 31 0 0 0 1 1 0 19 2 1 22 7 0 14 4 25 79

08:00 AM 1 7 0 0 8 0 0 0 1 1 0 7 1 1 9 0 0 4 1 5 23
08:15 AM 4 10 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 12 2 0 4 1 7 33
08:30 AM 4 13 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 0 14 0 0 3 0 3 34
08:45 AM 2 16 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 1 0 15 1 0 4 1 6 39

Total 11 46 0 0 57 0 0 0 1 1 0 43 5 2 50 3 0 15 3 21 129

Grand Total 18 70 0 0 88 0 0 0 2 2 0 62 7 3 72 10 0 29 7 46 208
Apprch % 20.5 79.5 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 86.1 9.7 4.2 21.7 0 63 15.2

Total % 8.7 33.7 0 0 42.3 0 0 0 1 1 0 29.8 3.4 1.4 34.6 4.8 0 13.9 3.4 22.1
Unshifted 18 70 0 0 88 0 0 0 2 2 0 62 7 3 72 10 0 28 7 45 207

% Unshifted 100 100 0 0 100 0 0 0 100 100 0 100 100 100 100 100 0 96.6 100 97.8 99.5
Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

% Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.4 0 2.2 0.5

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16252
Site Code : 16252
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 2

Great Neck Road at Shore Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 08:00 AM

08:00 AM 1 7 0 0 8 0 0 0 1 1 0 7 1 1 9 0 0 4 1 5 23
08:15 AM 4 10 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 12 2 0 4 1 7 33
08:30 AM 4 13 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 0 14 0 0 3 0 3 34
08:45 AM 2 16 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 1 0 15 1 0 4 1 6 39

Total Volume 11 46 0 0 57 0 0 0 1 1 0 43 5 2 50 3 0 15 3 21 129
% App. Total 19.3 80.7 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 86 10 4 14.3 0 71.4 14.3

PHF .688 .719 .000 .000 .792 .000 .000 .000 .250 .250 .000 .768 .417 .500 .833 .375 .000 .938 .750 .750 .827

Great Neck Road

S
h
o

re
R

o
a

d

Great Neck Road

Right
11

Thru
46

Left
0

Peds
0

InOut Total
58 57 115

R
ig

h
t 0

T
h

ru 0
L

e
ft 0

P
e

d
s 1

O
u

t
T

o
ta

l
In

0
1

1

Left
5

Thru
43

Right
0

Peds
2

Out TotalIn
49 50 99

L
e

ft1
5

T
h

ru
0

R
ig

h
t3

P
e
d

s3

T
o

ta
l

O
u

t
In

1
6

2
1

3
7

Peak Hour Begins at 08:00 AM

Unshifted
Bank 1
Bank 2

Peak Hour Data

North

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16252
Site Code : 16252
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 3

Great Neck Road at Shore Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 08:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

08:00 AM 07:15 AM 08:00 AM 07:00 AM

+0 mins. 1 7 0 0 8 0 0 0 1 1 0 7 1 1 9 0 0 4 2 6
+15 mins. 4 10 0 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 1 12 3 0 2 1 6
+30 mins. 4 13 0 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 11 3 0 14 1 0 6 1 8

+45 mins. 2 16 0 0 18 0 0 0 1 1 0 14 1 0 15 3 0 2 0 5
Total Volume 11 46 0 0 57 0 0 0 2 2 0 43 5 2 50 7 0 14 4 25
% App. Total 19.3 80.7 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 86 10 4 28 0 56 16

PHF .688 .719 .000 .000 .792 .000 .000 .000 .500 .500 .000 .768 .417 .500 .833 .583 .000 .583 .500 .781
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File Name : 16253
Site Code : 16253
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 1

Great Necck Road at Shore Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Groups Printed- Unshifted - Bank 1 - Bank 2
Great Neck Road

From North From East
Great Neck Road

From South
Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

04:00 PM 3 24 0 0 27 0 0 0 1 1 0 17 3 0 20 2 0 2 0 4 52
04:15 PM 4 16 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 6 0 38 0 0 2 0 2 60
04:30 PM 4 18 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 5 0 27 3 0 4 1 8 57
04:45 PM 6 17 0 2 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 3 0 29 1 0 5 0 6 60

Total 17 75 0 2 94 0 0 0 1 1 0 97 17 0 114 6 0 13 1 20 229

05:00 PM 3 20 0 0 23 0 0 0 2 2 0 25 8 0 33 5 0 5 1 11 69
05:15 PM 2 16 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 1 0 23 2 0 6 0 8 49
05:30 PM 3 19 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 2 0 19 3 0 3 6 12 53
05:45 PM 4 14 0 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 9 4 0 13 1 0 7 3 11 42

Total 12 69 0 0 81 0 0 0 2 2 0 73 15 0 88 11 0 21 10 42 213

Grand Total 29 144 0 2 175 0 0 0 3 3 0 170 32 0 202 17 0 34 11 62 442
Apprch % 16.6 82.3 0 1.1 0 0 0 100 0 84.2 15.8 0 27.4 0 54.8 17.7

Total % 6.6 32.6 0 0.5 39.6 0 0 0 0.7 0.7 0 38.5 7.2 0 45.7 3.8 0 7.7 2.5 14
Unshifted 29 144 0 2 175 0 0 0 3 3 0 169 32 0 201 17 0 34 11 62 441

% Unshifted 100 100 0 100 100 0 0 0 100 100 0 99.4 100 0 99.5 100 0 100 100 100 99.8
Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% Bank 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

% Bank 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6 0 0 0.5 0 0 0 0 0 0.2

Connecticut Counts LLC
Kensington, Connecticut 06037

(860) 828-1693



File Name : 16253
Site Code : 16253
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 2

Great Necck Road at Shore Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM

04:15 PM 4 16 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 6 0 38 0 0 2 0 2 60
04:30 PM 4 18 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 5 0 27 3 0 4 1 8 57
04:45 PM 6 17 0 2 25 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 3 0 29 1 0 5 0 6 60
05:00 PM 3 20 0 0 23 0 0 0 2 2 0 25 8 0 33 5 0 5 1 11 69

Total Volume 17 71 0 2 90 0 0 0 2 2 0 105 22 0 127 9 0 16 2 27 246
% App. Total 18.9 78.9 0 2.2 0 0 0 100 0 82.7 17.3 0 33.3 0 59.3 7.4

PHF .708 .888 .000 .250 .900 .000 .000 .000 .250 .250 .000 .820 .688 .000 .836 .450 .000 .800 .500 .614 .891
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File Name : 16253
Site Code : 16253
Start Date : 8/24/2017
Page No : 3

Great Necck Road at Shore Road
Waterford, Connecticut

Great Neck Road
From North From East

Great Neck Road
From South

Shore Road
From West

Start Time Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Right Thru Left Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 04:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Each Approach Begins at:

04:00 PM 04:15 PM 04:15 PM 05:00 PM

+0 mins. 3 24 0 0 27 0 0 0 0 0 0 32 6 0 38 5 0 5 1 11
+15 mins. 4 16 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 22 5 0 27 2 0 6 0 8
+30 mins. 4 18 0 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 3 0 29 3 0 3 6 12

+45 mins. 6 17 0 2 25 0 0 0 2 2 0 25 8 0 33 1 0 7 3 11
Total Volume 17 75 0 2 94 0 0 0 2 2 0 105 22 0 127 11 0 21 10 42
% App. Total 18.1 79.8 0 2.1 0 0 0 100 0 82.7 17.3 0 26.2 0 50 23.8

PHF .708 .781 .000 .250 .870 .000 .000 .000 .250 .250 .000 .820 .688 .000 .836 .550 .000 .750 .417 .875
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CAPACITY ANALYSES
2027 NO BUILD VOLUMES
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 No Build - AM Peak

1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 No Build Synchro 9 Report
AMNB-G.syn - SRU Page 1

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 329 40 2 275 80 35
Future Volume (vph) 329 40 2 275 80 35
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.985 0.959
Flt Protected 0.966
Satd. Flow (prot) 1835 0 0 1863 1726 0
Flt Permitted 0.997 0.966
Satd. Flow (perm) 1835 0 0 1857 1726 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 12 40
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 375 46 2 314 91 40
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 421 0 0 316 131 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 23.0 9.5 32.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 41.8% 17.3% 59.1% 40.9%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 14.0 14.0 18.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.44
v/c Ratio 0.67 0.50 0.17
Control Delay 16.8 13.6 6.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.8 13.6 6.9
LOS B B A
Approach Delay 16.8 13.6 6.9
Approach LOS B B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 77 56 11
Queue Length 95th (ft) 143 105 39
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 No Build - AM Peak

1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 No Build Synchro 9 Report
AMNB-G.syn - SRU Page 2

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 835 1270 781
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.50 0.25 0.17

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 55
Actuated Cycle Length: 41.2
Natural Cycle: 55
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 14.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 No Build - AM Peak

5: Shore Road & Jordan Cove Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 No Build Synchro 9 Report
AMNB-G.syn - SRU Page 3

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 10 40 55 23 4 30
Future Volume (vph) 10 40 55 23 4 30
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.893 0.880
Flt Protected 0.990 0.966
Satd. Flow (prot) 1647 0 0 1799 1639 0
Flt Permitted 0.990 0.966
Satd. Flow (perm) 1647 0 0 1799 1639 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 42 58 24 4 32
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 53 0 0 82 36 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM 2010 AWSC 2027 No Build - AM Peak

5: Shore Road & Jordan Cove Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 No Build Synchro 9 Report
AMNB-G.syn - SRU Page 4

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 10 40 0 55 23 0 4 30
Future Vol, veh/h 0 10 40 0 55 23 0 4 30
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 11 42 0 58 24 0 4 32
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7 7.7 6.7
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 71% 20% 0%
Vol Thru, % 29% 0% 12%
Vol Right, % 0% 80% 88%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 78 50 34
LT Vol 55 10 0
Through Vol 23 0 4
RT Vol 0 40 30
Lane Flow Rate 82 52 36
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.095 0.054 0.035
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.195 3.697 3.559
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 856 962 1003
Service Time 2.212 1.745 1.591
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.096 0.054 0.036
HCM Control Delay 7.7 7 6.7
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.3 0.2 0.1



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 No Build - AM Peak

9: Shore Road & Palmer Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 No Build Synchro 9 Report
AMNB-G.syn - SRU Page 5

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 6 4 2 0 0 1 27
Future Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 6 4 2 0 0 1 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.996 0.955 0.870
Flt Protected 0.972 0.968
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1803 0 0 1779 0 0 1803 0 0 1621 0
Flt Permitted 0.972 0.968
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1803 0 0 1779 0 0 1803 0 0 1621 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 13 1 0 12 6 4 2 0 0 1 28
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 33 0 0 18 0 0 6 0 0 29 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 6 0 4 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 6 0 4 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 19 13 1 0 0 12 6 0 4 2 0
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.3 6.9 7.2
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 67% 58% 0% 0%
Vol Thru, % 33% 39% 65% 4%
Vol Right, % 0% 3% 35% 96%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 6 31 17 28
LT Vol 4 18 0 0
Through Vol 2 12 11 1
RT Vol 0 1 6 27
Lane Flow Rate 6 33 18 29
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.007 0.037 0.019 0.028
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.178 4.107 3.809 3.448
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 857 875 942 1038
Service Time 2.201 2.115 1.822 1.47
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 0.038 0.019 0.028
HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.3 6.9 6.6
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0.1 0.1
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 0 1 27
Future Vol, veh/h 0 0 1 27
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 0 1 28
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 6.6
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 1 2 12 1 4
Future Volume (vph) 16 1 2 12 1 4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.992 0.892
Flt Protected 0.993 0.990
Satd. Flow (prot) 1848 0 0 1850 1645 0
Flt Permitted 0.993 0.990
Satd. Flow (perm) 1848 0 0 1850 1645 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 1 2 13 1 4
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 18 0 0 15 5 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 1 2 12 1 4
Future Vol, veh/h 16 1 2 12 1 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 1 2 13 1 4

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 18 0 34 17
Stage 1 - - - - 17 -
Stage 2 - - - - 17 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1599 - 979 1062

Stage 1 - - - - 1006 -
Stage 2 - - - - 1006 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1599 - 978 1062
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 978 -

Stage 1 - - - - 1006 -
Stage 2 - - - - 1005 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 1 8.5
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 1044 - - 1599 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.005 - - 0.001 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 28 7 11 68 62 13
Future Volume (vph) 28 7 11 68 62 13
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.974 0.976
Flt Protected 0.961 0.993
Satd. Flow (prot) 1744 0 0 1850 1818 0
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.993
Satd. Flow (perm) 1744 0 0 1850 1818 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 29 7 12 71 65 14
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 36 0 0 83 79 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 28 7 11 68 62 13
Future Vol, veh/h 28 7 11 68 62 13
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 29 7 12 71 65 14

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 167 72 79 0 - 0
Stage 1 72 - - - - -
Stage 2 95 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 823 990 1519 - - -

Stage 1 951 - - - - -
Stage 2 929 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 816 990 1519 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 816 - - - - -

Stage 1 951 - - - - -
Stage 2 922 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.4 1 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1519 - 846 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.008 - 0.043 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 223 4 50 102 32
Future Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 223 4 50 102 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.999 0.874 0.998 0.976
Flt Protected 0.958 0.999 0.987
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1794 0
Flt Permitted 0.958 0.999 0.987
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1794 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 234 4 53 107 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 110 0 0 162 0 0 238 0 0 194 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 6.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 223 4 50 102 32
Future Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 223 4 50 102 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 234 4 53 107 34

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 545 467 124 472 482 236 141 0 0 238 0 0
Stage 1 229 229 - 236 236 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 316 238 - 236 246 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 449 493 927 502 484 803 1442 - - 1329 - -

Stage 1 774 715 - 767 710 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 695 708 - 767 703 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 348 472 927 475 463 803 1442 - - 1329 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 348 472 - 475 463 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 774 684 - 767 710 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 558 708 - 720 673 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 19.2 11 0 2.1
HCM LOS C B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1442 - - 361 764 1329 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.302 0.213 0.04 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 19.2 11 7.8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 1.3 0.8 0.1 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 351 49 161 200 82 49 218 318 26 96 27
Future Volume (vph) 59 351 49 161 200 82 49 218 318 26 96 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.982 0.956 0.850 0.976
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.991 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1829 0 1770 1781 0 0 1846 1583 0 1802 0
Flt Permitted 0.487 0.314 0.914 0.909
Satd. Flow (perm) 907 1829 0 585 1781 0 0 1703 1583 0 1653 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 13 40 363 19
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 67 401 56 184 228 94 56 249 363 30 110 31
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 67 457 0 184 322 0 0 305 363 0 171 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.65 0.48 0.45 0.59 0.49 0.33
Control Delay 7.4 20.3 11.7 14.4 23.2 4.8 16.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 7.4 20.3 11.7 14.4 23.2 4.8 16.4
LOS A C B B C A B
Approach Delay 18.6 13.4 13.2 16.4
Approach LOS B B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 128 30 72 92 0 42
Queue Length 95th (ft) 25 217 58 133 164 51 86
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 493 700 387 710 519 735 517
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.14 0.65 0.48 0.45 0.59 0.49 0.33

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 655 106 50 432 77 39
Future Volume (vph) 655 106 50 432 77 39
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.981 0.954
Flt Protected 0.995 0.968
Satd. Flow (prot) 1827 0 0 1853 1720 0
Flt Permitted 0.700 0.968
Satd. Flow (perm) 1827 0 0 1304 1720 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 16 32
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 748 121 57 493 88 45
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 869 0 0 550 133 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 43.0 9.5 52.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 57.3% 12.7% 70.0% 30.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 42.1 42.1 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.26
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.70 0.28
Control Delay 15.7 14.6 19.7
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 15.7 14.6 19.7
LOS B B B
Approach Delay 15.7 14.6 19.7
Approach LOS B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 236 139 38
Queue Length 95th (ft) 383 246 83
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 1187 914 476
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.73 0.60 0.28

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 75
Actuated Cycle Length: 69.5
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.78
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.6 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.3% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 80 61 29 38 37
Future Volume (vph) 29 80 61 29 38 37
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.901 0.933
Flt Protected 0.987 0.967
Satd. Flow (prot) 1657 0 0 1801 1738 0
Flt Permitted 0.987 0.967
Satd. Flow (perm) 1657 0 0 1801 1738 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 84 64 30 40 39
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 114 0 0 94 79 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 25.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.6
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 29 80 0 61 29 0 38 37
Future Vol, veh/h 0 29 80 0 61 29 0 38 37
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 30 84 0 64 30 0 40 39
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7.5 8 7.4
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 68% 27% 0%
Vol Thru, % 32% 0% 51%
Vol Right, % 0% 73% 49%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 90 109 75
LT Vol 61 29 0
Through Vol 29 0 38
RT Vol 0 80 37
Lane Flow Rate 94 114 79
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.114 0.122 0.086
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.332 3.843 3.912
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 822 918 906
Service Time 2.387 1.93 1.979
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.114 0.124 0.087
HCM Control Delay 8 7.5 7.4
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.4 0.4 0.3
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 0 7 7 1 1 9 32
Future Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 0 7 7 1 1 9 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.980 0.991 0.896
Flt Protected 0.983 0.995 0.977 0.999
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1794 0 0 1853 0 0 1804 0 0 1667 0
Flt Permitted 0.983 0.995 0.977 0.999
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1794 0 0 1853 0 0 1804 0 0 1667 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 29 41 12 2 19 0 7 7 1 1 9 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 82 0 0 21 0 0 15 0 0 44 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15



HCM 2010 AWSC 2027 No-Build - PM Peak

9: Shore Road & Palmer Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 No-Build Synchro 9 Report
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 0 0 7 7 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 0 0 7 7 1
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 29 41 12 0 2 19 0 0 7 7 1
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.5 7.3 7.3
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 47% 36% 10% 2%
Vol Thru, % 47% 50% 90% 21%
Vol Right, % 7% 14% 0% 76%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 15 78 20 42
LT Vol 7 28 2 1
Through Vol 7 39 18 9
RT Vol 1 11 0 32
Lane Flow Rate 16 82 21 44
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.018 0.092 0.024 0.045
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.201 4.041 4.12 3.672
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 847 887 866 968
Service Time 2.253 2.065 2.156 1.722
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.019 0.092 0.024 0.045
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.5 7.3 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 1 9 32
Future Vol, veh/h 0 1 9 32
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 1 9 34
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 6.9
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 22 2 1 22 1 1
Future Volume (vph) 22 2 1 22 1 1
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.989 0.932
Flt Protected 0.998 0.976
Satd. Flow (prot) 1842 0 0 1859 1694 0
Flt Permitted 0.998 0.976
Satd. Flow (perm) 1842 0 0 1859 1694 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 23 2 1 23 1 1
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 25 0 0 24 2 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 2 1 22 1 1
Future Vol, veh/h 22 2 1 22 1 1
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 23 2 1 23 1 1

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 25 0 49 24
Stage 1 - - - - 24 -
Stage 2 - - - - 25 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1589 - 960 1052

Stage 1 - - - - 999 -
Stage 2 - - - - 998 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1589 - 959 1052
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 959 -

Stage 1 - - - - 999 -
Stage 2 - - - - 997 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.3 8.6
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 1003 - - 1589 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - - 0.001 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 No-Build - PM Peak

18: Great Neck Road & Shore Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 No-Build Synchro 9 Report
PMNB-G.syn - SRU Page 10

Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 13 16 17 79 59 21
Future Volume (vph) 13 16 17 79 59 21
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.926 0.965
Flt Protected 0.978 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 1687 0 0 1846 1798 0
Flt Permitted 0.978 0.991
Satd. Flow (perm) 1687 0 0 1846 1798 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 14 17 18 83 62 22
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 31 0 0 101 84 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 16 17 79 59 21
Future Vol, veh/h 13 16 17 79 59 21
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 14 17 18 83 62 22

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 192 73 84 0 - 0
Stage 1 73 - - - - -
Stage 2 119 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 797 989 1513 - - -

Stage 1 950 - - - - -
Stage 2 906 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 787 989 1513 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 787 - - - - -

Stage 1 950 - - - - -
Stage 2 895 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.2 1.3 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1513 - 887 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - 0.034 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 190 9 147 262 98
Future Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 190 9 147 262 98
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.889 0.994 0.974
Flt Protected 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1850 0 0 1789 0
Flt Permitted 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1850 0 0 1789 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 200 9 154 275 103
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 90 0 0 149 0 0 213 0 0 532 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.8% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 6.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 190 9 147 262 98
Future Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 190 9 147 262 98
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 200 9 154 275 103

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 917 852 327 855 900 204 378 0 0 209 0 0
Stage 1 635 635 - 213 213 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 282 217 - 642 687 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 253 297 714 278 278 837 1180 - - 1362 - -

Stage 1 467 472 - 789 726 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 725 723 - 463 447 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 181 253 714 236 237 837 1180 - - 1362 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 181 253 - 236 237 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 465 404 - 786 723 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 602 720 - 382 382 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 40 13.4 0.2 2.3
HCM LOS E B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1180 - - 189 579 1362 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - - 0.472 0.258 0.113 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 40 13.4 8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - E B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 2.3 1 0.4 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 55 325 95 304 379 62 93 196 244 43 238 76
Future Volume (vph) 55 325 95 304 379 62 93 196 244 43 238 76
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.966 0.979 0.850 0.971
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.984 0.994
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1799 0 1770 1824 0 0 1833 1583 0 1798 0
Flt Permitted 0.279 0.290 0.650 0.883
Satd. Flow (perm) 520 1799 0 540 1824 0 0 1211 1583 0 1597 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 28 16 278 23
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 371 108 347 433 71 106 224 278 49 272 87
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 479 0 347 504 0 0 330 278 0 408 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.94 0.71 0.89 0.41 0.81
Control Delay 8.0 20.8 49.0 21.8 50.5 4.6 33.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.0 20.8 49.0 21.8 50.5 4.6 33.8
LOS A C D C D A C
Approach Delay 19.3 32.9 29.5 33.8
Approach LOS B C C C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 132 64 144 113 0 127
Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 227 #183 244 #249 45 #266
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 347 698 370 712 369 676 503
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.94 0.71 0.89 0.41 0.81

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.94
Intersection Signal Delay: 29.1 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.4% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 329 46 3 275 85 36
Future Volume (vph) 329 46 3 275 85 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.983 0.960
Flt Protected 0.966
Satd. Flow (prot) 1831 0 0 1863 1727 0
Flt Permitted 0.996 0.966
Satd. Flow (perm) 1831 0 0 1855 1727 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 14 41
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 375 53 3 314 97 41
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 428 0 0 317 138 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 23.0 9.5 32.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 41.8% 17.3% 59.1% 40.9%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 14.2 14.2 18.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.44
v/c Ratio 0.67 0.50 0.18
Control Delay 16.9 13.5 7.0
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.9 13.5 7.0
LOS B B A
Approach Delay 16.9 13.5 7.0
Approach LOS B B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 78 56 12
Queue Length 95th (ft) 146 106 41
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 831 1263 779
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.52 0.25 0.18

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 55
Actuated Cycle Length: 41.4
Natural Cycle: 55
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 14.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 10 47 60 23 4 30
Future Volume (vph) 10 47 60 23 4 30
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.890 0.880
Flt Protected 0.991 0.965
Satd. Flow (prot) 1643 0 0 1798 1639 0
Flt Permitted 0.991 0.965
Satd. Flow (perm) 1643 0 0 1798 1639 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 49 63 24 4 32
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 60 0 0 87 36 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 10 47 0 60 23 0 4 30
Future Vol, veh/h 0 10 47 0 60 23 0 4 30
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 11 49 0 63 24 0 4 32
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7 7.7 6.7
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 72% 18% 0%
Vol Thru, % 28% 0% 12%
Vol Right, % 0% 82% 88%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 83 57 34
LT Vol 60 10 0
Through Vol 23 0 4
RT Vol 0 47 30
Lane Flow Rate 87 60 36
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.102 0.061 0.035
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.211 3.685 3.574
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 852 964 997
Service Time 2.229 1.739 1.611
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.102 0.062 0.036
HCM Control Delay 7.7 7 6.7
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.3 0.2 0.1
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 5 4 2 0 7 1 27
Future Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 5 4 2 0 7 1 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.996 0.960 0.895
Flt Protected 0.972 0.968 0.990
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1803 0 0 1788 0 0 1803 0 0 1650 0
Flt Permitted 0.972 0.968 0.990
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1803 0 0 1788 0 0 1803 0 0 1650 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 13 1 0 12 5 4 2 0 7 1 28
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 33 0 0 17 0 0 6 0 0 36 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 5 0 4 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 5 0 4 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 19 13 1 0 0 12 5 0 4 2 0
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.3 6.9 7.2
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 67% 58% 0% 20%
Vol Thru, % 33% 39% 69% 3%
Vol Right, % 0% 3% 31% 77%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 6 31 16 35
LT Vol 4 18 0 7
Through Vol 2 12 11 1
RT Vol 0 1 5 27
Lane Flow Rate 6 33 17 37
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.007 0.037 0.018 0.037
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.182 4.12 3.847 3.602
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 856 872 932 994
Service Time 2.207 2.132 1.864 1.624
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 0.038 0.018 0.037
HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.3 6.9 6.8
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0.1 0.1
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 7 1 27
Future Vol, veh/h 0 7 1 27
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 7 1 28
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 6.8
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 8 9 12 6 9
Future Volume (vph) 16 8 9 12 6 9
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.957 0.919
Flt Protected 0.980 0.980
Satd. Flow (prot) 1783 0 0 1825 1678 0
Flt Permitted 0.980 0.980
Satd. Flow (perm) 1783 0 0 1825 1678 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 8 9 13 6 9
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 25 0 0 22 15 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 17.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.2

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 8 9 12 6 9
Future Vol, veh/h 16 8 9 12 6 9
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 8 9 13 6 9

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 25 0 53 21
Stage 1 - - - - 21 -
Stage 2 - - - - 32 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1589 - 955 1056

Stage 1 - - - - 1002 -
Stage 2 - - - - 991 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1589 - 949 1056
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 949 -

Stage 1 - - - - 1002 -
Stage 2 - - - - 985 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 3.1 8.6
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 1010 - - 1589 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.016 - - 0.006 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 33 7 11 68 62 20
Future Volume (vph) 33 7 11 68 62 20
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.977 0.967
Flt Protected 0.960 0.993
Satd. Flow (prot) 1747 0 0 1850 1801 0
Flt Permitted 0.960 0.993
Satd. Flow (perm) 1747 0 0 1850 1801 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 35 7 12 71 65 21
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 42 0 0 83 86 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 33 7 11 68 62 20
Future Vol, veh/h 33 7 11 68 62 20
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 35 7 12 71 65 21

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 171 76 86 0 - 0
Stage 1 76 - - - - -
Stage 2 95 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 819 985 1510 - - -

Stage 1 947 - - - - -
Stage 2 929 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 812 985 1510 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 812 - - - - -

Stage 1 947 - - - - -
Stage 2 922 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.5 1 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1510 - 838 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.008 - 0.05 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 228 4 50 109 32
Future Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 228 4 50 109 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.999 0.874 0.998 0.977
Flt Protected 0.958 0.999 0.987
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1796 0
Flt Permitted 0.958 0.999 0.987
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1796 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 239 4 53 114 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 110 0 0 162 0 0 243 0 0 201 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 6.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 228 4 50 109 32
Future Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 228 4 50 109 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 239 4 53 114 34

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 557 480 131 485 495 242 148 0 0 244 0 0
Stage 1 236 236 - 242 242 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 321 244 - 243 253 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 441 485 919 492 476 797 1434 - - 1322 - -

Stage 1 767 710 - 762 705 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 691 704 - 761 698 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 341 464 919 465 455 797 1434 - - 1322 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 341 464 - 465 455 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 767 679 - 762 705 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 554 704 - 713 667 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 19.6 11.1 0 2.1
HCM LOS C B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1434 - - 354 757 1322 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.308 0.215 0.04 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 19.6 11.1 7.8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 1.3 0.8 0.1 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 351 50 164 200 82 50 220 321 26 99 27
Future Volume (vph) 59 351 50 164 200 82 50 220 321 26 99 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.981 0.956 0.850 0.976
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.991 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1827 0 1770 1781 0 0 1846 1583 0 1802 0
Flt Permitted 0.487 0.313 0.913 0.910
Satd. Flow (perm) 907 1827 0 583 1781 0 0 1701 1583 0 1654 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 14 40 366 19
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 67 401 57 187 228 94 57 251 366 30 113 31
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 67 458 0 187 322 0 0 308 366 0 174 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.66 0.48 0.45 0.59 0.50 0.34
Control Delay 7.4 20.3 11.9 14.4 23.4 4.8 16.6
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 7.4 20.3 11.9 14.4 23.4 4.8 16.6
LOS A C B B C A B
Approach Delay 18.7 13.5 13.3 16.6
Approach LOS B B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 128 31 72 93 0 42
Queue Length 95th (ft) 25 218 59 133 165 51 87
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 493 699 386 710 518 737 517
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.14 0.66 0.48 0.45 0.59 0.50 0.34

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.2 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.9% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 655 117 51 432 89 40
Future Volume (vph) 655 117 51 432 89 40
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.979 0.958
Flt Protected 0.995 0.967
Satd. Flow (prot) 1824 0 0 1853 1726 0
Flt Permitted 0.701 0.967
Satd. Flow (perm) 1824 0 0 1306 1726 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 18 28
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 748 134 58 493 102 46
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 882 0 0 551 148 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 43.0 9.5 52.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 57.3% 12.7% 70.0% 30.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 44.5 44.5 18.2
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.62 0.62 0.25
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.68 0.32
Control Delay 15.3 14.0 21.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 15.3 14.0 21.4
LOS B B C
Approach Delay 15.3 14.0 21.4
Approach LOS B B C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 243 140 46
Queue Length 95th (ft) 394 247 95
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 Build - Destination Park - PM Peak

1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 Build - Destination Park Synchro 9 Report
PM-Dest-G.syn - SRU Page 2

Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 1178 881 457
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.75 0.63 0.32

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 75
Actuated Cycle Length: 71.8
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.78
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.4 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.9% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 93 75 29 38 37
Future Volume (vph) 29 93 75 29 38 37
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.897 0.933
Flt Protected 0.988 0.965
Satd. Flow (prot) 1651 0 0 1798 1738 0
Flt Permitted 0.988 0.965
Satd. Flow (perm) 1651 0 0 1798 1738 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 98 79 30 40 39
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 128 0 0 109 79 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 29 93 0 75 29 0 38 37
Future Vol, veh/h 0 29 93 0 75 29 0 38 37
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 30 98 0 79 30 0 40 39
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7.6 8.1 7.4
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 72% 24% 0%
Vol Thru, % 28% 0% 51%
Vol Right, % 0% 76% 49%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 104 122 75
LT Vol 75 29 0
Through Vol 29 0 38
RT Vol 0 93 37
Lane Flow Rate 109 128 79
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.132 0.137 0.086
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.365 3.845 3.947
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 815 916 895
Service Time 2.426 1.941 2.025
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.134 0.14 0.088
HCM Control Delay 8.1 7.6 7.4
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.5 0.5 0.3
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 14 7 7 1 14 9 32
Future Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 14 7 7 1 14 9 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.980 0.944 0.991 0.921
Flt Protected 0.983 0.997 0.977 0.987
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1794 0 0 1753 0 0 1804 0 0 1693 0
Flt Permitted 0.983 0.997 0.977 0.987
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1794 0 0 1753 0 0 1804 0 0 1693 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 29 41 12 2 19 15 7 7 1 15 9 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 82 0 0 36 0 0 15 0 0 58 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.5% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 14 0 7 7 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 14 0 7 7 1
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 29 41 12 0 2 19 15 0 7 7 1
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.5 7.1 7.4
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 47% 36% 6% 25%
Vol Thru, % 47% 50% 53% 16%
Vol Right, % 7% 14% 41% 58%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 15 78 34 55
LT Vol 7 28 2 14
Through Vol 7 39 18 9
RT Vol 1 11 14 32
Lane Flow Rate 16 82 36 58
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.019 0.093 0.039 0.062
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.237 4.076 3.888 3.852
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 838 876 915 922
Service Time 2.299 2.113 1.937 1.908
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.019 0.094 0.039 0.063
HCM Control Delay 7.4 7.5 7.1 7.2
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 14 9 32
Future Vol, veh/h 0 14 9 32
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 15 9 34
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 7.2
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 22 15 14 22 15 15
Future Volume (vph) 22 15 14 22 15 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.945 0.932
Flt Protected 0.981 0.976
Satd. Flow (prot) 1760 0 0 1827 1694 0
Flt Permitted 0.981 0.976
Satd. Flow (perm) 1760 0 0 1827 1694 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 23 16 15 23 16 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 39 0 0 38 32 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.6

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 15 14 22 15 15
Future Vol, veh/h 22 15 14 22 15 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 23 16 15 23 16 16

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 39 0 84 31
Stage 1 - - - - 31 -
Stage 2 - - - - 53 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 7.12 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 6.12 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 6.12 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1571 - 903 1043

Stage 1 - - - - 986 -
Stage 2 - - - - 960 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1571 - 896 1043
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 896 -

Stage 1 - - - - 986 -
Stage 2 - - - - 950 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 2.8 8.9
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 964 - - 1571 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.033 - - 0.009 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 27 16 17 79 59 34
Future Volume (vph) 27 16 17 79 59 34
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.949 0.950
Flt Protected 0.970 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 1715 0 0 1846 1770 0
Flt Permitted 0.970 0.991
Satd. Flow (perm) 1715 0 0 1846 1770 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 28 17 18 83 62 36
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 45 0 0 101 98 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 27 16 17 79 59 34
Future Vol, veh/h 27 16 17 79 59 34
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 28 17 18 83 62 36

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 199 80 98 0 - 0
Stage 1 80 - - - - -
Stage 2 119 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 790 980 1495 - - -

Stage 1 943 - - - - -
Stage 2 906 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 780 980 1495 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 780 - - - - -

Stage 1 943 - - - - -
Stage 2 894 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.5 1.3 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1495 - 844 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - 0.053 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 204 9 147 275 98
Future Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 204 9 147 275 98
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.889 0.995 0.975
Flt Protected 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1852 0 0 1791 0
Flt Permitted 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1852 0 0 1791 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 214 9 154 289 103
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 90 0 0 149 0 0 227 0 0 546 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.3% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 7.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 204 9 147 275 98
Future Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 204 9 147 275 98
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 214 9 154 289 103

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 946 881 340 883 927 219 392 0 0 224 0 0
Stage 1 649 649 - 227 227 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 297 232 - 656 700 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 241 285 702 266 268 821 1167 - - 1345 - -

Stage 1 458 466 - 776 716 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 712 713 - 454 441 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 171 242 702 225 227 821 1167 - - 1345 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 171 242 - 225 227 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 456 397 - 773 713 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 589 710 - 373 375 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 43.6 13.7 0.1 2.3
HCM LOS E B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1167 - - 179 561 1345 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - - 0.499 0.266 0.115 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 43.6 13.7 8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - E B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 2.4 1.1 0.4 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 55 325 96 310 379 62 94 201 251 43 243 76
Future Volume (vph) 55 325 96 310 379 62 94 201 251 43 243 76
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.966 0.979 0.850 0.972
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.984 0.994
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1799 0 1770 1824 0 0 1833 1583 0 1800 0
Flt Permitted 0.279 0.288 0.646 0.873
Satd. Flow (perm) 520 1799 0 536 1824 0 0 1203 1583 0 1581 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 29 16 286 23
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 371 110 354 433 71 107 229 286 49 277 87
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 481 0 354 504 0 0 336 286 0 413 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.96 0.71 0.92 0.42 0.83
Control Delay 8.0 20.9 54.3 21.8 54.8 4.6 35.5
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.0 20.9 54.3 21.8 54.8 4.6 35.5
LOS A C D C D A D
Approach Delay 19.4 35.2 31.7 35.5
Approach LOS B D C D
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 132 66 144 116 0 130
Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 228 #192 244 #257 46 #273
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 347 698 368 712 366 681 498
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.96 0.71 0.92 0.42 0.83

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.96
Intersection Signal Delay: 30.8 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 94.5% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 329 41 2 275 81 35
Future Volume (vph) 329 41 2 275 81 35
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.985 0.959
Flt Protected 0.966
Satd. Flow (prot) 1835 0 0 1863 1726 0
Flt Permitted 0.997 0.966
Satd. Flow (perm) 1835 0 0 1857 1726 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 12 40
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 375 47 2 314 92 40
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 422 0 0 316 132 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 23.0 9.5 32.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 41.8% 17.3% 59.1% 40.9%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 14.0 14.0 18.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.34 0.44
v/c Ratio 0.67 0.50 0.17
Control Delay 16.8 13.6 6.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.8 13.6 6.9
LOS B B A
Approach Delay 16.8 13.6 6.9
Approach LOS B B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 77 56 12
Queue Length 95th (ft) 144 105 40
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 835 1270 781
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.51 0.25 0.17

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 55
Actuated Cycle Length: 41.2
Natural Cycle: 55
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.67
Intersection Signal Delay: 14.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 35.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 10 42 56 23 4 30
Future Volume (vph) 10 42 56 23 4 30
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.892 0.880
Flt Protected 0.990 0.966
Satd. Flow (prot) 1645 0 0 1799 1639 0
Flt Permitted 0.990 0.966
Satd. Flow (perm) 1645 0 0 1799 1639 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 44 59 24 4 32
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 55 0 0 83 36 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 10 42 0 56 23 0 4 30
Future Vol, veh/h 0 10 42 0 56 23 0 4 30
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 11 44 0 59 24 0 4 32
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7 7.7 6.7
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 71% 19% 0%
Vol Thru, % 29% 0% 12%
Vol Right, % 0% 81% 88%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 79 52 34
LT Vol 56 10 0
Through Vol 23 0 4
RT Vol 0 42 30
Lane Flow Rate 83 55 36
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.097 0.056 0.035
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.2 3.693 3.564
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 855 963 1001
Service Time 2.216 1.742 1.597
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.097 0.057 0.036
HCM Control Delay 7.7 7 6.7
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.3 0.2 0.1
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 1 4 2 0 2 1 27
Future Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 1 4 2 0 2 1 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.996 0.990 0.878
Flt Protected 0.972 0.968 0.997
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1803 0 0 1844 0 0 1803 0 0 1631 0
Flt Permitted 0.972 0.968 0.997
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1803 0 0 1844 0 0 1803 0 0 1631 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 13 1 0 12 1 4 2 0 2 1 28
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 33 0 0 13 0 0 6 0 0 31 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 1 0 4 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 1 0 4 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 19 13 1 0 0 12 1 0 4 2 0
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7 7.2
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 67% 58% 0% 7%
Vol Thru, % 33% 39% 92% 3%
Vol Right, % 0% 3% 8% 90%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 6 31 12 30
LT Vol 4 18 0 2
Through Vol 2 12 11 1
RT Vol 0 1 1 27
Lane Flow Rate 6 33 13 32
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.007 0.037 0.014 0.031
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.169 4.107 3.975 3.49
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 858 875 902 1026
Service Time 2.194 2.117 1.99 1.512
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 0.038 0.014 0.031
HCM Control Delay 7.2 7.3 7 6.6
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0 0.1
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 2 1 27
Future Vol, veh/h 0 2 1 27
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 2 1 28
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 6.6
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 3 4 12 2 5
Future Volume (vph) 16 3 4 12 2 5
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.980 0.904
Flt Protected 0.988 0.986
Satd. Flow (prot) 1825 0 0 1840 1660 0
Flt Permitted 0.988 0.986
Satd. Flow (perm) 1825 0 0 1840 1660 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 3 4 13 2 5
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 20 0 0 17 7 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 14.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 3 4 12 2 5
Future Vol, veh/h 16 3 4 12 2 5
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 3 4 13 2 5

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 20 0 39 18
Stage 1 - - - - 18 -
Stage 2 - - - - 21 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1596 - 973 1061

Stage 1 - - - - 1005 -
Stage 2 - - - - 1002 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1596 - 970 1061
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 970 -

Stage 1 - - - - 1005 -
Stage 2 - - - - 999 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.8 8.5
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 1033 - - 1596 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 - - 0.003 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 7 11 68 62 15
Future Volume (vph) 29 7 11 68 62 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.974 0.973
Flt Protected 0.961 0.993
Satd. Flow (prot) 1744 0 0 1850 1812 0
Flt Permitted 0.961 0.993
Satd. Flow (perm) 1744 0 0 1850 1812 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 7 12 71 65 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 37 0 0 83 81 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 29 7 11 68 62 15
Future Vol, veh/h 29 7 11 68 62 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 30 7 12 71 65 16

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 168 73 81 0 - 0
Stage 1 73 - - - - -
Stage 2 95 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 822 989 1517 - - -

Stage 1 950 - - - - -
Stage 2 929 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 815 989 1517 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 815 - - - - -

Stage 1 950 - - - - -
Stage 2 922 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.5 1 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1517 - 844 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.008 - 0.045 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 224 4 50 104 32
Future Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 224 4 50 104 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.999 0.874 0.998 0.977
Flt Protected 0.958 0.999 0.987
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1796 0
Flt Permitted 0.958 0.999 0.987
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1796 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 235 4 53 109 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 110 0 0 162 0 0 239 0 0 196 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 52.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 6.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 224 4 50 104 32
Future Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 224 4 50 104 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 235 4 53 109 34

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 548 470 126 475 485 237 143 0 0 239 0 0
Stage 1 231 231 - 237 237 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 317 239 - 238 248 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 447 492 924 500 482 802 1440 - - 1328 - -

Stage 1 772 713 - 766 709 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 694 708 - 765 701 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 346 470 924 473 461 802 1440 - - 1328 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 346 470 - 473 461 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 772 682 - 766 709 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 557 708 - 717 670 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 19.4 11 0 2.1
HCM LOS C B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1440 - - 359 763 1328 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.304 0.213 0.04 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 19.4 11 7.8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 1.3 0.8 0.1 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 351 49 162 200 82 49 218 319 26 96 27
Future Volume (vph) 59 351 49 162 200 82 49 218 319 26 96 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.982 0.956 0.850 0.976
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.991 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1829 0 1770 1781 0 0 1846 1583 0 1802 0
Flt Permitted 0.487 0.314 0.914 0.909
Satd. Flow (perm) 907 1829 0 585 1781 0 0 1703 1583 0 1653 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 13 40 364 19
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 67 401 56 185 228 94 56 249 364 30 110 31
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 67 457 0 185 322 0 0 305 364 0 171 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.65 0.48 0.45 0.59 0.50 0.33
Control Delay 7.4 20.3 11.7 14.4 23.2 4.8 16.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 7.4 20.3 11.7 14.4 23.2 4.8 16.4
LOS A C B B C A B
Approach Delay 18.6 13.5 13.2 16.4
Approach LOS B B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 128 31 72 92 0 42
Queue Length 95th (ft) 25 217 58 133 164 51 86
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 493 700 387 710 519 735 517
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.14 0.65 0.48 0.45 0.59 0.50 0.33

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.1 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.4% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 655 108 50 432 79 40
Future Volume (vph) 655 108 50 432 79 40
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.981 0.954
Flt Protected 0.995 0.968
Satd. Flow (prot) 1827 0 0 1853 1720 0
Flt Permitted 0.700 0.968
Satd. Flow (perm) 1827 0 0 1304 1720 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 16 32
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 748 123 57 493 90 46
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 871 0 0 550 136 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 43.0 9.5 52.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 57.3% 12.7% 70.0% 30.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 42.4 42.4 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.61 0.61 0.26
v/c Ratio 0.78 0.69 0.29
Control Delay 15.6 14.5 19.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 15.6 14.5 19.9
LOS B B B
Approach Delay 15.6 14.5 19.9
Approach LOS B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 237 139 39
Queue Length 95th (ft) 384 246 85
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 1186 909 473
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.73 0.61 0.29

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 75
Actuated Cycle Length: 69.8
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.78
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.6 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 82.4% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 82 64 29 38 37
Future Volume (vph) 29 82 64 29 38 37
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.900 0.933
Flt Protected 0.987 0.967
Satd. Flow (prot) 1655 0 0 1801 1738 0
Flt Permitted 0.987 0.967
Satd. Flow (perm) 1655 0 0 1801 1738 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 86 67 30 40 39
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 116 0 0 97 79 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 25.6% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.6
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 29 82 0 64 29 0 38 37
Future Vol, veh/h 0 29 82 0 64 29 0 38 37
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 30 86 0 67 30 0 40 39
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7.5 8 7.4
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 69% 26% 0%
Vol Thru, % 31% 0% 51%
Vol Right, % 0% 74% 49%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 93 111 75
LT Vol 64 29 0
Through Vol 29 0 38
RT Vol 0 82 37
Lane Flow Rate 98 117 79
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.118 0.124 0.086
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.339 3.845 3.919
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 821 917 904
Service Time 2.393 1.933 1.986
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.119 0.128 0.087
HCM Control Delay 8 7.5 7.4
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.4 0.4 0.3



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 Build - Ecological / Passive Park - PM Peak

9: Shore Road & Palmer Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 Build - Ecological / Passive Park Synchro 9 Report
PMB-E or P-G.syn - SRU Page 5

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 3 7 7 1 3 9 32
Future Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 3 7 7 1 3 9 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.980 0.983 0.991 0.900
Flt Protected 0.983 0.996 0.977 0.997
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1794 0 0 1824 0 0 1804 0 0 1671 0
Flt Permitted 0.983 0.996 0.977 0.997
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1794 0 0 1824 0 0 1804 0 0 1671 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 29 41 12 2 19 3 7 7 1 3 9 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 82 0 0 24 0 0 15 0 0 46 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.2% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 3 0 7 7 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 3 0 7 7 1
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 29 41 12 0 2 19 3 0 7 7 1
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.5 7.2 7.3
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 47% 36% 9% 7%
Vol Thru, % 47% 50% 78% 20%
Vol Right, % 7% 14% 13% 73%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 15 78 23 44
LT Vol 7 28 2 3
Through Vol 7 39 18 9
RT Vol 1 11 3 32
Lane Flow Rate 16 82 24 46
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.018 0.092 0.027 0.048
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.207 4.047 4.043 3.706
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 845 885 882 959
Service Time 2.262 2.073 2.081 1.758
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.019 0.093 0.027 0.048
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.5 7.2 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 3 9 32
Future Vol, veh/h 0 3 9 32
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 3 9 34
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 6.9
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 22 4 3 22 4 4
Future Volume (vph) 22 4 3 22 4 4
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.980 0.932
Flt Protected 0.994 0.976
Satd. Flow (prot) 1825 0 0 1852 1694 0
Flt Permitted 0.994 0.976
Satd. Flow (perm) 1825 0 0 1852 1694 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 23 4 3 23 4 4
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 27 0 0 26 8 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 13.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 4 3 22 4 4
Future Vol, veh/h 22 4 3 22 4 4
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 23 4 3 23 4 4

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 27 0 54 25
Stage 1 - - - - 25 -
Stage 2 - - - - 29 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1587 - 954 1051

Stage 1 - - - - 998 -
Stage 2 - - - - 994 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1587 - 952 1051
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 952 -

Stage 1 - - - - 998 -
Stage 2 - - - - 992 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 0.9 8.6
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 999 - - 1587 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.008 - - 0.002 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 0 -
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 16 17 79 59 23
Future Volume (vph) 16 16 17 79 59 23
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.932 0.962
Flt Protected 0.976 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 1694 0 0 1846 1792 0
Flt Permitted 0.976 0.991
Satd. Flow (perm) 1694 0 0 1846 1792 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 17 18 83 62 24
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 0 0 101 86 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 16 17 79 59 23
Future Vol, veh/h 16 16 17 79 59 23
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 17 18 83 62 24

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 193 74 86 0 - 0
Stage 1 74 - - - - -
Stage 2 119 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 796 988 1510 - - -

Stage 1 949 - - - - -
Stage 2 906 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 786 988 1510 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 786 - - - - -

Stage 1 949 - - - - -
Stage 2 895 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.3 1.3 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1510 - 875 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - 0.038 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 193 9 147 264 98
Future Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 193 9 147 264 98
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.889 0.994 0.974
Flt Protected 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1850 0 0 1789 0
Flt Permitted 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1850 0 0 1789 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 203 9 154 277 103
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 90 0 0 149 0 0 216 0 0 534 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 68.1% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 7

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 193 9 147 264 98
Future Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 193 9 147 264 98
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 203 9 154 277 103

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 923 858 329 860 905 207 380 0 0 212 0 0
Stage 1 637 637 - 216 216 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 286 221 - 644 689 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 250 294 712 276 276 833 1178 - - 1358 - -

Stage 1 465 471 - 786 724 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 721 720 - 461 446 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 179 250 712 234 235 833 1178 - - 1358 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 179 250 - 234 235 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 463 402 - 783 721 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 598 717 - 380 381 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 40.7 13.4 0.2 2.3
HCM LOS E B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1178 - - 187 575 1358 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - - 0.477 0.259 0.114 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 40.7 13.4 8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - E B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 2.3 1 0.4 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 55 325 95 305 379 62 94 197 245 43 239 76
Future Volume (vph) 55 325 95 305 379 62 94 197 245 43 239 76
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.966 0.979 0.850 0.971
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.984 0.994
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1799 0 1770 1824 0 0 1833 1583 0 1798 0
Flt Permitted 0.279 0.290 0.647 0.879
Satd. Flow (perm) 520 1799 0 540 1824 0 0 1205 1583 0 1590 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 28 16 280 23
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 371 108 348 433 71 107 225 280 49 273 87
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 479 0 348 504 0 0 332 280 0 409 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.94 0.71 0.90 0.41 0.82
Control Delay 8.0 20.8 49.5 21.8 52.4 4.6 34.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.0 20.8 49.5 21.8 52.4 4.6 34.4
LOS A C D C D A C
Approach Delay 19.3 33.1 30.5 34.4
Approach LOS B C C C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 132 64 144 114 0 128
Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 227 #184 244 #252 45 #268
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 347 698 370 712 367 677 500
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.94 0.71 0.90 0.41 0.82

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 65
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.94
Intersection Signal Delay: 29.6 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 93.7% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 329 54 4 275 90 36
Future Volume (vph) 329 54 4 275 90 36
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.981 0.962
Flt Protected 0.999 0.965
Satd. Flow (prot) 1827 0 0 1861 1729 0
Flt Permitted 0.992 0.965
Satd. Flow (perm) 1827 0 0 1848 1729 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 16 39
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 375 62 5 314 103 41
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 437 0 0 319 144 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 23.0 9.5 32.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 41.8% 17.3% 59.1% 40.9%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 14.4 14.4 18.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.35 0.35 0.44
v/c Ratio 0.68 0.50 0.19
Control Delay 16.9 13.4 7.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 16.9 13.4 7.3
LOS B B A
Approach Delay 16.9 13.4 7.3
Approach LOS B B A
Queue Length 50th (ft) 80 56 14
Queue Length 95th (ft) 150 106 44
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 826 1251 774
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.53 0.25 0.19

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 55
Actuated Cycle Length: 41.6
Natural Cycle: 55
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.68
Intersection Signal Delay: 14.2 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 10 59 66 23 4 30
Future Volume (vph) 10 59 66 23 4 30
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.885 0.880
Flt Protected 0.993 0.964
Satd. Flow (prot) 1637 0 0 1796 1639 0
Flt Permitted 0.993 0.964
Satd. Flow (perm) 1637 0 0 1796 1639 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 11 62 69 24 4 32
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 73 0 0 93 36 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.8% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.3
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 10 59 0 66 23 0 4 30
Future Vol, veh/h 0 10 59 0 66 23 0 4 30
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 11 62 0 69 24 0 4 32
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7 7.8 6.8
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 74% 14% 0%
Vol Thru, % 26% 0% 12%
Vol Right, % 0% 86% 88%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 89 69 34
LT Vol 66 10 0
Through Vol 23 0 4
RT Vol 0 59 30
Lane Flow Rate 93 72 36
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.11 0.074 0.036
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.236 3.672 3.601
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 847 966 989
Service Time 2.26 1.731 1.644
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.11 0.075 0.036
HCM Control Delay 7.8 7 6.8
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.4 0.2 0.1
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 11 4 2 0 15 1 27
Future Volume (vph) 18 12 1 0 11 11 4 2 0 15 1 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.996 0.932 0.916
Flt Protected 0.972 0.968 0.983
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1803 0 0 1736 0 0 1803 0 0 1677 0
Flt Permitted 0.972 0.968 0.983
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1803 0 0 1736 0 0 1803 0 0 1677 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 19 13 1 0 12 12 4 2 0 16 1 28
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 33 0 0 24 0 0 6 0 0 45 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.4% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 11 0 4 2 0
Future Vol, veh/h 0 18 12 1 0 0 11 11 0 4 2 0
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 19 13 1 0 0 12 12 0 4 2 0
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.3 6.9 7.3
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 67% 58% 0% 35%
Vol Thru, % 33% 39% 50% 2%
Vol Right, % 0% 3% 50% 63%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 6 31 22 43
LT Vol 4 18 0 15
Through Vol 2 12 11 1
RT Vol 0 1 11 27
Lane Flow Rate 6 33 23 45
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.007 0.037 0.024 0.047
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.199 4.139 3.748 3.729
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 852 866 955 960
Service Time 2.227 2.157 1.771 1.752
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.007 0.038 0.024 0.047
HCM Control Delay 7.3 7.3 6.9 6.9
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0 0.1 0.1 0.1
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 15 1 27
Future Vol, veh/h 0 15 1 27
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 16 1 28
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 6.9
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 16 16 17 12 12 15
Future Volume (vph) 16 16 17 12 12 15
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.932 0.926
Flt Protected 0.972 0.978
Satd. Flow (prot) 1736 0 0 1811 1687 0
Flt Permitted 0.972 0.978
Satd. Flow (perm) 1736 0 0 1811 1687 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 17 17 18 13 13 16
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 34 0 0 31 29 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 18.3% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 16 17 12 12 15
Future Vol, veh/h 16 16 17 12 12 15
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 17 17 18 13 13 16

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 34 0 73 25
Stage 1 - - - - 25 -
Stage 2 - - - - 48 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1578 - 931 1051

Stage 1 - - - - 998 -
Stage 2 - - - - 974 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1578 - 921 1051
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 921 -

Stage 1 - - - - 998 -
Stage 2 - - - - 963 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 4.3 8.7
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 989 - - 1578 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.029 - - 0.011 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.7 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 39 7 11 68 62 28
Future Volume (vph) 39 7 11 68 62 28
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.980 0.958
Flt Protected 0.959 0.993
Satd. Flow (prot) 1751 0 0 1850 1785 0
Flt Permitted 0.959 0.993
Satd. Flow (perm) 1751 0 0 1850 1785 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 41 7 12 71 65 29
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 48 0 0 83 94 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 21.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 39 7 11 68 62 28
Future Vol, veh/h 39 7 11 68 62 28
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 41 7 12 71 65 29

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 175 80 95 0 - 0
Stage 1 80 - - - - -
Stage 2 95 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.42 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.42 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.42 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 815 980 1499 - - -

Stage 1 943 - - - - -
Stage 2 929 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 808 980 1499 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 808 - - - - -

Stage 1 943 - - - - -
Stage 2 922 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.6 1 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1499 - 830 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.008 - 0.058 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 234 4 50 117 32
Future Volume (vph) 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 234 4 50 117 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.999 0.874 0.998 0.978
Flt Protected 0.958 0.999 0.988
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1800 0
Flt Permitted 0.958 0.999 0.988
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1783 0 0 1626 0 0 1859 0 0 1800 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 246 4 53 123 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 110 0 0 162 0 0 250 0 0 210 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.9% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 234 4 50 117 32
Future Vol, veh/h 91 12 1 4 7 144 0 234 4 50 117 32
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 96 13 1 4 7 151 0 246 4 53 123 34

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 572 495 140 499 509 248 156 0 0 250 0 0
Stage 1 245 245 - 248 248 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 327 250 - 251 261 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 431 476 908 482 467 791 1424 - - 1316 - -

Stage 1 759 703 - 756 701 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 686 700 - 753 692 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 333 455 908 455 446 791 1424 - - 1316 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 333 455 - 455 446 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 759 672 - 756 701 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 549 700 - 706 662 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 20.1 11.1 0 2
HCM LOS C B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1424 - - 346 750 1316 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - - 0.316 0.217 0.04 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - - 20.1 11.1 7.8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A - - C B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 1.3 0.8 0.1 - -



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 2027 Build - Hybrid Park - AM Peak

28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 Build - Hybrid Park Synchro 9 Report
AMB-Hyb - G.syn - SRU Page 14

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 59 351 51 169 200 82 50 222 324 26 102 27
Future Volume (vph) 59 351 51 169 200 82 50 222 324 26 102 27
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.981 0.956 0.850 0.976
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.991 0.992
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1827 0 1770 1781 0 0 1846 1583 0 1803 0
Flt Permitted 0.487 0.312 0.912 0.911
Satd. Flow (perm) 907 1827 0 581 1781 0 0 1699 1583 0 1656 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 14 40 370 18
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 67 401 58 193 228 94 57 253 370 30 116 31
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 67 459 0 193 322 0 0 310 370 0 177 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.14 0.66 0.50 0.45 0.60 0.50 0.34
Control Delay 7.4 20.4 12.3 14.4 23.5 4.8 16.8
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 7.4 20.4 12.3 14.4 23.5 4.8 16.8
LOS A C B B C A B
Approach Delay 18.7 13.6 13.3 16.8
Approach LOS B B B B
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 129 32 72 94 0 44
Queue Length 95th (ft) 25 219 61 133 167 52 89
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 493 699 385 710 518 739 517
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.14 0.66 0.50 0.45 0.60 0.50 0.34

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 60
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.2 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.5% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 655 123 52 432 95 41
Future Volume (vph) 655 123 52 432 95 41
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.979 0.959
Flt Protected 0.995 0.966
Satd. Flow (prot) 1824 0 0 1853 1726 0
Flt Permitted 0.697 0.966
Satd. Flow (perm) 1824 0 0 1298 1726 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 18 27
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 512 589 834
Travel Time (s) 11.6 13.4 19.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 748 140 59 493 108 47
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 888 0 0 552 155 0
Turn Type NA pm+pt NA Prot
Protected Phases 2 1 6 8
Permitted Phases 6
Detector Phase 2 1 6 8
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 43.0 9.5 52.5 22.5
Total Split (%) 57.3% 12.7% 70.0% 30.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lag Lead
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes
Recall Mode None None None Max
Act Effct Green (s) 45.3 45.3 18.1
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.62 0.62 0.25
v/c Ratio 0.77 0.68 0.34
Control Delay 15.3 14.0 21.9
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 15.3 14.0 21.9
LOS B B C
Approach Delay 15.3 14.0 21.9
Approach LOS B B C
Queue Length 50th (ft) 246 140 49
Queue Length 95th (ft) 401 249 99
Internal Link Dist (ft) 432 509 754
Turn Bay Length (ft)
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Base Capacity (vph) 1165 864 451
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.76 0.64 0.34

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 75
Actuated Cycle Length: 72.5
Natural Cycle: 80
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.77
Intersection Signal Delay: 15.5 Intersection LOS: B
Intersection Capacity Utilization 85.2% ICU Level of Service E
Analysis Period (min) 15

Splits and Phases: 1: Gardiners Wood Road & Rope Ferry Road
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 29 99 81 29 38 37
Future Volume (vph) 29 99 81 29 38 37
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.895 0.933
Flt Protected 0.989 0.964
Satd. Flow (prot) 1649 0 0 1796 1738 0
Flt Permitted 0.989 0.964
Satd. Flow (perm) 1649 0 0 1796 1738 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 348 365 291
Travel Time (s) 7.9 8.3 6.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 30 104 85 30 40 39
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 134 0 0 115 79 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 27.7% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.8
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBR NBU NBL NBT SBU SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 29 99 0 81 29 0 38 37
Future Vol, veh/h 0 29 99 0 81 29 0 38 37
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 30 104 0 85 30 0 40 39
Number of Lanes 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0

Approach EB NB SB

Opposing Approach SB NB
Opposing Lanes 0 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 0
Conflicting Approach Right NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 0 1
HCM Control Delay 7.6 8.2 7.4
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 74% 23% 0%
Vol Thru, % 26% 0% 51%
Vol Right, % 0% 77% 49%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 110 128 75
LT Vol 81 29 0
Through Vol 29 0 38
RT Vol 0 99 37
Lane Flow Rate 116 134 79
Geometry Grp 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.14 0.147 0.087
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.378 3.949 3.963
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes
Cap 811 914 890
Service Time 2.45 1.949 2.052
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.143 0.147 0.089
HCM Control Delay 8.2 7.6 7.4
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.5 0.5 0.3
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 20 7 7 1 20 9 32
Future Volume (vph) 28 39 11 2 18 20 7 7 1 20 9 32
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.980 0.932 0.991 0.928
Flt Protected 0.983 0.998 0.977 0.984
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1794 0 0 1733 0 0 1804 0 0 1701 0
Flt Permitted 0.983 0.998 0.977 0.984
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1794 0 0 1733 0 0 1804 0 0 1701 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 357 396 205 196
Travel Time (s) 8.1 9.0 4.7 4.5
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 29 41 12 2 19 21 7 7 1 21 9 34
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 82 0 0 42 0 0 15 0 0 64 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.1% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.4
Intersection LOS A

Movement EBU EBL EBT EBR WBU WBL WBT WBR NBU NBL NBT NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 20 0 7 7 1
Future Vol, veh/h 0 28 39 11 0 2 18 20 0 7 7 1
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 29 41 12 0 2 19 21 0 7 7 1
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

Approach EB WB NB

Opposing Approach WB EB SB
Opposing Lanes 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Left SB NB EB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1 1 1
Conflicting Approach Right NB SB WB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1 1 1
HCM Control Delay 7.6 7.1 7.4
HCM LOS A A A

Lane NBLn1 EBLn1 WBLn1 SBLn1

Vol Left, % 47% 36% 5% 33%
Vol Thru, % 47% 50% 45% 15%
Vol Right, % 7% 14% 50% 52%
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop
Traffic Vol by Lane 15 78 40 61
LT Vol 7 28 2 20
Through Vol 7 39 18 9
RT Vol 1 11 20 32
Lane Flow Rate 16 82 42 64
Geometry Grp 1 1 1 1
Degree of Util (X) 0.019 0.093 0.045 0.07
Departure Headway (Hd) 4.252 4.092 3.845 3.91
Convergence, Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes
Cap 834 872 924 908
Service Time 2.318 2.134 1.898 1.969
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.019 0.094 0.045 0.07
HCM Control Delay 7.4 7.6 7.1 7.3
HCM Lane LOS A A A A
HCM 95th-tile Q 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.2



HCM 2010 AWSC 2027 Build - Hybrid Park - PM Peak

9: Shore Road & Palmer Road 10/05/2017

Seaside Park 05/09/2017 2027 Build - Hybrid Park Synchro 9 Report
PMB-Hyb-G.syn - SRU Page 7

Intersection

Intersection Delay, s/veh
Intersection LOS

Movement SBU SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 0 20 9 32
Future Vol, veh/h 0 20 9 32
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 21 9 34
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0

Approach SB

Opposing Approach NB
Opposing Lanes 1
Conflicting Approach Left WB
Conflicting Lanes Left 1
Conflicting Approach Right EB
Conflicting Lanes Right 1
HCM Control Delay 7.3
HCM LOS A
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Lane Group EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 22 21 20 22 21 21
Future Volume (vph) 22 21 20 22 21 21
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.934 0.932
Flt Protected 0.977 0.976
Satd. Flow (prot) 1740 0 0 1820 1694 0
Flt Permitted 0.977 0.976
Satd. Flow (perm) 1740 0 0 1820 1694 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 504 461 476
Travel Time (s) 11.5 10.5 10.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 23 22 21 23 22 22
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 45 0 0 44 44 0
Sign Control Free Free Stop

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 19.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 4.1

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 21 20 22 21 21
Future Vol, veh/h 22 21 20 22 21 21
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 23 22 21 23 22 22

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1

Conflicting Flow All 0 0 45 0 99 34
Stage 1 - - - - 34 -
Stage 2 - - - - 65 -

Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1563 - 900 1039

Stage 1 - - - - 988 -
Stage 2 - - - - 958 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1563 - 887 1039
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 887 -

Stage 1 - - - - 988 -
Stage 2 - - - - 945 -

Approach EB WB NB

HCM Control Delay, s 0 3.5 8.9
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT

Capacity (veh/h) 957 - - 1563 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.046 - - 0.013 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.9 - - 7.3 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - 0 -
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Lane Group EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 33 16 17 79 59 40
Future Volume (vph) 33 16 17 79 59 40
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.956 0.945
Flt Protected 0.967 0.991
Satd. Flow (prot) 1722 0 0 1846 1760 0
Flt Permitted 0.967 0.991
Satd. Flow (perm) 1722 0 0 1846 1760 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 471 248 380
Travel Time (s) 10.7 5.6 8.6
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 35 17 18 83 62 42
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 52 0 0 101 104 0
Sign Control Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 22.0% ICU Level of Service A
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 33 16 17 79 59 40
Future Vol, veh/h 33 16 17 79 59 40
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 35 17 18 83 62 42

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 202 83 104 0 - 0
Stage 1 83 - - - - -
Stage 2 119 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.22 4.12 - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 3.318 2.218 - - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 756 976 1488 - - -

Stage 1 925 - - - - -
Stage 2 885 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 749 976 1488 - - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 749 - - - - -

Stage 1 913 - - - - -
Stage 2 873 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.7 1.3 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1488 - 811 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.012 - 0.063 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 7.4 0 9.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A - -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 210 9 147 281 98
Future Volume (vph) 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 210 9 147 281 98
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.889 0.995 0.975
Flt Protected 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1852 0 0 1791 0
Flt Permitted 0.959 0.997 0.999 0.986
Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1786 0 0 1651 0 0 1852 0 0 1791 0
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 536 649 512 388
Travel Time (s) 12.2 14.8 11.6 8.8
Peak Hour Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 221 9 154 295 103
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 90 0 0 149 0 0 234 0 0 552 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Control Type: Unsignalized
Intersection Capacity Utilization 70.0% ICU Level of Service C
Analysis Period (min) 15
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Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 7.1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 210 9 147 281 98
Future Vol, veh/h 72 13 0 9 16 117 4 210 9 147 281 98
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Free Free Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length - - - - - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 76 14 0 9 17 123 4 221 9 154 295 103

Major/Minor Minor2 Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 958 893 347 896 941 225 398 0 0 230 0 0
Stage 1 655 655 - 234 234 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 303 238 - 662 707 - - - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 7.12 6.52 6.22 7.12 6.52 6.22 4.12 - - 4.12 - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 6.12 5.52 - 6.12 5.52 - - - - - - -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.518 4.018 3.318 3.518 4.018 3.318 2.218 - - 2.218 - -
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 237 281 696 261 263 814 1161 - - 1338 - -

Stage 1 455 463 - 769 711 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 706 708 - 451 438 - - - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 168 238 696 220 223 814 1161 - - 1338 - -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 168 238 - 220 223 - - - - - - -

Stage 1 453 394 - 766 708 - - - - - - -
Stage 2 583 705 - 370 372 - - - - - - -

Approach EB WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 44.8 13.9 0.1 2.2
HCM LOS E B

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT NBR EBLn1WBLn1 SBL SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1161 - - 176 554 1338 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.004 - - 0.507 0.269 0.115 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 8.1 0 - 44.8 13.9 8 0 -
HCM Lane LOS A A - E B A A -
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - - 2.5 1.1 0.4 - -
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (vph) 55 325 97 313 379 62 95 204 254 43 246 76
Future Volume (vph) 55 325 97 313 379 62 95 204 254 43 246 76
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Storage Length (ft) 100 0 200 0 0 250 0 0
Storage Lanes 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
Taper Length (ft) 25 25 25 25
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Frt 0.965 0.979 0.850 0.972
Flt Protected 0.950 0.950 0.984 0.994
Satd. Flow (prot) 1770 1798 0 1770 1824 0 0 1833 1583 0 1800 0
Flt Permitted 0.279 0.287 0.642 0.864
Satd. Flow (perm) 520 1798 0 535 1824 0 0 1196 1583 0 1564 0
Right Turn on Red Yes Yes Yes Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 29 16 290 23
Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30
Link Distance (ft) 662 691 557 483
Travel Time (s) 15.0 15.7 12.7 11.0
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Growth Factor 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105% 105%
Adj. Flow (vph) 63 371 111 357 433 71 108 233 290 49 281 87
Shared Lane Traffic (%)
Lane Group Flow (vph) 63 482 0 357 504 0 0 341 290 0 417 0
Turn Type pm+pt NA pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm Perm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 1 6 8 4
Permitted Phases 2 6 8 8 4
Minimum Split (s) 9.5 22.5 9.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5 22.5
Total Split (s) 9.6 27.2 10.0 27.6 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8 22.8
Total Split (%) 16.0% 45.3% 16.7% 46.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0% 38.0%
Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lead Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes Yes Yes Yes
Act Effct Green (s) 27.8 22.7 28.6 23.1 18.3 18.3 18.3
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.38 0.48 0.38 0.30 0.30 0.30
v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.97 0.71 0.94 0.42 0.85
Control Delay 8.0 20.9 56.2 21.8 58.5 4.6 37.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 8.0 20.9 56.2 21.8 58.5 4.6 37.4
LOS A C E C E A D
Approach Delay 19.4 36.1 33.7 37.4
Approach LOS B D C D
Queue Length 50th (ft) 10 133 66 144 118 0 132
Queue Length 95th (ft) 24 229 #194 244 #261 46 #279
Internal Link Dist (ft) 582 611 477 403
Turn Bay Length (ft) 100 200 250
Base Capacity (vph) 347 698 368 712 364 684 493
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Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 0.18 0.69 0.97 0.71 0.94 0.42 0.85

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other
Cycle Length: 60
Actuated Cycle Length: 60
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL and 6:WBTL, Start of Green
Natural Cycle: 70
Control Type: Pretimed
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.97
Intersection Signal Delay: 32.0 Intersection LOS: C
Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.1% ICU Level of Service F
Analysis Period (min) 15
# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.

Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Splits and Phases: 28: Great Neck Road/Avery Lane & Rope Ferry Road




