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�
EXECUTIVE�SUMMARY:�
�
The� goal� of� this� market� overview� and� programming� analysis� is� to� provide� a� draft�
recommendation� to� the� City� of� Kingston� to� support� transit�oriented� development� at� the�
proposed�S�1�intermodal�site.�
�
In�order� to� achieve� this�goal,�a�demographic,�economic�and� real�estate�market�overview�was�
performed� by� The� Williams� Group� Real� Estate� Advisors,� LLC� (“TWG”).� � The� scope� of� work�
included� reading� a� number� of� proprietary� and� public� document� sources� along� with� direct�
interviews� in� the� field� in� Kingston� during� July� 2008.� � The� information� obtained� has� been�
summarized�in�the�following�limited�scope�report.�
�
The�overall�findings�are�as�follows:��Based�on�the�scope�and�analysis�of�economic,�demographic�
and�real�estate�market�data,�it�is�estimated�that�the�S�1�site�would�be�an�appropriate�location�
for�TOD�(Transit�Oriented�Development)�type�of�development.��This�would�not�only�assist�with�
Kingston� downtown� revitalization,� but� has� the� potential� to� provide� a� joint� development�
opportunity�for�the�City�that�that�would�support�additional�bus�ridership�and�provide�potential�
revenue� subsidization.� � The� program� elements� that� appear� to� have� market� support� are� as�
follows:�

� An�estimated�50�to�100�units�of�affordable�and�market�rate�multifamily�residential�with�
limited�parking�targeting�older�empty�nester�and�seniors�

� 3500� sf� of� targeted� retail� positioned� to� attract� passerby� transit� traffic� and� local� area�
residents�and�workers.�
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�
INTRODUCTION�AND�BRIEF�HISTORY�OF�KINGSTON:�
�

�
�
Kingston,�NY�is�located�approximately�100�miles�north�of�New�York�City�on�the�West�Side�of�the�
Hudson�River�in�Ulster�County.��Kingston�is�currently�listed�on�the�National�Register�of�Historic�
Travel� Itineraries�and� with� good� reason.� � Kingston� was�once� the� capital� of� the� state,� and� still�
retains� a� long� documented� history� from� the� time� the� Dutch� settlers� first� obtained� the� first�
tracks�of�land�up�until�present�day.��Kingston�is�at�the�base�of�the�famous,�if�not�passé,�Catskill�
Mountain�retreats,�and�is�located�just�east�of�the�Catskill�State�Park�and�within�close�proximity�
to�several�ski�locations�in�the�Catskills.���
�
Going�back�a�little�farther�in�history,�in�1609�to�1664,�the�Hudson�River�Valley�was�controlled�by�
the�Netherlands,�and�Dutch�entrepreneurs�were�setting�up�trading�posts�all�along�the�navigable�
part� of� the� River� (up� to� Albany).� � Wiltwyck� was� one� of� these� trading� posts.� � In� 1653� Peter�
Stuyvesant,�then�Director�General�of�New�Amsterdam,�found�the�colony�in�disarray�and�moved�
settlers�down�to�present�day�Kingston�just�north�of�Roudout�Creek.�The�settlers�farmed�in�the�
fertile�land�alongside�the�Esopus�Native�Americans.��Eventually�the�peace�turned�to�conflict�and�
a� wall� village� was� built� by� Stuyvesant.� � In� 1664� a� peace� treaty� was� signed� with� the� Esopus�
Indians.� � The� stockade� was� no� longer� needed,� but� was� left� standing� until� 1971.� � The� first�
generation� homes� are� now� long� gone,� the� second� generation� homes� still� survive.� � Some� five�
stone�Dutch�homes�still�stand�within�the�layout�of�the�Stockade.���
�
In�the�mid�19th�century�Kingston�saw�a�major�influx�of�Irish�immigration.��In�addition�bluestone�
quarrying�became�a�dominant�industry�controlled�by�the�Irish.��Stone�was�locally�quarried�then�
shipped�by�barge�down�the�Hudson�River.� �The�Chestnut�Historic�District�was�built�during�the�
hay� day� of� the� 1800’s.� � In� 1828� the� Delaware� and� Hudson� Canal� was� completed.� The� area�
prospered�and�became�an�important�shipment�point�for�coal,�shipbuilding,�bricks,�cement�and�
locally�quarried�bluestone.� �The�transportation�hub�continued�for�many�years�and�in�1950�the�
interstate� was� extended� into� the� Catskills.� � This� “quick� way”� brought� vacationers� speedily� up�
from�New�York�City.�
�
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According�to�the�Catskills�Institute,�most�of�the�Borscht�Belt�resorts�have�long�been�closed,�but�
a� few�remain� in�operation,�and�many�campgrounds� in� the�state�parks�are� in�active�operation�
and� are� attracting� a� younger� crowd� of� visitors.� The� Catskills� resort� economy� declined� in� the�
1970’s�and�was�clearly�passed�in�the�1980’s.��Air�conditioning�in�most�homes�made�the�retreat�
to�the�cool�mountains�unnecessary.��In�addition,�mega�resorts�such�as�Disney�World�and�Disney�
Land� surpassed� the� attraction� of� the� Mountain� resorts.� � In� 2008� the� US� Department� of� the�
Interior� denied� the� legalization� of� Native� American� Casinos� to� the� Catskills.� � � Although� many�
were�leery�of�the�casino�image,�many�resorts�poured�millions�of�dollars�into�renovations�hoping�
for�a�resurgence�business�with�the�hope�of�casino�visitors.��This�was�probably�a�death�blow�to�
many�of�the�once�2000�rooms�of�hotels�that�existed.��A�few�will�remain,�but�places�like�Kingston�
need�to�find�their�own�vision�for�economic�revitalization�that�should�focus�on�its�own�history,�
beauty�and�unique�local�offerings�with�access�to�I�87�and�the�Hudson�River.�
�
Given� the� significant� inter� and� intra� bus� ridership,� (266,000� Trailways� passengers� alone)�
boarding� and� disembarking� at� the� Kingston� terminal� for� the� year� 2007.� � Ridership� sales� and�
history� tourism� are� important� to� Kingston’s� current� day�economy.� � The� Stockade�District,� the�
Chestnut� District,� and� many� notable� buildings� are� not� only� history,� but� a� tourist� attraction�
bringing�money�into�the�city�during�the�summer�season.���
�
�
MARKET�OVERVIEW:�
�
Demographic� Overview:� � The� Metropolitan� Statistical� Area� (MSA)� of� Kingston� is� 181,860�
persons�according�to�a�2007�state�population�database.��This�makes�Kingston�number�9�among�
the�top�12�MSA’s�in�the�state�of�New�York.���
�
Most�of�the�population�of�Kingston�lives�within�3�miles�of�the�proposed�S�1�Intermodal�facility��
site�on�Washington�Avenue�and�Schwenk�Drive.� � In�2008,�32,600�persons�lived�within�3�miles.��
Although� the� statistical� area� includes� 181,860� persons,� many� live� within� a� wider� radius� of�
Kingston.��For�example,�within�5�miles�of�the�facility�the�population�was�just�45,000.�
�
The�population�within�3�miles�is�expected�to�decline�by�over�1%�in�the�next�5�years,�while�the�
population�of�the�US�will�have�grown�almost�5%.��People�generally�leave�an�MSA�because�the�
economy�does�not�offer�the�jobs�and�amenities�for�them�to�want�to�remain.�
�
Kingston�has�a�predominately�white�population�at�81%.��African�Americans�make�up�11%,�which�
is�approximately�the�same�as�the�US�average,�and�Hispanics�are�at�6%,�which�is� less�than�half�
the�US�average.�
�
Within� the� 3� miles� radius� of� the� S�1� site� there� are� 13,900� households.� � This� number� of�
households� is� on� the� decline.� � The� average� household� income� is� $57,600,� which� is�
approximately� $10,000� less� than� the� US� average.� � The� good� news,� however,� is� that� over� the�
next� 5� years� there� is� an� expected� increase� of� over� 13%,� which� is� greater� than� national�
projections.�
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�
Interestingly�enough,�the�population�is�well�educated.��9%�of�the�population�over�25�years�old�
has� earned� a� master’s� degree.� � This� is� over� the� US� average.� � Opportunities� for� this� educated�
group�must�be�limited,�because�the�income�is�lower�than�the�US�average.��Only�56%�of�houses�
are�“owner�occupied”,�this� is�11%�below�the�US�average.� � In�addition,�most�housing�was�built�
before�1939.��Very�little�“new�housing”�is�in�the�market,�and�it�appears�that�people�do�not�have�
the�resources�to�own�their�own�house,�even�though�the�average�price�of�a�home�is�below�the�
US�average�($185,000).��Most�housing�is�single�unit�detached.��This�is�followed�by�duplexes�and�
small�apartment�buildings�with�up�to�19�units.�
�
Most�noteworthy�of� the�demographic�data� is� that�the�average�age�has�risen�from�39�years� in�
the�year�2000�to�a�projected�42�years�in�the�year�2013.��It�was�learned�that�IBM�formally�had�a�
large�presence�in�the�area�and�left�taking�with�it�jobs�and�many�younger�people.��This�dramatic�
age�increase�is�well�above�the�US�average�and�is�indicative�of�a�younger�population�leaving�the�
area.� However,� at� the� same� time,� there� may� be� opportunity� for� housing� for� this� aging�
population.���
�
Within�close�proximity�of�the�proposed�Intermodal�Facility,�the�demographic�drivers�are�similar,�
but�all�facets�of�income�and�home�ownership�are�less�than�the�national�average.�
�

�
As�can�be�noted� from�the�chart�of�employment�above,� there� is�a� fairly� strong�employment�
link�to�transportation,�professional�services,�sales�and�general�services.���
�
Within� 3� miles� of� the� proposed� S�1� site� there� are� 34,000� employed� civilians,� which� is�
approximately� the� same� as� the� area� live�in� population.� � Most� civilians� in� the� workplace� are�
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employed�in�executive�and�management�professions,�almost�one�third�of�the�area�employment.��
Health�care,�and�sales�and�marketing�are�the�dominant�areas�of�the�workforce.�
�

�
Persons�Employed�in�a�Three�Mile�Radius�
�
Economic�Overview:� � Kingston� is� located� just� east� of� interstate� 87� and� has� a� convenient� exit�
that� is� important� for� city� commerce� and� traffic.� Being� 100� miles� north� of� NYC� it� is� not� a�
suburban�location,�although�it�is�a�convenient�weekend�drive�distance.��The�city�is�not�located�
on�the�Amtrak�route�which�is�on�the�East�side�of�the�Hudson�River,�but�the�interstate�and�access�
to� a� navigable� portion� of� the� Hudson� River� are� important� now� and� have� been� important� for�
commerce�in�history�and�remains�important�now.�
�
Within� 3� miles� of� the� S�1� Intermodal� site� there� are� 34,250� employees� working� in� 2560�
establishments.� �Most�employees�work�in�the�retail�sector,�over�7700�people�or�about�23%�of�
the� employees.� � This� same� group� accounts� for� almost� 600� businesses/industries� with� an�
average�of�14�persons�per�business.� �Most�of�these�businesses�are�on�the�small�size;�only�one�
group�has�an�average�of�over�25�persons.�
�
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�
The�Major�Breakdown�of�Workplace�
�
When�the�“Business�2�Digit�SIC”�was�analyzed�to�determine�the�dominate�area�industries,�it�was�
found�that�health�services�was�predominate�by�sales�at�$622�million.��Retail�as�a�group�is�$1.2�
billion� in� sales� (5� miles� radius� for� broader� analysis).� � However,� health� services� are� typically�
services�for�people�in�the�region.��Health�services,�except�in�major�cities�that�draw�from�a�broad�
region�and�are�a�destination�attraction,�are�not�usually�industries�that�are�“exported”.���
�
Retail�could�service� local�residents�as�well�as�be�a�destination�for�a� larger�region�of�shoppers.��
However,� once� again,� the� search� is� to� find� industires� or� services� that� Kingston� provides� that�
could�be�sold�to�buyers�from�outside�the�region.� �Wholsale�trade�of�durable�and�non�durable�
goods�make�up�almost�$300�million�in�sales,�but�that�is�not�even�10%�of�the�total�$4.3�Billion�in�
sales�for�the�5�mile�radius�around�the�S�1�intermodal�site.�
�
Car� dealerships,� the� largest� group,� have� over� $1� billion� in� sales.� � Next� after� this� catergory,� is�
groceries�with�over�$300�million,�which�is�followed�by�general�merchandise�at�$193�million.�
�
As� part� of� the� retail� analysis,� TWG� examined� gap� spending.� � We� analyzed� the� difference�
between� multiple� retail� catergories� for� retail� demand� (consumer� expenditures)� versus� retail�
supply�(retail�sales).��The�data�is�provided�by�Site�Report�Claritas�and�was�analyzed�at�the�1�mile,�
3�mile�and�5�mile�radii�around�the�S�1�site.��In�all�cases,�there�was�a�large�over�supply�of�retail�in�
almost� every� category,� especially� clothing� and� general� merchandise� (mall�type� stores).� � This�
indicates�that�Kingston�is�already�a�retail�destination�in�the�region�and�is�attracting�more�sales�
than� the� � area� residents� analyzed� can� support.� � This� will� become� evident� with� analysis� of�
shopping�centers�in�the�area.�
�
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�
Retail�Supply�Outstrips�Demand�
�
�
REAL�ESTATE�MARKET�OVERVIEW:�
�
Market�Based�Conclusion:��TWG�performed�a�location�analysis�and�interviewed�local�area�real�
estate� sales� and� rental� agents� to� assist� with� determining� the� strengths� or� weaknesses� of� the�
real� estate� market� in� several� categories.� � This� includes� residential� rental� and� sales,� retail� and�
office�rentals.��Industrial�use�was�not�appropriate�for�the�site,�and�hospitality�was�not�analyzed�
in�depth�as�it�is�outside�the�scope�of�this�market�overview.�
�
Commercial�office�space:��
�
According�to�local�area�interviews,�the�greater�Kingston/Ulster�market�has�not�recovered�from�
IBM’s� exodus� in� 1994.� � � This� event� has� affected� all� classes� of� real� estate,� perhaps� to� a� lesser�
degree�with�retail�and�medical�office�facilities.��The�IBM�property�now�known�as�Tech�City,�has�
2.5�million� s.f.� office,�manufacturing�and�warehouse�on� 260�acres� is� currently� reported� to�be�
vacant.���Additionally,�only�200,000�out�of�500,000�s.f.�of�build�to��suit�office�space�(now�known�
as� the� Hudson� Valley� Business� Center)� has� been� re�let� since� IBM� vacated.� � Overall,� there� has�
been�limited�activity�in�the�last�14�years.�
�
Washington�Street�and�the�Stockade�District�(Old�Kingston�–�Heritage�Trail)�are�considered�the�
business,�banking,�professional�and�government�district.���
�

Medical� office:� �$22�25/sq.ft.� triple� net� for� medical� space� and� includes� landlord� work�
letter.��
Example:��330�Washington�Avenue�–�Owned�by�Deegan�&�Sanglyn���
Kingston� Health� Pavilion� –� 10,000� s.f.� Adaptive� re�use� of� existing� facility� –� 30� months�
from�acquisition�to�lease�up�–�IDA�Financing.��This�property�is�100%�leased�to�(a)�Medical�
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Associates�of�the�Hudson�Valley,�PC;��(b)�Rhinebeck�Women’s�Health�–�OBGYN;�(c)�The�
Women’s�Health�and�Fitness�Foundation;�State�of�NY��

� �
Commercial�(non�medical�office)�:�Rents�are�reported�at�$12�triple�net�for��class�B�space�
or�side�street� location;�and��$18�for�office�space�that� is�class�A�space�and�location�(i.e.�
avenue�location)�Includes�landlord�work�letter.�
Example:���475�Washington�Avenue�(opposite�Trailways�site)�
2006�–�Progressive�Insurance�Company�
2,734�s.f.���5�year�lease���$15.50/sq.ft.�–�3%�annual�bumps.�
Landlord�work�letter�–�approx.�$30/sq.ft.��
�

Given� the� dominance� of� medical� employment� in� the� area� it� was� not� surprising� to� find� that�
medical� offices� were� leasing� on� Washington� (#330)� for� a� rate� of� $22� to� $25/sf� annually� fully�
built�out.���Other�office�space�in�the�area�was�renting�for�$12�$18/sf.��Info�on�vacancies�was�not�
provided.�
�
Retail�Space:���
�
The� traffic� on� Washington� Ave.� and� the� apparent� interest� of� CVS� pharmacies� in� the� S�1� site�
seems� to� indicate� that� the� site� may� be� attractive� for� retail� if� adequate� parking� can� be�
conveniently�located.���
�
Big�box�retail�and�chain�restaurants�are�located�north�of�Kingston�in�Ulster,�at�the�intersection�
of� 9W� and� Route� 209.� � This� is� also� where� the� former� IBM� facility� is� located� (Tech� City� –�
Enterprise�Drive).�

�
General� retail� overview:� � In� the� vicinity� of� Washington� Avenue� there� is� one� anchored�
center� Kingston� Plaza.� � � Owner� indicates� the� he� draws� mostly� from� the� local� market�
(including� hotels� and� from� senior� citizen� bus� traffic)� but� also� shares� in� some� of� the�
regional� market� from� as� far� away� as� Woodstock� in� the� Catskills� (especially� at� his� own�
home� center� store).� � � His� tenants� indicate� that� they� service� local� tourist� traffic� whose�
clientele� includes� skiers,� tourists,� and� summer� horse� shows� at� the� Saugerties� Horse�
Shows� (HITS).� � � There� are� also� several� walking� streets� in� the� Stockade� District� (Old�
Kingston)�with�restaurants�and�retail�(North�Front�Street�and�Wall�Street).� �There�were�
few� space� availability� signs� –an� estimated� 4�6� units� measuring� from� 1500� to� 2500� s.f.�
except�for�one�unit�of�9,150�on�Wall�Street).����
�
As� mentioned� above,� big� box� nationals� are� located� in� Ulster� on� 9W� and� Route� 209,�
approx.�5�miles�North�of�S�1�site.��The�draw�for�those�stores�is�regional,�and�draws�as�far�
away�as�Woodstock,�Rhinecliff,�New�Platz,�and�Saugerties,�etc.����Other�retail/night�life�is�
located�on�the�Kingston�river�waterfront.���

�
Kingston�Plaza�–�34�stores�–�312,000�s.f.���99%�occupied�
Only�one�vacancy�of�1,200�s.f.�–�asking�$12/sq.ft.�(no�rear�loading�access)�
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Small�units���range�from�$12/sq.ft.�net�to�over�$20/sq\.ft.�for�out�parcels�(Walgreen’s)�
Anchors:�

� Hannafords�Supermarket�(69,000�s.f)�
� Steve�and�Barry’s�(56,000s.f.)��It�was�formerly�occupied�by�Sears,�then�Ames�and�is�

now�in�financial�trouble.��
Other� large� tenants:� � Herzog’s� Home� Center� (Plaza’s� owner� occupant),� Walgreen,�
Blockbuster,�Ben�Franklin�Crafts,��

�
Center�Name� Size/stores� Miles�from�site�S1�
Kingston�Plaza� 300,000/35� 2.4�
Kings�Mall� 212,000/25� 2.7�
Hudson�Valley�Mall� 800,000/91� 2.9�
Kingston�Center� 136,000/10� 2.9�
Shoprite�Center� 37,000/3� 2.6�
Ulster�Crossing� 132,000/11� 2.6�
Techcity�
�

180,000/NAV� 2.7�

Total�square�footage�of�shopping�center�retail�within�5�miles�is�almost�1.8�Million�Square�feet�
of�retail.�
�
Residential�rental:���
The� residential�market�has�also� felt� the� impact�where� the�demographic�profile�of� the� renting�
community� has� shifted� from� younger� single� as� tenants� seeking� one� bedroom� units� to� senior�
citizen/retirees�and�doctors,�attending�hospital�resident�programs,�at�Kingston�and�Benedictine�
Hospitals,�most�of�which�seek�2�bedroom�apartments.�
�
Night� life,� locally� owned� boutiques,� restaurants,� boating� facilities,� are� centered� on� the� river�
front,� the� Rondout� Creek� Historic� District.� � � Two� large� residential� projects� are� slated� for� that�
area.��Hudson�Landing�is�a�1,750�unit�residential�project�with�78,000�s.f.�of�commercial,�and�is�a�
slated�12�15�year�redevelopment�of�a�250�acre�abandoned�quarry�by�AVR�Realty.��Sailors�Cove�
includes�186�market�condos,�76�senior�condos,�41�luxury�waterfront�townhomes,�60�water�view�
apartment�rentals,�and�60,000�square�feet�of�commercial�space�for�restaurant�and�retail�space.���
�
The�residential�rental�category�may�have�some�support�with�empty�nesters�and�other�seniors�
given�the�high�rate�of�rentals�(vs.�owed�units)�and�the�aging�population.��Interviews�with�local�
agents�revealed�that�the�Dutch�Village�located�at�500�Washington�(just�one�block�south�of�S1)�is�
95%� occupied.� � This� complex� and� a� neighboring� complex� have� over� 1000� units� each.� � Dutch�
Village�was�built�as�a�high�end�mid�rise�rental�in�1973�to�cater�to�young�IBM�employees,�but�is�
now� 80%� leased� to� seniors.� � It� is� primarily� 1� and� 2� bedrooms� with� the� 2� bedroom� being� the�
most�desirable�units.� �Two�bedroom�units� (tenant�pays�all�utilities�and�heat)� rent� for�$815� to�
$915/month.� � The� typical� renter� was� once� a� New� York� City� resident� who� has� moved� to� the�
quaint�city�of�Kingston�and�will�regularly�visit�New�York�City�by�Trailways�bus.�
�
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1. Dutch�Village�Apartments�–�130�units�–�95%�Occupied�–�one�and�two�BR�units�renting�
from�$815�to�$�955�/�month�plus�all�utilities�(except�hot�water).��General�demographic�is�senior�
citizens�and�retirees�(80%���of�which�approx.�25%�originate�from�NYC).�

2. Stony�Run�Apartments�–�267�units�–�100%�occupied�–�one�BR’s�(approx�50�units�or�20%)�
and�two�bedrooms�(207�units�or�79%).��Rental�rates�for�one�BR’s�is�$760�and�for�2�BR’s��is�$950,�
including�heat.��Tenant�pays�water�and�electric.��
Others:��Sunset�Garden,�140�units;�Lake�Shore�Villa;�Fairview�Gardens;�Lake�Katrine�Apartments.�����
�
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�
Real�estate�market�conclusions:�
�
Based�on�the�market�overview,�two�categories�stand�out�as�having�the�combination�of�market�
support�and�site/location�compatibility:� �Multifamily�residential�catering�to�empty�nesters�and�
seniors� (possibility�a�combination�of�affordable�and�market� rates�units).� �The�proposed�retail,�
linked�to�the�intermodal�facility,�would�be�located�on�Washington�Ave.,�and�would�cater�50%�to�
riders�and�50%�to�day�workers�and�areas�residents.�
�
Industrial�use�is�not�appropriate�for�this�location,�and�big�box�retail�is�also�too�large.��Hospitality�
has�not�been�ruled�out,�but� is�beyond�the�scope�of� this�market�overview.� �Commercial�office�
may�have�some�potential�but� it�would�be�more�cost�effective� to�build�on�a�clean�site�or� in� a�
more�“suburban”�location.�
�
�
PROGRAMMING�ANALYSIS�FOR�FACILITY:�
�
Site� Description—S�1:� � This� proposed� site� is� located� at� the� corner� of� Washington� Ave.� and�
Schwenk� Drive� in� downtown� Kingston.� � It� is� located� in� close� proximity� to� the� I�87� on� and� off�
ramps,�and� it� is�within�walking�distance� to� the�historic�Stockade�district�and�downtown.� � It� is�
also�a�short�distance�from�residential�areas�and�at�the�same�time�is�close�to�older�commercial�
districts�as�well.��Washington�Ave.�supports�a�significant�level�of�commercial�space�for�medical�
and� FIRE� (Finance,� Insurance� and� Real� Estate)� related� uses.� � According� to� a� city� source,� the�
traffic�on�Washington�near�the�I�87�exit�is�30,000�cars�daily.��The�area’s�most�popular�bakery�is�
located�across�from�the�site.��As�such,�this�may�make�the�site�attractive�to�retail�users.��
��
The�site�would�be�appropriate�for�retail�or�other�commercial�activities�from�the�location�alone.�
In�addition,�multifamily�residential�located�over�the�intermodal�facility�would�provide�a�market�
draw�to�the�popularity�of�the�Dutch�Village�and�the�clientele�that�are�users�of�the�bus�system.�
�
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�
Site�S�1�Proposed�Intermodal�Facility�
�
The�site�support�for�residential�above�the�intermodal�station�could�be�supported�by�occupancy�
rates�of�neighboring�properties.� �A�TOD�type�mixed�use�development�with� limited�parking�for�
residential�units�may�be�a�workable�consideration.�
�
The� key� component� of� retail� is� that� it� should� be� facing� Washington� Ave.� to� attract� the� most�
traffic,�and�will�need,�at�the�least,�convenient�short�term�parking.���The�other�key�component�of�
retail�is�that�it�should�be�50%�focused�on�the�ridership�draw�and�the�rest�on�area�residents�and�
day�workers.��Since�the�ridership�is�strong,�ridership/transit�oriented�retail�would�focus�on�food,�
sundries,� and� financial� services.� etc.� � � Workers� and� resident� oriented� retail� may� include� food�
(dining),� fast� food,� and� day�to�day� necessities� such� as� drug� store.� � However,� it� should� be�
emphasized�that�overall�retail�is�in�the�area�is�over�supplied.��There�are�very�few�categories�that�
are�under�supply.��It�would�be�due�to�the�high�car�traffic�and�location�that�may�simply�make�this�
site�more�attractive�than�other�sites.��The�retail�that�is�under�supplied�is�not�appropriate�for�this�
site.��All�of�these�types�of�retail�require�large�blocks�of�space�and�generally�pay�low�rents.�These�
include�nurseries,�lawn�and�garden,�furniture,�warehouse�clubs�and�super�stores,�etc.���
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�
Retail�Program:��Within�5�miles�of�the�proposed�S�1�intermodal�site�there�are�over�1.7�million�sf�
of�shopping�center�type�retail.���This�retail�includes�the�Hudson�Valley�Mall,�which�is�a�20�year�
old� super�regional� mall� of� over� 700,000� sf.� � There� is� 39,000� sf� of� retail� per� person,� (45,000�
people).��Obviously,�there�is�no�support�of�39,000�sf�of�retail�per�capita.���
�
As�such,� the�retail�within�5�miles� is�destination�type�mall�retailing�that�services�a� large�region�
and�is�conventionally�located�close�to�an�exit�on�I�87�in�Kingston.�
�
The� transit� component� of� the� retail� would� have� to� cater� to� the� needs� of� transit� users� for�
convenience.� � The� remainder� would� need� to� capture� the� urban� appeal� component� of� area�
residents.�
�
In� the� chart� below,� TWG� has� analyzed� the� amount� of� retail� could� be� supported� by� the� local�
residents�and�bus� riders.� �Assumptions�were�made� for�both�capture�and�spending.� �The� total�
supportable� retail� was� 3500� sf.� � Of� this,� 2800� was� supported� by� local� resident� with� a�
conservative� 0.5%� capture� rate� and� approximately� 700� sf� by� bus� ridership.� � The� ridership�
supported�retail�could�increase�with�increased�facility�usage.�
�
�
Residential�Program:��The�market�would�support�additional�units�in�the�categories�mentioned�
earlier.� � It� is� estimated� that� 50� to� 100� new� units� would� be� supported� based� on� the� high�
occupancy�levels.��The�key�would�be�to�program�units�that�cater�to�the�60+�age�group�with�the�
rents�to�fit�their�affordability�requirements.�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
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�
�
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�
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�����������������������������KINGSTON�RETAIL�SUPPORTABLE�
�

Annual�Ridership� �

20%
�

� �
TOD�Household�Estimate

�

HH�Spending

�

� �

�

��

3,510�s.f.�Total�retail�supportable�

Retail�supportable�in�sf
20%�Capture�
400�Sales�assumption�$/sf

$�Gap�Retail�

2,845�Retail�supportable�by�local�residents
400�Sales�assumption�$/sf

$� 1,138,032Total�spending�capture
0.5%�Market�Capture�%

$� 227,606,427Total�Spending�of�Residents�
$� 24,244�

50%�Spending�
$� 48,489�Total�HH�EBI�

80%�EBI�(effective�buying�income)�
HHI��(household�income) $� 60,611�

18,776�Total�area�residents�submarket
100��

New�residents�from�2008�market�additions
5�mile�

18676Resident’s�households

Residential�Demand

665�Sf�supportable�by�transit�
400�Sales�assumption�$/sf

$� 266,000Total�annual�spending�
Capture�

$� 5.00�Spending�
266,000
266000�Total�ridership�daily
266000�Bus�ridership�

0�Train�ridership�
0�Parking�spaces�

�

Transit�Demand�

�
�
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�
APPENDIX:�
�
Sources:�
�
Claritas—Site�Reports—Demographics�and�Economic�scan�1,3,�and�5�miles�from�site�S1�
www.nps.gov/nr/travel/kingston�
catskills.homestead.com�
Catskills�Institute�
www.city�data.com�
http://www.hvbusinesscenter.com�
http://www.techcity.net/�
http://www.nypost.com/seven/01252007/realestate/river_renaissance_realestate_tina_traste
r.htm?page=0�
�
�
�
Interviews:�
�
1. Joe�Deegan,�Deegan�and�Sanglyn�(agents�and�developers)�845�334�9700�
2. Mike�Berkholz,�Catskill�Mountain�Associates�(appraiser)�845�331�8545�
3. Greg�Rios,�Mid�Hudson�Valley�Realty�Group�(owner,�agent,�appraiser)�845�336�6100�
4. Tom�Collins,�Commercial�Associates�Realty�Inc.�(agent,�owner,�appraiser)�845�339�9100�
5. Dennis�Doyle,�Robert�Leibowicz�(County�Planning)�845�340�3340�
6. Brad�Jordan,�Herzog’s�Supply�Company,�Kingston�Plaza,�845�338�6300�
7. Dotti,�Dutch�Village�Apartments�(leasing�agent)�845�338�5170�
8. Linda,�Stony�Run�Apartments,�845�331�0778�
�
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List of Reports

1

List of Reports Consulted in Coordination with this Study: 

Year Unknown 

Kingston Waterfront Development Implementation Plan 

1998

Kingston Economic Base Diversification Master Plan Project: Final Report, March 1998 

2004

Feasibility Study for Water Supply & Distribution and Wastewater Collection & Disposal for The Landing 
at Kingston & Ulster, February 2004, Revised November 2004, Revised July 2005 

Storm Water Management Report for The Landing at Kingston & Ulster, March 2004, Revised November 
2004

The Landing at Kingston & Ulster Traffic Impact Study Volume 1, March 1, 2004, Revised October 6, 
2004, Revised July 11, 2005 

Combined Report on Scope & Adequacy of March 2004 Preliminary DGEIS for Kingston Landing 
Development, LLC Project, June 28, 2004 

2005

Town of Ulster, Washington Avenue Corridor Study, January 25, 2005 

Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement for The Landing at Kingston & Ulster, Vol 1-5 July 2005 

Combined Report on Scope & Adequacy of July 2005 DGEIS for Kingston Landing Development, LLC 
Project, July 18, 2005 

Draft Final Report: Ulster County Fixed Route Public Transportation Coordination and Intermodal 
Opportunities Analysis, August 2005 

UCIDA Teicher Uptown Development Project Qualification Study, August 18, 2005 

UCTC 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan, September 2005 

2006

Draft Technical Memorandum: Washington Ave Corridor Access Management Plan, February 24, 2006 

Kingston Planning Board Environmental Review Status: The Landing at Kingston & Ulster, June 2006 

Ulster County Commuter Parking Lots: Capacity Analysis & Needs Assessment, November 8, 2006 
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List of Reports

2

2007

Ulster County Commuter Parking Lots: Capacity Analysis & Needs Assessment 2006, January 8, 2007 

UCTC Unified Planning Work Program SFY 2007-2008, February 12, 2007 

UCTC Final FFY 2008-2012 Transportation Improvement Program, October 1, 2007 

Catskill Mountain Railroad’s Comments on Proposed Kingston Intermodal Facility, October 2007 

UCTC 2007 Traffic Monitoring Program, November 6, 2007 

The RBA Group: Uptown Stockade Area Transportation Plan, November 2007 

2008

UCTC FFY 2007 Federal Aid Obligation Report, January 9, 2008 

Ulster County Commuter Parking Facilities Capacity Analysis & Needs Assessment 2007, January 22, 
2008

UCTC Final Unified Planning Work Program, February 29, 2008 

UCTC FFY 2008 Semiannual Federal Aid Obligation Performance Report, April 14, 2008 

Market Overview and Preliminary Facility Programming, July 30, 2008 
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SITE VISIT NOTES 

140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201  TT  716-688-0766   WW  www.wd-ae.com 
Amherst, New York 14228    FF  716-625-6825 

Project Title: Site Selection Study for the Intermodal Bus Facility

Date:  November 7, 2006 

Location: UCAT Maintenance Facility 
 9:00 a.m. 

Subject: Programming for Intermodal Bus Facility 

Present: Carol Hargrove UCAT 
Laird Pylkas   Wendel Duchscherer (WD) 
Don Gray   WD 

WD was given a tour of the new maintenance facility by Carol Hargrove, Ops Manager.  The facility  
opened in April 2005.  The following notes are a summary of the walk-thru: 

1. There was considerable fill used to make a level building area.  The fill was from crushed 
stone excavated in the Police compound construction. 

2. There are 6 parking lanes for 2 to 3 vehicles depending on size.  They are all pull-thru. 
3. Mechanical equipment is in a mezzanine. 
4. Maintenance bays are all 2-deep pull-thrus.  They have one pit and one Mohawk 

parallelogram lift. 
5. Parts are in mezzanine. 
6. Wash bay has a walk-around, 1-brush washer.  Drivers wash their own buses.  The washer 

is walked around twice, once w/ soap & once to rinse.  Takes about 4-5 minutes for 
complete job. 

7. 2/3 of second floor is not finished & is expansion space. 
8. There are 2 exterior storage sheds – 1 for maintenance equipment (snowblower, etc.) & 

one for tires & tire work. 
9. Fueling station is under construction with 2 fueling positions and above-ground tank.  It is 

neither enclosed nor heated. 

Prepared by: 
Wendel Duchscherer Architects & Engineers PC 

Laird Pylkas 
Laird Pylkas, AIA 
Associate Principal 

cc: Attendees 





Wendel Duchscherer Meeting Minutes 
140 John James Audubon Pkwy., Suite 201   Project Initiation Meeting 
Amherst, NY 14228    WD Project No. 44282-01 
 

Kingston Intermodal Meeting Minutes 10-11-06.doc   10/18/06 

Project Title: City of Kingston Intermodal Facility   MMeeting Date: October 11, 2006 
Location: City of Kingston City Hall    SSubject:    Site Location and  
                          Conceptual Design Analysis 
  

NEXT MEETING SCHEDULED: 11.14.06 @ 10:00 AM @ UCAT. 
Initials Name and Email Company Phone 

WT Bill Tobin  
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council (UCTC) 845-340-3340 

RR Russell Robbins 
rrobbins@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT Region 8 845-431-5978 

TR Toni Roser 
citibus@ci.kingston.ny.us Citibus 845-331-3725 

SF Steve Finkle 
sfinkle@ci.kingston.ny.us City of Kingston 845-334-3960 

DM David Markowitz 
dmarkowitz@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT 845-431-5743 

DD Dennis Doyle 
ddoy@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council 845-340-3339 

CR Cynthia Ruiz 
crui@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Area 
Transportation 845-340-3335 

MB Mark Boungard 
mboungard@trailwaysny.com

Trailways 845-339-4230 

 
Item Description Due Ball in 

Court 
 
 

   

1.00 
 
1.01 

Introduction 
 
The meeting began with a welcoming statement by Ulster County and 
introductions of all attendees. The purpose of the meeting was to initiate the City 
of Kingston Intermodal Facility Site Selection and Conceptual Design Analysis 
project. 
 

  

2.00 
 
2.01 
 
           
 
2.02 
 
 
 
2.03 

Project Schedule 
 
WD distributed copies of the Proposed Design Schedule, which showed the 
approximate amount of time for each of the five Tasks defined in the project 
scope of work.  
 
The Proposed Design Schedule provides for completing the site selection and 
conceptual design analysis in nine months from the execution of the Contract, 
which was September 7, 2006. This would mean completion by June 7, 2007. 
 
WD stressed this was a preliminary overall schedule breakdown that would need 
further refinement and additional detail based on today’s meeting and 
subsequent information gathered as part of Task #1. 
 

  

3.00 
 
3.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Project Scope 
 
WD will immediately begin the work for Task #1 (Existing and Future Public 
Transportation System) and Task #2 (Facility Requirements) following this 
meeting. Task #1 primarily involves gathering of existing information and Task #2 
primarily involves developing the program for the proposed Intermodal Facility. 
These two tasks must be completed before potential sites for the new Intermodal 
Facility can be identified and evaluated because they will help establish the 
necessary size of the Facility and the evaluation criteria that will be used in the 
site selection process. 
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Item Description Due Ball in 
Court 

 
3.02 
 
 
 
 
 
3.03 
 
 
 
3.04 
 
 
 
3.05 
 
 
3.06 

 
In addition to the “Intermodal Opportunities Analysis” report by Abrams-
Cherwony and the 2030 Long Range Plan, WD requested assistance in identifying 
what other pertinent studies and reports should be used in the project analysis. In 
response the City of Kingston gave WD a copy of the “Kingston Economic Base 
Diversification Master Plan Project”.  
 
The information in the Washington Avenue Corridor Plan would also be pertinent. 
Mark Sargent of Creighton Manning may be able to help provide this 
information. 
 
Traffic data will be collected and used in the site selection analysis. Both traffic 
volumes and street / roadway geometry will play an important part in the 
evaluation of the potential sites. 
 
Other studies and reports will be identified during the interview process with the 
Steering Committee, facility users and project stakeholders.  
 
The County provided WD with a list of the new Intermodal Facility users so 
programming meetings can be scheduled. Cynthia Ruiz offered the use of the 
UCAT facility / conference room for these meetings. WD will schedule these 
programming interviews and meetings. Dennis Doyle will attend these interviews 
and meetings. 
 

4.00 
 
4.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.02 
 
 
 
 
 
4.03 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.04 
 
 
 
 
 
4.05 
 
 
 
 
4.06 
 

Additional Discussion 
 
The City of Kingston recommended that other intermodal facilities be reviewed 
and possibly visited to perform a lessons learned analysis. WD can assist with this, 
due to the large number of intermodal facilities they have designed. The scope of 
work also provides for a Peer Review, which will be performed during the 
conceptual design phase. This Peer Review will be provided by outside entities 
that own and operate comparable intermodal facilities to the one being 
proposed for Kingston. 
 
The City of Kingston envisions the new Intermodal Facility as more than a large 
parking lot with a waiting area. It is desired that this new Facility also be a catalyst 
for potential economic development. Ulster County also suggested there is 
strong potential to integrate a tourism component and/or program into the new 
Facility. 
 
The scope of work includes the WD design team identifying economic 
development opportunities and facility ownership scenarios, and then using their 
best professional judgment to make appropriate recommendations in these 
areas. One of the questions to be answered is if municipal ownership is a viable 
option. These opportunities and recommendations will be coordinated with FTA 
funding requirements. 
 
It was mentioned that Trailways is potentially interested in the Utility Platers 
building, even though it may have environmental concerns. It was mentioned that 
sites with environmental concerns, such as the Utility Platers site, may still be a 
strong potential site for the new Intermodal Facility if appropriate and innovative 
ways can be found to deal with the environmental issues. 
 
Trailways discussed the point that safe, effective transit operations are the most 
important aspect of the New Facility. There was strong agreement by all 
regarding this point. For the project to be viewed as successful, it must first and 
foremost function well from a transportation perspective. 
 
Ulster County Transportation Council (the MPO) is satisfied with the studies and 
progress to date, and is confident the project is proceeding in the proper 
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4.07 
 
 
4.08 
 
4.09 
 
 
4.10 
 
 
 
 
4.11 
 
 
 
4.12 
 
 
4.13 
 
 
4.13a 
 
 
4.13b 
 
4.13c 
 
 
4.13d 
 
4.13e 
 
 

sequence and direction. The process and progress to date has been properly 
documented, reviewed and approved by the appropriate agencies. 
 
"Walkability" will be an important aspect to the new Facility, as it must safely 
accommodate pedestrian access. 
 
WD’s project contact will be Bill Tobin. 
 
Ulster County will provide an area map showing the extents of the project area 
for the location of the new Intermodal Facility. 
 
The next meeting will be at 10:00 AM on November 14, 2006, at Ulster County 
Area Transit, NYSDOT Training Center, 1 Danny Circle, Kingston, NY 12401. The 
purpose of this meeting will be to review the results of the programming 
meetings and to establish the evaluation criteria for the site selection process. 
 
WD was asked if it could provide examples beforehand for both the 
programming meetings and the evaluation criteria meeting so attendees can be 
more prepared. WD will provide this information in advance. 
 
The new Facility may be supported by a Park and Ride lot at the Circle, with 
potentially one hundred (100) spaces. 
 
Summary of discussion regarding the main Project Goals and Objectives (each of 
the following items was an expression by one of the attendees): 
 
Should result in identifying a consensus-based preferred site and associated 
conceptual plans. 
 
Should result in identifying preferred sites that allow the project to move ahead. 
 
Should result in identification of a preferred location, construction budget, 
ownership and operating recommendations. 
 
The project results should include a detailed implementation plan. 
 
Should include a recommended site and construction budget, along with any 
potential phasing recommendations. 
 

5.00 
 
5.01 
 
5.02 
 
5.03 
 
5.04 
 
 

Summary of items distributed and/or transmitted at this meeting: 
 
All attendees received a Meeting Agenda 
 
All attendees received a Proposed Design Schedule 
 
All attendees received a copy of the attendee Sign-In Sheet 
 
WD received a copy of the “Kingston Economic Base Diversification Master Plan 
Project”. 
 

  

6.00 
 
6.01 
 
 
6.02 
 
 
6.03 

Summary of action items: 
 
Ulster County will provide an area map showing the extents of the project area 
for the location of the new Intermodal Facility. 
 
WD will send Ulster County a GIS data request form. 
 
 
WD will provide a refined and more detailed project design schedule. 

  
 
UC 
 
 
WD 
 
 
WD 
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Court 

 
6.04 

 
WD will provide advance information and examples for the programming and 
evaluation criteria meetings. 
 

 
WD 

7.00 
 
7.00a 
 
7.00b 

Summary of attachments to these meeting minutes: 
 
Meeting Agenda 
 
Proposed Design Schedule 
 
 

  

 
These minutes constitute our understanding of the discussion and conclusions reached.  Please advise us in writing within 
ten (10) calendar days of any exceptions or corrections. After that, these meeting minutes will be considered accurate and 
complete. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Donald E. Gray, AIA 
Project Manager 
 
C: All attendees 
 Susan VanBenschoten – Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. 
 Katherine A. Dewkett PE – Dewkett Engineering 
 David Williams – The Williams Group 
 Robert W. Lambert – McFarland-Johnson, Inc. 
 WD In-house Team Members 
 WD file 
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��� MEETING MINUTES 
140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201                                                 Project MeetingProject MeetingProject MeetingProject Meeting    
Amherst, NY 14228    WD Project No. 4282428242824282----01010101    
 
 
Project Title:Project Title:Project Title:Project Title:    City of Kingston Intermodal FacilityCity of Kingston Intermodal FacilityCity of Kingston Intermodal FacilityCity of Kingston Intermodal Facility Meeting Date:Meeting Date:Meeting Date:Meeting Date:    January January January January 18181818, 200, 200, 200, 2007777    

Location:Location:Location:Location:    Kingston City HallKingston City HallKingston City HallKingston City Hall Subject:Subject:Subject:Subject:                Site Selection AnalysisSite Selection AnalysisSite Selection AnalysisSite Selection Analysis    
                                                                                                        Draft ProgramDraft ProgramDraft ProgramDraft Program        

Attendees:Attendees:Attendees:Attendees:    
InitialsInitialsInitialsInitials    Name and EName and EName and EName and E----mailmailmailmail    CompanyCompanyCompanyCompany    TelephoneTelephoneTelephoneTelephone    

DD Dennis Doyle 
ddoy@co.ulster.ny.us 

Ulster County Transportation 
Council (UCTC) 845-340-3339 

DM David Markowitz 
dmarkowitz@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT 845-431-5743 

RR Russell Robbins 
rrobbins@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT Region 8 845-431-5978 

CR Cynthia Ruiz 
crui@co.ulster.ny.us 

Ulster County Area 
Transportation (UCAT) 845-340-3335 

TJ Tom Jackson 
tjac@co.ulster.ny.us 

Ulster County Area 
Transportation 845-334-8421 

SF Steve Finkle 
sfinkle@ci.kingston.ny.us City of Kingston 845-334-3960 

TR Toni Roser 
citibus@ci.kingston.ny.us Citibus 845-331-3725 

MB Anne Noonan 
anoonan@trailwaysny.com Trailways 845-339-4230 

WT Bill Tobin  
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us 

Ulster County Transportation 
Council  845-340-3340 

KD Kathy Dewkett 
kdewkett@dewkett.com Dewkett Engineering 845-876-5250 

DZ Dave Zielinski 
dzielinski@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer (WD) 716-688-0766 

DG Don Gray 
dgray@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

 
ItemItemItemItem    DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription    DueDueDueDue    Ball in Ball in Ball in Ball in 

CourtCourtCourtCourt    
    

1.001.001.001.00    
 
1.01 

Data Collection toData Collection toData Collection toData Collection to----DaDaDaDate:te:te:te:    
 
WD has collected a number of existing reports, existing GIS data, photographs 
and visual observation information from on-site visits. The two Washington 
Avenue Corridor studies obtained, one each for the Town of Ulster and City of 
Kingston, contain some of the more pertinent information that relates to this 
analysis.  
 
 

  

2.002.002.002.00    
 
2.01 
 
 
 
 

Evaluation Criteria:Evaluation Criteria:Evaluation Criteria:Evaluation Criteria:    
 
The Alternative Evaluation Criteria spreadsheet reflecting the Steering 
Committee’s collective ranking of the eleven (11) main scoring criteria in the 
order of importance was discussed. In view of the fact “Intermodal connectivity” 
was ranked number one, “Parking” was ranked number two and “Vehicle access” 
was ranked third, a question was raised as to whether “Parking” should really be 
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ItemItemItemItem    DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription    DueDueDueDue    Ball in Ball in Ball in Ball in 
CourtCourtCourtCourt    

 
 
 
 
 
 
2.02 
 
 
 
 
 
2.03 
 
 
 

ranked as the number two criteria in order of importance. Another question was 
raised concerning the “On-site pedestrian access” criteria ranking as number five 
in order of importance, and the possibility this ranking was not reflective of it’s 
actual level of importance. After some discussion, it was agreed to leave the 
criteria ranking as shown and trust the evaluation process. 
 
While the evaluation process being followed for this project is an analytical, 
objective, mathematical process, there is also an intuitive aspect to the process 
based on local knowledge, sound judgment, and recognized industry practices 
that will be used by the Committee members and consultant team in the decision 
making process.  
 
The “average” shown for each criteria in the Alternative Evaluation Criteria 
spreadsheet is the value to be used for the “Criteria Weight” in the more 
detailed Comprehensive Alternative Evaluation Matrix that will be used for 
grading (scoring) the sites. 
 
 

3.003.003.003.00    
 
3.01 
 
 
 
3.02 
 
 
 
 
 
3.03 
 
 
3.04 
 
 
 
 
 
3.05 

Draft Space Program:Draft Space Program:Draft Space Program:Draft Space Program:    
 
The draft space program was discussed. Based upon interviews with the users 
and operators of the new facility, it reflects a building of approximately 9,500 SF 
and a site of approximately 100,000 SF, for a total of 109,500 SF (2.5 acres). 
 
The program components and size will need to be reviewed and refined as the 
project progresses, as well as balanced with future construction budgets. When 
floor plans for the top two preferred sites are developed, this will present an 
opportunity for further discussion and refinement of the proposed program 
elements. 
 
The program provides for site and building expansion based upon 4% growth 
over a period of 10 years. 
 
One of the items needing consideration and final determination by the 
Committee is the capacity of the interior waiting area and the amount of parking 
to be provided. Currently the program provides interior waiting for sixty (60) 
people as well as parking for sixty (60) vehicles. Outside of the bus bays and bus 
circulation, these two elements will have the largest impact on the program size. 
 
If necessitated by the configuration of the preferred sites, a two-story facility was 
mentioned as a possibility. This would allow for a smaller building footprint on 
the site without reducing desired program space. 
 
 

 
 

 

4.004.004.004.00    
 
4.01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Initial Analysis of Potential Sites:Initial Analysis of Potential Sites:Initial Analysis of Potential Sites:Initial Analysis of Potential Sites:    
 
An aerial map of potential sites for the new facility within the defined study area 
was next presented and discussed. The potential sites presented were selected 
based on a combination of the following criteria: 
 
• Potential sites identified by Abrams-Cherwony Report 
• Commercial properties that are currently vacant 
• Commercial properties of sufficient size to accommodate the program either 

by themselves or in combination with adjacent properties 
• Commercial properties that are not currently vacant but whose location is 

considered optimum due to highway access or surrounding context 
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ItemItemItemItem    DescriptionDescriptionDescriptionDescription    DueDueDueDue    Ball in Ball in Ball in Ball in 
CourtCourtCourtCourt    

4.02 
 
 
 
4.03 
 
 
 
 
 
4.04 
 
 
 
4.05 
 
 
 
 
 
4.06 
 
 

During the analysis it became apparent there are a limited number of properties / 
parcels within the defined study area that meet either one or a combination of 
the above criteria.  
 
Based on their internal analysis, the consultant team made an initial 
recommendation that four of the potential sites be advanced for further 
development. The goal is for the Committee members to review this 
recommendation and make a final determination which sites will be advanced for 
further consideration. 
 
The Committee decided to wait for the results of the 1-30-07 Public Information 
Meeting before deciding which sites should be advanced. The public input 
received will be factored into the decision making process. 
 
Between now and the next Committee meeting, Committee members were 
asked to individually consider the potential sites identified and give their 
feedback to WD. It was suggested this feedback include which sites seem most 
viable, which do not, and the reasons why. WD will collect this feedback, 
consolidate / summarize it, and distribute to all Committee members. 
 
Shortly after the 1-30-07 Public Meeting, the Committee will reconvene and 
decide the sites to be advanced for further consideration. 
 
 

5.005.005.005.00    
 
5.01 

Public Meeting Format and Agenda:Public Meeting Format and Agenda:Public Meeting Format and Agenda:Public Meeting Format and Agenda:    
 
WD will prepare a draft presentation for the County’s review. The Public Meeting 
agenda outlined during the meeting was: 
 
• Description and history of the project 
• Description of intermodalism  
• Explain why an intermodal facility would benefit Kingston and the County 
• Describe the evaluation process and show the evaluation criteria 
• Discuss the program 
• Discuss the defined study area 
• Seek public input regarding location and what services / amenities should be 

included in the new facility 
• Define the next steps, including future public meetings 
 
 

 
 

 

6.006.006.006.00    
 
6.01 
 
6.02 

Next Steps:Next Steps:Next Steps:Next Steps:    
 
The 1-30-07 Public Information Meeting. 
 
Reconvene the Committee soon after the Public Meeting to discuss and decide 
the sites to be advanced for further development and consideration. 
 
 

 
 

 

7.007.007.007.00    
 
7.01 
 
 
7.02 
 
7.03 

Summary of items distributed and/or transmiSummary of items distributed and/or transmiSummary of items distributed and/or transmiSummary of items distributed and/or transmitted at this meetingtted at this meetingtted at this meetingtted at this meeting    
 
The Alternative Evaluation Criteria spreadsheet reflecting the Steering 
Committee’s ranking of the scoring criteria. 
 
Draft space program. 
 
Aerial map showing WD’s initial analysis of potential sites within the study area. 
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8.008.008.008.00    
 
8.01 
 
8.02 
 
 

Summary of Action ItemsSummary of Action ItemsSummary of Action ItemsSummary of Action Items    
 
WD to prepare a draft of the Public Meeting presentation for County review. 
 
Committee members to consider the potential sites presented by the consultant 
team and give their feedback to WD as described in item 4.05 above. 
 
 

 
 
1-25-07 
 
1-31-07 

 
 
WD 
 
ALL 
 
 
 

9.009.009.009.00    
 
9.01 
 
 

Summary of attachments to these meeting minutesSummary of attachments to these meeting minutesSummary of attachments to these meeting minutesSummary of attachments to these meeting minutes    
    
No items are attached to these meeting minutes. 
    

  

    

 
Prepared by: WENDEL DUCHSCHERER 
 
These meeting minutes represent our understanding of the items discussed and the thoughts expressed. If there are any 
modifications or corrections required to these minutes, please contact our office within ten (10) calendar days. Otherwise, 
these meeting minutes will be considered accurate and complete. 
 
   
 
Signed:     Dated:  01-25-07           
 Donald E. Gray, AIA, Project Manager 
 
C: All attendees 
 Mark Boungard  Trailways 

Susan VanBenschoten Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. 
 David Williams  The Williams Group 
 Robert W. Lambert  McFarland-Johnson, Inc. 
 WD In-house Team Members 
 WD file 
 
 
 
 





























Wendel Duchscherer MEETING MINUTES 
140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201             Project Meeting 

Amherst, NY 14228    WD P
 
 
Project Title: City of Kingston Intermodal Facility MMeeting Date: May 24, 2007 

Location: City of Kingston – City Hall SSubject:    S1 Site Plan Layouts 
                           

Attendees: 
Initials Name and E-mail Company Telephone 

RR Russell Robbins 
rrobbins@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT  845-431-5978 

SF Steve Finkle 
sfinkle@ci.kingston.ny.us City of Kingston 845-334-3960 

CR Cynthia Ruiz 
crui@co.ulster.ny.us 

Ulster County Area 
Transportation (UCAT) 845-340-3335 

WT Bill Tobin  
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us 

Ulster County Transportation 
Council Staff 845-340-3340 

MB Maureen Brooks 
mbrooks@trailwaysny.com Trailways 845-339-4230 

KD Dennis Doyle 
ddoy@co.ulster.ny.us UCTC 845-340-3339 

DG Don Gray 
dgray@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

 
Item Description Due Ball in 

Court 
    

1.00 
 
1.01 
 
 
 
 
 
1.02 
 

Meeting Overview: 
 
The primary purpose of the meeting was to present two additional site plan 
layouts for the existing Terminal site. These were identified as S1 Option 2 and S1 
Option 3. In order to address specific concerns and issues raised at the last 
meeting by the TAC members concerning the existing Terminal site, additional 
site grades were obtained, allowing WD to produce these two additional options. 
 
The difference between the two options is the number of parcels utilized. S1 
Option 2 is based on utilizing just three parcels (the existing Terminal, the 
existing adjacent parking lot, and the Utility Platers). S1 Option 3 is based on 
utilizing the adjacent Diner and Tree Service parcels in addition to the other three 
parcels. 
  

  

2.00 
 
2.01 
 

Summary of Discussion: 
 
After discussing Options 2 and 3, the Committee requested WD to develop a 4th 
Option that would incorporate selected components from Options 2 and 3. The 
established guidelines for Option 4 would be: 

 

A. Leave the Diner in it’s current location. 

B. Provide a new bus-only driveway, south of the existing Diner, from North 
Front Street. An easement would be necessary for this new driveway. This 
would be the only bus access for the site. 

C. Revise the parking for the Diner due to the new bus-only driveway. 

D. Provide an exit only curb cut for the buses onto Washington Avenue, right 
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Item Description Due Ball in 
Court 

out only. 

E. Provide parking for 150 cars by designing a parking structure with below and 
above grade levels as necessary to meet that quantity. 

F. Provide a cars only access into the new parking structure from Schwenk Drive, 
right in and right out only.  

 
3.00 
 
3.01 
 
 
3.02 
 
 
 
3.03 
 
 
 
 
3.04 
 
 
3.05 
 
 
 
3.06 
 

Additional Items of Discussion: 
 
Trailways stated they do not need a lay-by parking area due to the close 
proximity of their maintenance facility to the site.  
 
A revised option for Site S11 was presented. The revision provided for access for 
the local buses between the proposed Intermodal Terminal and the Plaza parking 
area, so they would not have to exit by I-587. 
 
The owner of the Plaza is willing to work with the project with the understanding 
the new access from the I-587 will also allow cars to access the Plaza. Steve Finkle 
will go back to the owner of the Plaza to discuss if this is an absolute and/or a 
deal breaker. 
 
Russell Robbins and Don Gray will investigate FHWA guidelines, criteria and 
potential constraints regarding the new I-587 access required for Site S11. 
 
Steve Finkle said it appears Ulster County Federal Credit Union has a long-term 
lease for Site S2 (the former Sheriff’s office site). This potentially impacts the 
availability of this parcel. 
 
It was agreed the best way to reach out to potentially affected property owners 
and tenants of the sites under consideration was to invite them to a presentation 
wherein all the site options under consideration would be presented and 
explained. The City would develop the list of potentially affected owners and 
tenants, WD would provide a draft invitation letter for County/City review, and 
then the invitation letter would be sent out. WD would also make the 
presentation on behalf of the County and City. This would provide for consistency 
in the information provided to the potentially affected owners and tenants. The 
presentation was tentatively set for 6:00 PM, Thursday, June 21 at the UCAT 
Training Center. (Since that time, due to a request from Trailways for additional 
time to consider their site alternatives, it was decided to reschedule this meeting, 
date and time yet to be determined. It is anticipated the date for the meeting will 
be impacted by only several weeks.) 
 

  

4.00 
 
4.01 
 
4.02 
 
 
4.03 
 
 
4.04 
 
 
4.05 
 

Next Steps / Action Items / Next Meeting: 
 
WD to provide draft invitation letter for County/City review. 
 
The City will provide a list of the potentially affected property owners and 
tenants. 
 
The City to follow up with the Plaza property owner regarding car access from I-
587 being an absolute. 
 
Russell Robbins and Don Gray to follow up regarding FHWA regulations for 
proposed I-587 access for Site S11. 
 
Trailways to consider site alternatives in order for the next meeting to be 
scheduled. 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

WD 
 

City 
 
 

City 
 
 

RR and 
DG 

 
Trailways 
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Item Description Due Ball in 
Court 

 
4.06 
 

 
The next meeting will be a presentation to the potentially affected property 
owners and tenants for the sites under consideration. The date and time are yet 
to be determined. The location is expected to be the UCAT Training Center, 
although this will need to be confirmed once the date and time are determined. 
 

 
TAC and 

WD 

5.00 
 
5.01 
 

Summary of Items Distributed and/or Transmitted at this Meeting: 
 
Site plans for site S1 Option 2, site S1 Option 3, and revised Site S11 were 
distributed to the County and City at this meeting. 
 

  

6.00 
 
6.01 
 
 

Summary of Attachments to these Meeting Minutes: 
 
No items are attached to these meeting minutes. 
 

  

 
Prepared by: WENDEL DUCHSCHERER 
 
These meeting minutes represent our understanding of the items discussed and the thoughts expressed. If there are any 
modifications or corrections required to these minutes, please contact our office within five (5) calendar days. Otherwise, 
these meeting minutes will be considered accurate and complete. 
 
   
 
Signed:     Dated:  06-05-07           
 Donald E. Gray, AIA, Project Manager 
 
C: All attendees 
 Nina Chung  FTA 
 Tom Jackson  UCAT 
 Joel B. Brink  Town of Ulster  
 Toni Roser  Citibus 
 Anne Noonan  Trailways 
 Mark Boungard  Trailways 
 Kathy Dewkett  Dewkett Engineering 
 Susan VanBenschoten Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. 
 David Williams  The Williams Group 
 Robert W. Lambert  McFarland-Johnson, Inc. 
 David Markowitz NYSDOT 
 Charles Moore  NYSDOT 
 WD In-house Team  
 WD file 
 
 
 
 



Wendel Duchscherer MEETING MINUTES 
140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201             Project Meeting 
Amherst, NY 14228    WD Project No. 44282-01 
 
 
Project Title: City of Kingston Intermodal Facility MMeeting Date: September 17, 2007 

Location: Conference Call SSubject:  Property Owner Meeting Prep 
                           

Attendees: 
Initials Name and E-mail Company Telephone 

MB Mark T. Boungard 
mboungard@trailwaysny.com Trailways (845) 339-4230 x123 

SF Steve Finkle 
sfinkle@ci.kingston.ny.us City of Kingston 845-334-3960 

CR Cynthia Ruiz 
crui@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Area 
Transportation (UCAT) 845-340-3335 

WT Bill Tobin  
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council Staff 845-340-3340 

DM David Markowitz 
dmarkowitz@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT 845-431-5743 

DD Dennis Doyle 
ddoy@co.ulster.ny.us UCTC 845-340-3339 

DEG Don Gray 
dgray@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

RF Renee Fiegel 
rfiegel@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

 
Item Description Due Ball in 

Court 
    

1.0 PPurpose of the meeting (conference call): To discuss the Property Owner 
meeting agenda, invitees and intended outcome. 

  

 
2.0 

 
Meeting invitation letters along with potential site conceptual layouts for S1, S2, 
S1 and S2 combined, S9 and S11 were sent to property owners and adjacent 
property owners. 

  

 
3.0 

 
Renee will call invitees who have not yet responded to remind them of the 
meeting. 

9.21.07 RF 

4.0  
The goal of the property owner’s meeting is to get reaction and feedback from 
them. This may affect individual site grading criteria. It is also possible we will 
learn pertinent information that was not discovered in the original site research. 

  

 
5.0 

 
WD will contact Nina Chung at FTA on behalf of the TAC to obtain guidance 
regarding the requirements for property acquisition. WD will copy WT and DD on 
this correspondence. Cynthia Ruiz stated the property owners may want to know 
how the price for their property will be decided. 

9.21.07 RF 

 
6.0 

 
A PowerPoint presentation for the meeting will be developed by WD. It should 
describe how the project originated, its current status and the next steps. 

9.19.07 DEG 

 
7.0 

 
Due to the project being funded by the FTA, they will have the final say on what 
site is most viable and agree with all decisions made by the TAC. This will be 
stated to the property owners. 

  

 
8.0 

 
It will be important to stress to the property owners no decisions have yet been 
made or will be made without considering their input. The project is still in the 
study and analysis mode. However, we also need to convey the attitude of wwhen 

  



 City of Kingston Intermodal Facility Project No.  4282-01 
 September 17, 2007 Project Meeting Page 2 of 2 
 

 
    Wendel Duchscherer Architects & Engineers 

 

Item Description Due Ball in 
Court 

the project goes forward, not if we go forward. They need to understand this is a 
real project. 

 
9.0 

 
The meeting is being conducted in a public manner so the process is fair, 
objective, unbiased and defendable. All attendees are receiving the same 
information, the same delivery, the same questions and the same answers. If 
further questions arise after the meeting, it will be requested they be submitted 
in writing, and they will be answered in writing. All information will be public 
knowledge. When progress reaches individual property negotiations, then issues 
will be considered confidential.    

  

 
10.0 

 
Although the FTA has final say in site selection, they will not unduly influence the 
property owner’s decision in the acquisition phase. 

  

 
11.0 

 
An overall design and construction schedule and overview of funding timeframes 
should be included in the presentation. 

 
9.17.07 

 
DEG 

 
12.0 

 
NYSDOT is trusting the County, City and WD are following FTA requirements and 
protocols in regard to the project and public process.  

  

 
13.0 

 
Funding from the FHWA will probably be “flexed” to FTA, but if so, the project 
may still have to honor FHWA’s acquisition regulations and requirements.  

  

 
14.0 

 
WD’s final project report will include a discussion regarding the above items.  

  

 
15.0 

 
Because property owners will want maximum value if their site is selected as the 
preferred location, they may be reserved and refrain from saying much at the 
public meeting. WD will make an effort to make sure all attendees state their 
thoughts and opinions, if possible. 

  

 
16.0 

 
The project funding does include acquisition costs.  

 
9.21.07 

 
DD 

 
Prepared by: WENDEL DUCHSCHERER 
 
These meeting minutes represent our understanding of the items discussed and the thoughts expressed. If there are any 
modifications or corrections required to these minutes, please contact our office within five (5) calendar days. Otherwise, 
these meeting minutes will be considered accurate and complete. 
 
   
 
Signed:     Dated:  10-8-07           
 Renee Fiegel  
 
C: All attendees 
 Russell Robbins 
 Joel Brink 
 Toni Roser  
 Susan VanBenschoten 
 Kathy Dewkett 
 WD in-house team 
 

 



Wendel Duchscherer MEETING MINUTES 
140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201              Transit Advisory 
Committee  
Amherst, NY 14228    WD Project No. 44282-01 
 
 
Project Title: City of Kingston Intermodal Facility MMeeting: Date: September 26, 2007 

Location: Kingston City Hall SSubject: Project Progress Meeting & 
Discussion re: Meeting w/  
Potentially Affected Property 
Owners 

Attendees: 
Initials Name and E-mail Company Telephone 

HM Harry G. Jameson III 
towntinkertober@yahoo.com

Catskill Mountain Railroad 
Organization 845-688-5553 

GV Greg Vaughn 
Gbv1154@earthlink.net

Catskill Mountain Railroad 
Organization 518-766-6617 

MP Marie Pardini 
Catskill Mountain Railroad 
Organization 845-338-5230 

EP Earl Pardini 
Catskill Mountain Railroad 
Organization 845-338-5230 

RR Russell Robbins 
rrobbins@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT 845-431-5978 

DM David Markowitz 
dmarkowitz@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT 845-431-5743 

SF Steve Finkle 
sfinkle@ci.kingston.ny.us City of Kingston 845-334-3960 

CR Cynthia Ruiz 
crui@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Rural 
Transportation (UCRT) (888) 827-8228 

MB Mark Boungard 
mboungard@trailwaysny.com  Trailways 845-339-4230 

WT Bill Tobin  
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council  845-340-3340 

DD Dennis Doyle 
ddoy@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council 845-340-3339 

GS Geddy Sveikauskas 
geddy@ulsterpublishing.com Ulster Publishing 845-334-8200

DG Don Gray 
dgray@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

 
Item Description Due Ball in 

Court 
    

1.00 
 
1.01 
 
 
 
 
1.02 
 
 

Points of Discussion 
 
Due to members of the Catskill Mountain Railroad and Ulster Publishing being in 
attendance, WD repeated the presentation given the previous evening to the 
potentially affected property owners. Their questions were answered and their 
comments noted. 
 
The main comment offered was a written report produced by the Catskill 
Mountain Railroad, which they distributed to all in attendance. This report and its 
recommendations will be read and analyzed by the TAC and WD and included in 
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1.03 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.04 
 
 
 
1.05 
 
 
 
 
 
1.06 
 
 
 
1.07 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.08 
 
 
 
1.09 
 
 
1.10 
 
 
 
 
 
1.11 
 
 
 
 
 

the public comment documentation for the project. 
 
A specific question was raised by Mr. Sveikauskas of Ulster Publishing regarding 
the potential for locating the new Intermodal facility on the site of the existing 
parking structure on Schwenk Street, across from the entrance to the Kingston 
Plaza. It was explained this location was originally one of the sites considered, 
and then removed from further consideration due to its inadequate size to 
accommodate the required Intermodal program, significant grading / elevation 
issues, and significant traffic congestion issues associated with the entrance of the 
Plaza. 
 
The meeting continued with a summary and download of the meeting with the 
potentially affected property owners that was held the previous evening. (Please 
refer to the minutes of that meeting for more detail.) 
 
WD described the information obtained from the FHWA regarding the 
requirements and guidelines associated with providing a new connection 
between the I-587 and Kingston’s Plaza should the Intermodal Facility be located 
there. WD summarized the FHWA’s direction in a memo that was distributed at 
this meeting, and a copy of which is attached to these meeting minutes. 
 
The TAC agreed that, at this point, decertification of the I-587 from the interstate 
system is not a preferred option when considering the potential connection to 
the Kingston Plaza to access the new Intermodal Facility. 
 
WD presented a drawing illustrating some partial interchange options for the 
connection to the I-587. The County appreciated this effort, and indicated there 
may be reasons to consider a ¾ or full interchange for this connection. The 
Catskill Mountain Railroad written report also contains some design options for 
this connection. The information presented illustrated that this connection is 
technically and operationally possible. This information will be used in order to 
evaluate the Kingston Plaza site as a potential site for the Intermodal Facility. 
 
The I-587 connection design may require the Intermodal Facility location as 
shown in Option S11 be moved. Due to the amount of space available, this 
should not present a problem. 
 
WD will upload the I-587 interchange design drawing to their FTP site to provide 
access to all TAC members. 
 
Briefly discussed were issues involving who will own and maintain the new 
Intermodal Facility, who the grantee will be, and if the funding will originate with 
FHWA or FTA. If the funds originate with FHWA, they may be “flexed” to FTA. It 
was agreed all these issues required more analysis, discussion and coordination. 
NYSDOT stated they will provide assistance in resolving these issues. 
 
During the 9-17-07 conference call meeting with the TAC in preparation for the 
public information with the potentially affected property owners, WD was asked 
to contact FTA regarding the requirements and protocols associated with 
property acquisition procedures and dealing with the affected property owners. 
WD did this by email, and at this meeting WD distributed copies of the FTA’s 
email response. While WD was familiar with the FTA Circulars regarding property 
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1.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1.13 

acquisition, FTA provided additional references that are also applicable. WD 
brought copies of these to the meeting. It was agreed WD would provide copies 
of these guidelines and regulations to the City and County. 
 
In order to regain project momentum and efficiently address the remaining issues 
associated with the conceptual site layouts, WD recommended that a design 
charette (working session) be scheduled between the WD design team and all the 
primary (decision-making) TAC members. All agreed with this approach. The goal 
will be to refine all the preliminary site designs to the point that all TAC members 
are comfortable scoring the potential sites based on the site designs. The 
information gained at the public information meeting with the potentially affected 
property owners will be factored into the refine designs. It was further agreed WD 
would be the coordinator to schedule the meeting so it occurs during the month 
of October. 
 
WD stated that for the “design charette” to achieve its goals, there were two 
parameters that needed to be met: (1) all primary TAC members (the decision-
makers) need to attend, and (2) all TAC members need to be present for the 
entire work session. All agreed to these parameters. 

 
Prepared by: WENDEL DUCHSCHERER 
 
These meeting minutes represent our understanding of the items discussed and the thoughts expressed. If there are any 
modifications or corrections required to these minutes, please contact our office within ten (10) calendar days. Otherwise, 
these meeting minutes will be considered accurate and complete. 
 
   
 
Signed:     Dated:  10-8-07           
 Donald E. Gray, AIA, Project Manager 
 
C: All attendees 
 Joel Brink 
 Toni Roser 
 Scott Neal 
 David Zielinski 
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W:\Proj_in\40\428201 Kingston Intermodel\03. Corr TO\Memos\UCTC Kingston Intermodal I-587 07-19-07.doc 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:   Dennis Doyle  UC Planning / UCTC 
   Bill Tobin  UCTC 

FROM:  Don Gray  

DATE:  July 19, 2007  

SUBJECT:  UCTC Kingston Intermodal Facility 
   Hannaford Plaza Option and I-587 Connection  

WD PROJECT NO. 4282-01 

We have had conversations with Joe Rich and Chris Gatchell of FHWA regarding the proposed 
new I-587 connection shown on the Hannaford Plaza Option S11. During these conversations 
two acceptable options for making this connection were identified, along with their individual 
parameters and constraints.  

An “At Grade” Intersection with a Traffic Signal:
1. This is what is currently indicated on the site plans.  
2. This will only be acceptable to the FHWA if the I-587 is de-certified from the Interstate 

system. 
3. There is a strong possibility that all federal funding associated with the land acquisition and 

construction of the project would need to be re-paid. 

A “Grade Separated” Crossing:
1. The I-587 would not have to be de-certified from the Interstate system. 
2. Approval would be contingent on an acceptable design for the new on and off-ramps. At this 

point it is envisioned the off-ramp would occur at grade for those traveling eastbound, and 
the on-ramp would run over the I-587 and proceed in a westbound direction. 

3. The new on and off-ramps and the new Intermodal Terminal would need to be connected 
by a new public transportation road link that is owned and operated by the local public 
agencies. Any access from the Plaza operation would be made to this new public 
transportation road link, not the I-587.  

4. If the plan can be shown to improve overall traffic operations in the area, the FHWA would 
have a favorable view of the proposed modification. 

5. The flood plain north of the I-587 would not preclude constructing an on-ramp on that side 
as long as the road construction does not have an adverse impact on the flood plain. 

Common Requirements for Both Options:
1. Local Town, City and County officials and NYSDOT Regional Office would need to support 

which ever option is selected. 
2. The project would need to follow the usual protocols for transportation projects, such as 

going through the MPO and being included in the TIP and STIP process. 
3. The NEPA process would need to be followed and the FHWA would be invited to participate 

as an involved agency. 
4. The NEPA process would require that other potential access points, as far as possible from 

the eastern terminus of the I-587, be considered. 



Wendel Duchscherer MEETING MINUTES 
140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201               Kingston Intermodal Workshop
Amherst, NY 14228   WD Project No. 44282-01

Project Title: City of Kingston Intermodal Facility Meeting: Date: November 1st, 2007 
Location: Trailways Offices Subject: Workshop
Attendees:

Initials Name and E-mail Company Telephone

KD Kathy Dewkett 
kdewkett@dewkett.com Dewkett Engineering 845-876-5250 

MM Mary Manning 
mmanning@fhiplan.com Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. (860) 767-3044 

RP Richard Peters 
rpeters@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT 845-431-5723 

DM David Markowitz 
dmarkowitz@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT 845-431-5743 

SF Steve Finkle 
sfinkle@ci.kingston.ny.us City of Kingston 845-334-3960 

TR Toni Roser 
troser@ci.kingston.ny.us City of Kingston 845-331-3725 

CR Cynthia Ruiz 
crui@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Rural 
Transportation (UCRT) 845-340-3335

MB Mark Boungard 
mboungard@trailwaysny.com Trailways 845-339-4230 

AN Anne Noonan 
anoonan@trailwaysny.com Trailways 845-339-4230 

GB Gene Berardi 
gberardi@trailwaysny.com Trailways 845-339-4230 

WJD William J. Dederick 
Wdederick@trailwaysny.com Trailways 845-339-4230 

WT Bill Tobin
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council 845-340-3340

DD Dennis Doyle 
ddoy@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council 845-340-3339

MAC Melisa A. Cameron 
mcameron@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

DZ Dave Zielinski 
dzielinski@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766

SRN Scott R. Neal 
Sneal@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

MFL Mike Leydecker 
mleydecker@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

DEG Don Gray 
dgray@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

Item Description Due Ball in
Court

1.00 SITE 1 OPT. 4

1.01 Bus backing up? Not desired. Controlled backing area may be ok. 

1.02 Bus lane only for staging? Nose � Tail need for by-pass lane. 
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Item Description Due Ball in
Court

1.03 Passengers from local to inter-city? In safe manner. 

1.04 Building in center if site? Most safe for transfers. 

1.05 Access from Frog Alley? Trailways? Bus swing takes 2 lanes – cut corner back? 

1.06 Use grade of site, incorporate into design. 

1.07 Keep bus/cars separate. Many access points.

1.08 Substantial grade change; two deck parking; retaining walls; 14’. 

1.09 Trailways and City separated by grade; enter at different levels. 

1.10 Traffic signal at Washington/Schwenk replaced? Eliminate traffic problems.

1.11 Enter from Schwenk, Southbound, enter off Washington Northbound. 

1.12 Parking for diner; high priority! 

1.13 Existing site = Northbound exit on Washington: South… Use Frog Alley? 

1.14 Cut back curb lines for turning radius – along Washington.

1.15 Eliminate entrance at center of site at Washington. All buses enter off Schwenk? 
(Trailways).

1.16 Parking deck, building at corner of site; local bus off Front St.; new parking for 
diner (last sketch). 

1.17 Environmental process?? Phase I not done; some borings; tanks underground old 
gas station.

1.18 Taxis and Kiss & Ride.  

1.19 Trailways: number of buses? 6-7, 12-20? Must confirm number. Holiday? How 
many slips needed? 

1.20 Terminal to last 30 years. Projection of how many riders to increase in the future.

1.21 Staging; where? Utilize maintenance facility? 

1.22 Local: 6 slips are ok.

2.00 Local Bus

2.01 Access site anywhere – but no backing up? Utilize same entry points? Or too 
much congestion? 

2.02 Visibility ***!!! IMPORTANT
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Item Description Due Ball in
Court

2.03 Right turn herring bone? NOT good? 

2.04 Square ft. of building 2000, 9000? Security issues, no darkness, visible. 

2.05 One level for Trailways parking? How many spaces? 

2.06 Temporary operations/Phasing. 

3.00 SITE 11

3.01 Trailways can make it work if connect to I-587 in both directions. 

3.02 Money for ramp and interchange; does not require de-certification.

3.03 Alleviate congestion (to use Site 11). No traffic/less traffic in uptown Kingston. 

4.00 SITE 9

4.01 Flood plain 5’-7’ of fill. 

4.02 Entrance across from Sawkill Road.

5.00 SITE 2

5.01 Property acquisition? Credit Union. 

5.02 Section floor use for other business? Credit Union. 

6.00 NEXT STEPS

6.01 Generate options for Site 1 Opt. 5. 

6.02 Next Public Meeting: January 29th, 2007 

NOTES FROM MARY MANNING AT FHI: 

Don: Opened the meeting with introductions and gave a project recap.  There are established sites.  Hope is to 
recommend two sites to develop 3-D scenarios to be able to select a preferred alternative. We are at a point to grade the 
conceptual level of the sites.  We will be doing a numerical scoring of the sites.  We have talked with the dry 
cleaners/tuxedo shop and they are willing to sell.  We have also talked with the Diner – no commitment but they are 
willing to work with us. 

Don: Asked Steve Finkle if S2 was still in play.  Steve indicated – it is not (see further discussions to follow). 

Scott:  The purpose of the charette is to generate ideas.  Discussed rules of the Charette.  S1 Option 4 was shown 
graphically.

Discussions began: 

Mark:  You show Trailways backing up in a herring bone configuration but not the local bus.  This is a waste of space – 
why can’t city bus and UCAT back up? 
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Cynthia: Backing up is dangerous.  We have had problems in the past.  It is our policy not to back up.  We fear hitting 
people walking behind the bus. 

Cynthia:  I am not closed minded as to how the facility operates.  I would consider pick up and drop off on street – 
Washington or Front Street. 

Scott: We have done herring bone for local bus but it is not ideal. 

Bill:  What about a bus Lane on Washington? (See additional discussion later.) 

Scott:  There may not be enough room for 6 buses to fit head to tail. 

Mark: How do pedestrians get to the buses in a bus lane?  This is an Intermodal center. 

Rich:  Put the building in the middle of the site.  Each bus can have one side and the patrons can walk through the 
building.  Can you slide the building back on the site and get access to Frog Alley? 

Don:  We understood that Trailways says no to buses on Frog Alley. 

Scott:  We can put this back on the table. 

Cynthia:  We should take advantage of the grade.  Build into the hill.  We don’t have a problem with grades and our 
buses.  I thought the diner said – OK to use the ingress/egress but don’t take my parking.  

Rich: Bus and vehicle routing need to be different. 

Cynthia: Draw arrows for access on the maps. 

Rich: Can we ramp going up through 2nd level of the deck?  Where is the diner? 

Cynthia:  Can they walk through the building and up? 

Everyone: OK to put building in the center and still achieve urban feel.  (Note: later it was decided to have building at 
corner of Washington and Schwenk.- two options?) 

Steve: the designs are really evolutionary with regards to property ownership/availability.  Have you drawn a line around 
image center and cleaners and identified issues and opportunities? 

Scott: The grade difference is about 14 feet.  We will have to incorporate a retaining system – wall/parking deck.  Buses 
do not like slopes.  The idea is to have a two tier system. 

Steve:  The buses go to NY – up and down ramps all of the time.  If you start slow and ramp from Schwenk can separate 
kiss & ride and buses.  Put building where you have the parking lot.

Bill:  I thought buses like traffic lights to make left turn.  Trailways uses traffic light at Front/Washington Street to pull out
of driveway. 

Cynthia:  Can we use Front Street access east of diner? 

Rich:  You need to check out Niagara Falls – very function building with wings. Could do inner-city off of Frog Alley lower 
level and do the local off Washington Street level – have building be a t Street level.  i.e. not co-mingled – two different 
levels.  Is it Ok to have vertical connection to buses? 

Bill (Trailways): On capacity – we have 12 buses through the terminal in 1 ½ hours.  A peak condition is 22 buses.  On 
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Friday from 4-8:30 PM we can have 30 buses.  Backing up is not a problem for us if you do not have peds behind us. 

Ann:  Right turns are very tight – Schwenk, Frog Alley – right turns are tight. 

Don/Scott:  Trailways – we want you to tell us what your optimum is.

Bill (Trailways):  Washington Ave – northbound directly into the site – southbound there is a problem with left from 
Washington directly into the site.  To take advantage of the traffic signal – southbound into the terminal – do a left a 
Schwenk then a right into the site.  There is extra frontage – shave 6 feet in front of the Pater Bldg to get a radius 
improvement at Washington and Schwenk. 

Trailways out or egress – Southbound out is difficult – should try and use existing signals.  Cannot cross Schwenk without 
opening the median.  Frog Alley may be best exit point – can go right (towards Front) or left to Schwenk.  Substation – 
can this be moved? 

Arrows were drawn on S1 – Option 4 layout to show entrance and exit movements.  It was concluded that bus operations 
could occur on Frog Alley.  Building location – they are OK if the gateway image at the corner does not work. 

???:  Lots of entrances/curb cuts will create chaos on site – should consider reducing them. 

The Trailways plan sounds Ok but how about local bus.  Trailways can access the site from Schwenk but does the local 
bus need Washington access ( right in/right out). 

Local Bus: 

Tony: We access Schwenk Drive to Frog Alley now. 

Dennis: we really need to put the buses at the same level. 

????:  The Tree service will have to go.  Important for an urban design – screen the parking and consider store fronts 
around the parking. 

Bill T: Can local and Trailways share access? 

Dennis:  We really need to talk to Gene (Trailways) and have him tell us that it is Ok to have the parking up top. 

Someone stated that the mayor called and he really likes this concept. (S1) 

Gene: President of Trailways – The right turn herring bone is not good – very untraditional – not good for long term – 
creates blind spot for the driver.  I believe that visibility is part of our business – people now see us and need to see us.
We move hundreds of people a day. We also need to consider the future and double decker buses and articulated buses. 

Gene: I suggest you take the time and measure some turns with our buses – not sure your templates work for us.  I 
suggest a new movement – No entrance on Schwenk but rather use Frog Hollow. 

Gene:  This is more than a drawing on map.  Consider the Syracuse site.  I have problems with the building square 
footage.  We really don’t need more than our existing terminal (2,000 sq ft).  A Dunkin Donuts quick thing is good but 
don’t want a big building – Rochester is a good example – all glass with gates on both sides- can see what is going on.
Don’t want a dark facility with terrorism etc.  If you got a problem you want it to be in your face.    A 3,000 sq ft print on 
corner of Washington and Schwenk. No maintenance needed on facility although light maintenance would be nice – 
toilet dump and refuel. 

Gene: Holidays are crazy.  Friday or Sunday at 5 30 PM. If the peak is 6 or 7 than on holidays that is double.  A bus ready 
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area would be nice.  Yes we can stage at our maintenance facility. 

Cynthia:  We can be flexible – say 2 gates.

Gene: 9 gates would be nice.  4:30-6:30 is our busy time. Bill is our property guy – where did he go?  We might have 10 
coaches to NY during the 4:30-6:30 PM.  7 ish gates for Trailways and 2 for City/County.  I want both buses to coincide. 

Consider a big left saw tooth – Gene – No not the room for a center saw tooth. 

Dennis:  As we seek to deal with your visibility issue – if we run into issue with grades is it acceptable to grade separate 
between buildings and buses? 

Gene:  One floor between Bus and station.  Sloping is OK – Tire stops are good. A retaining wall to drop corner 
9Washington/Schwenk) OK – but back and fro not site – one story difference. 

Gene:  Albany is an example – very small footprint.  Overhang to ramp.  1st floor – 30 feet, 2nd floor – 70 feet – can push it 
up on second floor.  But we need to see bathrooms and what they are doing – they rip the sinks out, have sex do drugs – 
hard to control if just one person on at ticket counter.  Bathrooms on the same level as ticket counter please.  Do a long 
building that is 20-30 feet wide. 

Steve:  I think the consultants are struggling with the ramp 

Gene:  Ok with that – even for snow removal – just get more salt for ramp.  Albany Convention Center.  Hang it in the air? 
 Then you have problems with load and plumbing. 

What is Trailways ideal parking – 40-50 spots at most.

Don – we thought the number was 80 to 90. 

Gene: Build it and they will come – gave examples of lots that instantly filled up. 

Don: City would like to be able to add parking structure to lots. 

Gene: Our problem is the bus system is the target for terrorism attacks. 

Don:  Future is for baggage screening equipment. 

Cynthia:  Can an option be to have a bus access ring with parking in the middle? 

Several asked if it was possible to have Trailways and City buses line up on Washington and Schwenk – a bus pull off lane. 
 Scott indicated that they are removing these in other areas.  Some sketching took place and it was decided that this 
does not work. 

Gene:  Likes the ramp and the buses to serve the building. 

Steve:  We have property issues. There are options and properties for sale now but we are a few years off.  How do we 
guarantee these properties? 

Gene: Can city/county/state arrive at an option settlement or structure something and pass it through us?  Trailways is 
willing to be a conduit for property but don’t wan to go it alone.  Need to come up with some reason. 

Cynthia: Can it be purchased, leased and sold back? 

The Platers site may have law suit – environmental clean up. 
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Parking structures go for 23k per space. 

Don’t forget – you need a space to operate during construction – can get trailers – most of construction at other side of 
where the facility is today. 

Hannaford Site (S11) 

Gene: Don’t want to be confined to a mall site – does access from I-587 work? Both in and out is needed.  As long as we 
have full I-587 access – this could work for us. 

Cynthia:  Question to Rich.  Will FTA be more likely to fund S11 or S1? 

Steve:  Is the county willing to take over I-587? 

Don – if there is not a speed limit drop then decertification is not needed. 

Rich:  Interchange spacing needs to be considered. 

Bill:  An interchange of this sort could alleviate congestion – this needs to be shown.

Site S9 

 Dennis:  With regards to the property – John is John and will want the most for it.   The difficulty for this site is that it is in 
the flood plain and will require 5-7 feet of fill. 

The ramps on Hannaford site are in the floodplain can wee build?  Yes but may need to mitigate. 

Gene: The diner site across from the caboose – happy to go in there too. 

The S9 access would need to be moved towards the intersection per NYSDOT. 

Gene: S9 makes more sense than S1 to me – most of our patrons don’t walk to the site.  Wouldn’t you want me to move 
off site in downtown and have that site for tax roles? 

Ulster County has identified Washington Avenue as an urban corridor transformation over time with sidewalks and 
landscaping plus with water and sewer opens up development.  The construction includes a median to a new roundabout 
on Sawkill Road. 

Steve: Let me play devils Advocate here – Dense in downtown – with upper store fronts developing – Don’t we want to 
be there? 

Gene:  Dietz Stadium – I see it in other cities with S1 we could be a transit adjunct 

Site S2: 

Dennis:  The car place wants to move.  See an advantage to backing up to City lot.  Key is the structure. 

???:  The credit Union has signed a lease and has made an announcement. 

Hey – maybe put the bank in the intermodal center.  Not sure they would like the bus customers. 

Gene:  I still see a 3000 sq ft footprint. 
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Summary:

S1 – another option per work group – tossed out using Washington Street for bus pull over. 

S2 – show connection to top/bottom – improved access. 

Environmental for S1 – what stage is it in?  Phase I maybe but not a complete Phase II – did a few digs and found tanks, 
hydrocarbons, stuff seeping through.  No volunteer clean up. 

S1: the group is all in sync for bus flow – there is a heavy drop off and pick up and taxis.  Need a kiss and ride.  There are 
usually three cabs parked. 

Gene: Nothing under us please – terrorism and freezing pipes.

Scott:  we need to connect the parking to the intermodal and use a canopy for protection. 

Scott: Reviewed the revised S1 – bldg on corner per Cynthia suggestion to escape Platers. 

Number of gates – 6 vs. 12 – need Bill to decide.  Gene will give Don clock sheets but this time of year is light – about 
the same as January. 

Ann: We sometimes hold buses for 20 minutes 

Need to consider loading – staging can be on site or at maintenance facility. 

Local bus – six for expansions. 

Bill:  Need to consider the Hannaford site and its benefit to alleviate traffic congestion/problems. 

Gene then asked the consultants to take a bus tour.  Meeting ended near noon. 

Prepared by: WENDEL DUCHSCHERER 

These meeting minutes represent our understanding of the items discussed and the thoughts expressed. If there are any 
modifications or corrections required to these minutes, please contact our office within ten (10) calendar days. Otherwise, 
these meeting minutes will be considered accurate and complete. 

   

Signed:     Dated:  11/5/07
 Donald E. Gray, AIA, Project Manager 

C: All attendees 
 Joel Brink 
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1.04 
 
 
1.05 
 
1.06 

Site LayoutsSite LayoutsSite LayoutsSite Layouts    
 
Refinements for sites S1, S2, S9 and S11 were reviewed and discussed. 
 
WD will provide constructability cost estimates to assist in the alternatives 
evaluation process. 
 
NYSDOT raised the question of whether we are solving traffic problems or 
building an intermodal? Do we want to get traffic off Kingston streets? 
 
WD to re-verify with FHWA whether they will require a full interchange for site 
S11, or if a ½ interchange is acceptable. 
 
WD will check the Zoning height restrictions/limitations for site S1. 
 
Parking spaces and/or a parking structure should be sized to meet demands; 
however FTA is only willing to pay for those spaces that can be justified for 
transit. 
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2.002.002.002.00    
 
2.01 
 

Public Information MeetingPublic Information MeetingPublic Information MeetingPublic Information Meeting    
 
The format and content for the 1/29/08 Public Information Meeting was reviewed 
and discussed. 
 

3333.00.00.00.00    
 
3.01 

Next Steps:Next Steps:Next Steps:Next Steps:    
 
The 1/29/08 Public Information Meeting 
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1.04 
 

Recap of ActivitiesRecap of ActivitiesRecap of ActivitiesRecap of Activities    
 
In response to certain concerns expressed by its members, the TAC’s requested 
WD to explore a more minimalist program for the Intermodal Facility, requiring 
less purchase of property. 
 
To accomplish this task, it was agreed by the TAC and WD that WD would meet 
one-on-one with the Facility’s transit providers (Trailways, Citibus and UCAT) in a 
series of working sessions to produce acceptable layouts for sites S1, S8 and S11. 
 
These one-on-one working sessions occurred as follows: 
April 23 with Brad Jordan and Dennis Larios (the Plaza owner and his engineer) 
April 24 with Trailways 
May 23 with Citibus, Trailways and UCAT 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to present the results of these working sessions 
and come to agreement as to which two sites should be progressed forward for 
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more detailed three-dimensional study. It was emphasized to the TAC that all the 
site layouts being presented at the meeting had the approval of all three transit 
providers. 
 

2.002.002.002.00    
 
2.01 
 
 
 

Site S1Site S1Site S1Site S1    
 
The revised site layout for S1 was presented. The following major comments from 
the TAC were noted: 
 
� The design, as it moves forward, needs to be practical for commuters. 
� A traffic signal may be needed at the intersection of North Front Street and 

Frog Alley. 
� Traffic and curb improvements will be needed at the intersection of Schwenk 

Drive and Frog Alley. 
� Some of the TAC felt at least a two-level parking structure is needed instead 

of just a surface parking lot. Others of the TAC favored minimal parking on 
site with an emphasis on increasing capacity of the existing Park-and-Ride lot 
neat the Washington Avenue traffic circle. 

 

  

3.003.003.003.00    
 
3.01 
 
 

Site S11Site S11Site S11Site S11    
 
The revised site layout for S11 was presented. The following major comments 
from the TAC were noted: 
 
� The County felt this option relieves regional traffic congestion issues. 
� The City felt this option provided excellent opportunity for future expansion 

and was more pedestrian friendly. 
� The NYSDOT expressed concern over the estimated cost of building an 

interchange to the I-587. This cost is estimated to be in the range of $24-
$30M. In addition to cost, there are also issues of ownership and 
maintenance of the interchange and its associated ramps. 

� Trailways re-stated their previous position that the connection to the I-587 
would need to be a four-way interchange in order for them to move to this 
site.  

� It was recognized that the environmental and funding process associated 
with constructing an interchange to the I-587 would mean it would be a 
considerable time (5-10 years) before an intermodal facility could be 
constructed. 

 
 

 

4444.00.00.00.00    
 
4.01 

Site S8Site S8Site S8Site S8    
 
The revised site layout for S8 was presented. The following major comments from 
the TAC were noted: 
 
� This option would be a catalyst to continue the “urbanization” of the 

Washington Avenue corridor. 
� This option could allow the project to go beyond being just a “bus” facility 

and become a destination, if it included associated development. 
� This site occurs within the Flood Plane, which would require the entire site to 

be raised a minimum of 3’ if it was desired to keep the parking area out of a 
flood event. 

� This would not be very friendly for pedestrians. 
� Some were concerned the intermodal facility would completely dominate the 

street and not be “merchant” friendly. 
� Some questioned whether this site had a high and better use by the Town of 

Ulster. 
� Some expressed concern with the exit onto Sawkill Road. 
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5555.00.00.00.00    
 
5.01 
 
 
 
 
 
5.02 
 
 
 
5.03 

Evaluation/ScoringEvaluation/ScoringEvaluation/ScoringEvaluation/Scoring    
 
WD presented their evaluation and “scoring” of sites S1, S8 and S11. 
Quantitatively, site S8 ranked highest, site S11 placed second, and site S1 was 
third. However, the variance between site S8 and site S1 was only 10%, which 
places them close enough to justify selecting any of these three sites for further 
detailed study.  
 
WD explained that when sites rank this close in their scoring, choosing preferred 
sites becomes a matter of the TAC exercising their best judgment based on all 
the known facts at the present time. 
 
WD emphasized the evaluation and scoring was done by its in-house Public 
Transportation Group, and requires review and comment from the TAC. WD’s 
evaluation and scoring is meant to be a starting point for discussion, with 
feedback from the TAC encouraged and welcomed. 
 

  

6666.00.00.00.00    
    
6.01 
 
 
 
 
 
6.02    

Sites to AdvanceSites to AdvanceSites to AdvanceSites to Advance    
    
The TAC was not able to decide which two sites should be advanced for more 
detailed three-dimensional study. It was acknowledged there are a host of high-
level implications in regard to overall future development, associated and 
adjacent development, impact on the tax roles and tax base, and regional traffic 
issues.  
 
As a result, it was agreed that the top-level decision-makers for each entity 
represented within the TAC needed to be included in the discussion regarding 
which sites to advance for further study. A future meeting with these individuals 
will be scheduled. 
    

  

7777.00.00.00.00    
    
7.01 

Next StepsNext StepsNext StepsNext Steps/Next Meeting/Next Meeting/Next Meeting/Next Meeting    
    
As described in item 6 above, a future meeting will be scheduled in order to 
decide which sites to advance for further study. 
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Ulster County Intermodal Center 
Summary of Conference Call (6/16/08) 

Alternative Site Discussion

Support/Concerns

Site Community Public
Transit

Private
Transit Agencies Comments Next Steps 

Trailways
Kingston - 

Highly
recommended

No issues 

Amount of 
parking

availability of 
adjacent 
parcel

NYSDOT 
Parking – 
suggest
satellite
lot(s)

Site enjoys 
the consensus 
of all parties 

Additional design 
work, monitor 
progress of 

adjacent site 
sale/development

Plaza

Kingston - 
Works well 

provides other 
benefits both 
economic and 
transportation  

No issues Must have 
interchange

NYSDOT 
Interchange

cost,
priority, and 

viability

Interchange
cost a major 

barrier - 
None discussed 

Sawkill/
Washington 

Ave

Ulster(t)
conditional 
support - 
design is 

important,
include private 

uses

No issues Highly
recommended

NYSDOT – 
access I-87 

UCTC – 
gateway

walkability - 
public

comments

Design – 
include

private use 
Floodplain

Additional design 
work, FHWA –

access I-87 
FTA - floodplain 

Additional Discussion:

Other Alternatives:  UCTC raised the issue of other alternatives that should be explored 
or revisited – none suggested. 

Funding: funding currently on the TIP as STP Flex would likely be altered to a mix of 
FTA funding with a local match of 10% 

Lead Agency:  Ulster County will move forward as the project lead with the 
understanding that should either Kingston or Ulster wish to assume that role Ulster 
County would work to ensure that occurs. 

Plaza Site:  Although the Plaza site was not included in additional design work the 
discussion did include reaching out to federal elected officials for the funding needed for 
the interchange 

Park and Ride:  Town of Ulster Officials noted that the property immediately adjacent to 
the park and ride facility at the Roundabout was for sale.  Trailways expressed desire to 
provide transit service to this site if it was expanded. 



Suggested Action Items:

Trailways Site
Additional Design – UCTC/Wendel Duchscherer  
Plater Building Status – City of Kingston taxes, UCTC and City – sales agent follow up  
Satellite Parking – NYSDOT/Trailways – work to define need/location 

Plaza Site
Include/Not Include as alternative in final report – all parties 

Washington Ave/Sawkill Road Site
Additional Design – UCTC/ Wendel Duchscherer  
Floodplain issues FTA – UCTC/Wendel Duchscherer 
Access issues FHWA – NYSDOT and UCTC/Wendel Duchscherer 
Land Owner Contact – Town of Ulster 

Park and Ride Expansion 
Funding Feasibility – NYSDOT 
Landowner Contact – Town of Ulster 
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MEETING NOTES 

140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201  TT  716-688-0766   WW  www.wd-ae.com 
Amherst, New York 14228    FF  716-625-6825 

Project Title: UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility

Date:  January 30, 2007 

Location: Kingston City Hall 

Time: 6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 

Subject: Public Information Meeting #1 

Present: See attached sign in sheets 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the proposed City of Kingston Intermodal Facility with 
the public, update them on the project analysis work performed to-date, and solicit their input. The 
meeting began with a thirty minute presentation, followed by a ninety minute session devoted to 
listening and discussing with the public their comments, ideas and questions. The thirty minute 
presentation, along with the sign in sheets, is attached for reference. 

The following notes are public comments and our responses to those comments may be reviewed 
as follows: 

1. Passenger rail should somehow be a part of the Intermodal Facility. Passenger rail is 
needed in Ulster County. 

Reponse: Due to Amtrak lines being on the other side of the Hudson River,  
passenger rail is not feasible at this point in time. 

2. There should be a connection to the existing Catskill Mountain Railroad. This would also 
provide a historic connection, which is an important element in view of Kingston’s rich 
heritage and history. Additional comments were made suggesting the existing Catskill 
Mountain Railroad right-of-way be considered for a historic trolley service between Uptown 
and the Waterfront. 

Response: Addressing this will be part of the study coordination with the County and  
City in order to determine its feasibility. 

3. Airport connections, especially to Stewart Airport, should be included in the services 
offered by the Intermodal Facility. Airport expansion at Stewart Airport means economic 
development for Ulster County. Stewart Airport as a hub should be a consideration. 

Response: This is primarily an operational issue. A shuttle service between the new  
intermodal facility and Stewart Airport can be provided if so desired by the  
City or County, and the demand exists. The new intermodal facility will be  
designed to accommodate shuttle services. 

4. It was suggested that more regional transit coordination is needed with Dutchess and 
Orange Counties. Based on current routing, it is not possible to get to Dutchess County, 
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Poughkeepsie, the Albany Airport, and some local Retail Malls by bus. The project should 
address this issue. If it is going to be an Intermodal Facility, it should be an intersection of 
services to these locations.  

Response: This is an operational issue that will need to be addressed by the Ulster  
County Transportation Council. 

5. Pedestrian access is very important, and should be graded higher in the list of evaluation 
criteria than #5. 

Response: Pedestrian access is viewed as a very high priority and will be addressed  
as such in all the site circulation plans.  

6. Provide for sufficient expansion space. 

Response: The facility will be designed to include some expansion space. 

7. Provide space for “Flex Cars” (a car sharing program). 

Response: This will be a goal of the facility program. 

8. “Station Cars” (small battery-powered electric cars) should also be considered. Persons 
could possibly use these “Station Cars” for scenic / historic tours. 

Response: This will be considered in future design phases. 

9. Provide for a tie-in between the Intermodal Facility and tourism. 

Response: This will be one of the goals for the new facility and will require City and  
County Operational input. 

10. People must be able to walk to the new Facility. 

Response: We agree. Clear, safe pedestrian access will be provided. 

11. The proposed size of the site (100,000 SF) is too large and difficult for pedestrians to 
safely cross. 

Response: The site will be designed to have multiple “safe zones” in order for  
pedestrians to safely navigate in an around the site. 

12. The new Facility should also spur economic development and be an “Orientation Point”; 
making it easier for people to commute to work and also local and regional attractions.  

Response: The City and County also agree this should be one of the goals of the new  
facility and will include this as part of the overall design considerations. 

13. Talk to the area’s employers in order to determine who goes where, and why. 
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Response: We will attempt to gather this type of information as we conduct our  
program interviews. 

14. Can / should the current site of the uptown parking garage be considered? Is it a viable 
site? (Some of the individuals present believed it should be considered.) 

Response: We will discuss this possibility with the County and City. 

15. It was recommended to consider combining the existing Platers Factory site with the 
current Trailways site in order to accommodate the proposed program. It was 
acknowledged that the current scope of work provides for analyzing the current Trailways 
site as one of the potential locations for the new Intermodal Facility. 

Response: We will consider doing this during our design analysis for the existing 
Trailways site. 

16. This project is an opportunity for architectural enhancement.  This should be stated as an 
objective of the study / project. 

Response: The County and City have directed that the architectural design be an  
enhancement to the region. 

17. Traffic on Washington Avenue is currently problematic, and locating the new Intermodal 
Facility on Washington Avenue would make it worse.  Consider locations adjacent to the I-
587 along with providing direct access (such as ramps) to the new Facility. Think of this as 
a larger solution. 

Response: This will be considered during the preferred location analysis. 

18. One of the attendees suggested the following locations be considered for the new 
Intermodal Facility: 

a. The Ames Store (currently vacant) area of Kingston Plaza with access from 
Schwenk Drive 

b. The intersection of the I-587 and Broadway, in the Dominos Pizza Shop area, 
especially if a new roundabout may be constructed at this intersection 

c. The east end of Kingston Plaza, near the baseball field 

 Response: These locations will be considered during the preferred location analysis. 

19. Shuttle service to the area’s Retail Malls is needed. 

Response: This is an operational issue for the area’s transit providers to consider. 

20. Location of the Facility in proximity to other services should be considered when selecting 
a site. It was also requested the following services be included in the new Facility: 

a. Newspaper stand 
b. Information desk (information, not entertainment, is what is important) 
c. Automated phone access to services such as rental cars, hotels, etc. 
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 Response: These items will be considered for inclusion in the facility’s program. 

21. Determine the number of people the new Facility will serve.  

Response: This will be done qualitatively during the course of the study. 

22. The area’s history, including the National Register / Historic Districts, is an important 
consideration. This should be a criteria in the site selection process. 

Response: This will be taken into consideration. 

23. The question was posed of how much the study would cost and who would be responsible 
for paying for it.  

Response: $75,000. The study is being funded by Ulster County through Federal 
Grants. 

24. The question was posed if congestion in the region was being looked at and what is being 
done about it. 

Response: This will be analyzed, but the regional solution to this will likely fall outside  
the scope of this study. 

25. There was a suggestion that grocery shopping should be a consideration when siting an 
intermodal facility. 

Response: This will be one of many factors to be considered during the preferred
location analysis. 

The County also emphasized the current study and analysis for the new Intermodal Facility is 
taking a wholistic approach, and is being done in coordination with other planning and study efforts. 
Specifically mentioned were the two Washington Avenue Studies (one for the Town of Ulster and 
one for the City of Kingston), the consideration of a roundabout at the Broadway / I-587 
intersection, and the street direction study for the historic district south of Front Street. 

In conclusion, contact information was given to the public in order for them to obtain further 
information or submit additional comments.  

Prepared by: 
Wendel Duchscherer Architects & Engineers PC 

Donald E. Gray, AIA 
Project Manager 



    

   UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility 
   Public Information Meeting #1 
   January 30, 2007 

Page 5 of 5 

cc: Technical Advisory Committee 
 File 
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City of Kingston Intermodal Facility City of Kingston Intermodal Facility 
Site Location and Conceptual Design AnalysisSite Location and Conceptual Design Analysis
Information Meeting, September 25Information Meeting, September 25thth, 2007, 2007

� Introductions and Opening Remarks
� Project Description & History 
� What Do They Look Like?
� Draft Program Elements
� Evaluation Criteria
� Schedule
� Preliminary Location Studies
� Public Comment / Input
� Concluding Remarks/Next Steps 

AGENDA  

Transit Advisory Committee
� Dennis Doyle Ulster County Planning Board
� William Tobin Ulster County Transportation 

Council (UCTC)
� Joel Brink Town of Ulster - Councilman
� Stephen Finkle City of Kingston
� Toni Roser Citibus
� Cynthia Ruiz UCAT 
� Mark Boungard Trailways
� David Markowitz NYSDOT
� Russell Robbins NYSDOT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

� UCTC “2030 Long Range Transportation Plan”
and “Ulster County Fixed Route Public 
Transportation Coordination and Intermodal 
Opportunities Analysis” recommended a new 
Intermodal Facility in Kingston.

� The intent is to create a Facility that will serve 
intercity bus operations and the local public 
transit service. It will be the central transfer 
point between all transportation modes and 
users, including buses, pedestrians, bicyclists, 
taxi cabs, Kiss & Ride users and shuttle 
services.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION & HISTORY
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION & HISTORY

� In 2006, Wendel Duchscherer was selected by the 
County to perform a location study for the new 
Intermodal Center. 

� Currently this study is in a “fact finding” and 
“exploration” mode, in order to identify potential 
locations for the Intermodal Center. 

� Public comments and input are part of the process 
and important to the project’s success. 

� No decisions have been made!

� The entire process is governed by federal 
requirements – The Federal Transit Association and 
the Federal Highway Administration.

Why a New Intermodal Center?
� Enhance the public’s mobility and access 

throughout the City, County and surrounding 
region.

� Significant amount of people depend on public 
transportation as their only available option.

� Safety and Protection

� Economic Drivers

� Urban Centers/People Places 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE?

Racine Intermodal Transportation Facility
Racine, Wisconsin 

WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE? 

Kalamazoo Transportation Center
Kalamazoo, MI
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WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE? 

Interurban Transit Partnership
Grand Rapids, Michigan 

� Building
� CitiBus Offices
� Trailways Offices
� Ticket Counters/Sales
� Waiting Area
� Restrooms
� Package Area
� Passenger Amenities
� Approximate Total Building 9,500 Square Feet 

� Site
� CitiBus, UCAT and Trailways Bus Slips,  

Customer and staff parking, Taxi, Bicycle, etc. 

Approximate Total Site 100,000 Square Feet

� Total Current Draft Program 109,500 Square Feet
(2.5 Acres, Approx.)

DRAFT PROGRAM ELEMENTS

EVALUATION CRITERIA

KINGSTON INTERMODAL FACILITY
Alternative Evaluation Criteria

Assigned Weight (Proportional Importance)

CRITERIA
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On-site transit operations 10 15 10 14 15 15 79 13.2 4

Vehicle access 15 10 10 21 15 10 81 13.5 3

On-site pedestrian access 10 10 15 9 0 7 51 8.5 5

Viable infrastructure 5 5 10 6 5 10 41 6.8 7

Environmental issues 10 5 5 5 5 10 40 6.7 8

Compatibility w/ strategic plans 5 5 5 3 0 5 23 3.8 10

Intermodal connectivity 20 20 15 16 25 20 116 19.3 1

Construction readiness 0 0 5 4 0 3 12 2.0 11

Community Impact 10 10 10 3 0 10 43 7.2 6

Enhances image of transportation 10 5 5 2 5 0 27 4.5 9

Parking 5 15 10 17 30 10 87 14.5 2

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 0

ESTIMATED SCHEDULE

� LOCATION STUDY COMPLETED: SPRING 2008

� ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 2010-2011

� FINAL DESIGN COMPLETED/
START OF CONSTRUCTION: 2012
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PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDY

STUDY STUDY STUDY STUDY 
AREAAREAAREAAREA

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDY PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDY
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PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDY PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDY

PUBLIC COMMENT / INPUT 

� What Issues are important to YOU?
� What elements/amenities should be included in 

the Intermodal Facility?
� What should be considered in deciding where 

to locate the Intermodal Facility?
� Safety Issues
� Aesthetics Issues

CONCLUDING REMARKS / NEXT STEPS 

� Evaluation of Public Comments and Input

� Continue Site Location Analysis

� Schedule Additional Public Information 
Meetings

� Recommend Preferred Site and Develop 
Concept Design
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Contact Information

For more information, please call the Ulster County 
Transportation Council at 845.340.3340 or visit 
www.co.ulster.ny.us/planning/tran.html

Please submit additional comments in writing to
Ulster County Transportation Council 
c/o: Bill Tobin
244 Fair Street
PO Box 1800
Kingston, NY 12402-1800
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us

APPENDIX PRINCIPLES OF INTERMODALISM
What is it?

Intermodal¹ are those issues or activities 
which involve or affect more than one mode of 
transportation connections, choices, 
cooperation and coordination of various 
modes. (syn multimodal) 

¹ American Public Transportation Association, “ Public Transportation Face Book,” February 2003

in·ter·mod·al
Pronunciation: in’ter-m�dl
Function: adjective Date: 1963
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PRINCIPLES OF INTERMODALISM
Planning Issues

Access Service Comfort

Informing Preparation Schedule Clarity

Transfer Multi-modal Connection Direction

Waiting Enclosure Support Furnishings

Boarding Queuing Flexibility Environment

Movement Separation Control Protection

PASSENGER

Tr
an
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t A
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iv
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es

PRINCIPLES OF INTERMODALISM
Planning Issues

EXPERIENCE 

Petersburg Multi-Modal Transit Center
Petersburg, VA



MEETING NOTES 

140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201  TT  716-688-0766   WW  www.wd-ae.com 
Amherst, New York 14228    FF  716-625-6825 

Project Title: UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility

Date:  September 25, 2007 

Location: Kingston City Hall 

Subject: Public Information Meeting for Potentially Affected Property Owners 

Time: 10:00am

Present: See attached sign in sheets 

This public information meeting included a specific outreach effort to all the potentially affected 
property owners. An invitation and project description was mailed to these property owners prior to 
the meeting. A list of the owners contacted and copies of the information mailed to them are 
included in the project documentation and files.  

The meeting began with introductions of all attendees. Then, on behalf of the County, City and 
TAC, WD gave a presentation describing the new Kingston Intermodal project.  

The presentation recounted the history of the project from it’s inception until the date of the 
meeting, and described the sites which the current study has identified as the most viable locations 
for the new Intermodal Facility. The presentation, along with the sign in sheets, is attached for 
reference. 

The following notes are comments made by the potentially affected property owners and our 
responses to those comments may be reviewed as follows: 

1. The current and future owners of the Diner (Mr. George Georjio and son-in-law) expressed  
concern about how their business would be affected by the significant number of cars  
associated with the new Intermodal Facility. 

Response: Every effort will be made to separate the parking and traffic flow for the  
cars of the diner and intermodal facility. 

2. The owners of the Diner and Trailways have a good working relationship. However, at  
times, patrons of the existing Trailways service park in the Diner parking lot, and must be  
towed.

 Response: The owners of the Diner were assured the County and the City wants to  
partner with them regarding the design of the new Facility and is not intent  
on taking their property. They were also assured the City and County care  
about their business and want to see them do well. 

The owners of the Diner expressed their willingness “to go through the 
steps” with the County and City as the project progresses, as long as they 
are consistently able to participate in the process. They also expressed the 
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desire to see adequate parking provided for the new Intermodal in such a 
way as to not impact their business. 

3. Mr. Peter Mathews recommended the Utility Platers property should be part of the site of  
the new Intermodal Facility. Environmentally cleaning-up the Utility Platers site would be  
good for the City and the adjacent property owners. It was recommended the project  
investigate potential funding sources for the environmental clean-up costs. All property  
owners present, including Trailways, agreed with these comments.

 Response: If the intermodal facility is located at the existing Trailways site, the project  
will strongly consider including the Utility Platers site and its remediation. 

4. Nina Chung, who is the FTA’s planning representative for the project, is also the FTA’s 
“Brownfield” Planner. 

 Response: None required.

5. Mr. Mathews also expressed a concern regarding the potential for the project to take  
property off the tax roles. He recommended the project find ways to keep the affected 
properties on the tax roles.

 Response: The City and County understand and share the same concern and will  
work to make the project impact on tax revenue as minimal as possible. 

6. The owner of the property at the southeast corner of Washington and Schwenk (Mr. Robert  
Boehing) stated he would be willing to discuss making his property available for the project.  
The building currently on the property is occupied by a medical imaging service (MRI), and  
their lease will be running out soon. He felt this location would provide the “Gateway  
Image” desired by the County and City. 

Response: The design team will evaluate this availability and potentially explore  
options that would include locating the intermodal facility in this location. 

7. The owners of Esposito’s Dry Cleaners and Tuxedo Shop (Mr. Peter J. Esposito and Mr.  
Peter J. Esposito, Jr.) also indicated they were willing to consider making their property 
available for the project. The person currently renting the property has the first option to 
purchase the property, but the owners feel some arrangement could be worked out.

 Response: Similar response to #6 above. 

8. The Tuxedo Shop would need to be relocated. A suggestion was made that there may be 
room in the Kingston Plaza.

 Response: This is understood. It is not clear at this time if this relocation would be part  
of the project scope. 

9. The current project schedule envisions making a recommendation for a preferred site in  
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2008, followed by an Environmental Assessment or Impact Statement, with construction 
starting in 2012 at the earliest.

 Response: None required. 

10. The project sponsor has not yet been formally identified.  

 Response: None required. 

The property Owners of the Imaging Center at the corner of Washington and Schwenk and the 
Dry Cleaners / Tuxedo Shop on Frog Alley stated they are open to the idea of their property 
being acquired to construct the Intermodal Facility. 

The owners of the Diner property stated they are willing to partner with the project and view the 
construction of the new Intermodal Facility as a positive thing for their business, but need to see 
more of the detailed design before making specific commitments and/or decisions. 

Future meetings with the public and potentially affected property owners will be scheduled.

Prepared by: 
Wendel Duchscherer Architects & Engineers PC 

Donald E. Gray, AIA 
Project Manager 

cc: Technical Advisory Committee 
 File 
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City of Kingston Intermodal Facility City of Kingston Intermodal Facility 
Site Location and Conceptual Design AnalysisSite Location and Conceptual Design Analysis
Information Meeting, January 29, 2008Information Meeting, January 29, 2008

� Introductions and Opening Remarks
� Project Description & History 
� What Do They Look Like?
� Program Elements
� Estimated Schedule
� Preliminary Location Studies
� Evaluation Criteria and Recommendations
� Public Comment / Input
� Concluding Remarks/Next Steps 

AGENDA  

Transit Advisory Committee
� Dennis Doyle Ulster County Planning Board
� William Tobin Ulster County Transportation 

Council (UCTC)
� Joel Brink Town of Ulster - Councilman
� Stephen Finkle City of Kingston
� Toni Roser Citibus
� Cynthia Ruiz UCAT 
� Mark Boungard Trailways
� David Markowitz NYSDOT
� Richard Peters NYSDOT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

� UCTC “2030 Long Range Transportation Plan”
and “Ulster County Fixed Route Public 
Transportation Coordination and Intermodal 
Opportunities Analysis” recommended a new 
Intermodal Facility in Kingston.

� The intent is to create a Facility that will serve 
intercity bus operations and the local public 
transit service. It will be the central transfer 
point between all transportation modes and 
users, including buses, pedestrians, bicyclists, 
taxi cabs, Kiss & Ride users and shuttle 
services.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION & HISTORY
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION & HISTORY

� In 2006, Wendel Duchscherer was selected by the County to 
perform a location study for the new Intermodal Center. 

� This study went through a “fact finding” and “exploration”
mode, in order to identify potential locations for the 
Intermodal Center. 

� Public comments and input are part of the process and 
important to the project’s success.  Two Public Information 
Meetings held to date:
�January 30, 2007
�September 25, 2007

� The entire process is governed by federal requirements – The 
Federal Transit Association and the Federal Highway 
Administration.

� We are here today to present our recommendations for the 
preferred sites.

Why a New Intermodal Center?
� Enhance the public’s mobility and access 

throughout the City, County and surrounding 
region.

� Significant amount of people depend on public 
transportation as their only available option.

� Safety and Protection

� Economic Drivers

� Urban Centers/People Places 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY

WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE?

Racine Intermodal Transportation Facility
Racine, Wisconsin 

WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE? 

Kalamazoo Transportation Center
Kalamazoo, MI
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WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE? 

Interurban Transit Partnership
Grand Rapids, Michigan 

WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE? 

Fredericksburg Regional Transit Station
Fredericksburg, VA 

WHAT DO THEY LOOK LIKE? 

Niagara Falls Transportation Center
Niagara Falls, NY 

� Building
� CitiBus Offices
� Trailways Offices
� Ticket Counters/Sales
� Waiting Area
� Restrooms
� Package Area
� Passenger Amenities
� Approximate Total Building 9,500 Square Feet 

� Site
� CitiBus, UCAT and Trailways Bus Slips,  

Customer and staff parking, Taxi, Bicycle, etc. 

Approximate Total Site 100,000 Square Feet

� Total Current Draft Program 109,500 Square Feet
(2.5 Acres, Approx.)

PROGRAM ELEMENTS
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ESTIMATED SCHEDULE

� LOCATION STUDY COMPLETED: SPRING 2008

� ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT/
ANALYSIS COMPLETED: 2010-2011

� FINAL DESIGN COMPLETED/
START OF CONSTRUCTION: 2012

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES

STUDY STUDY STUDY STUDY 
AREAAREAAREAAREA

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES
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PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS

KINGSTON INTERMODAL FACILITY
Alternative Evaluation Criteria

Assigned Weight (Proportional Importance)

CRITERIA
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On-site transit operations 10 15 10 14 15 15 79 13.2 4

Vehicle access 15 10 10 21 15 10 81 13.5 3

On-site pedestrian access 10 10 15 9 0 7 51 8.5 5

Viable infrastructure 5 5 10 6 5 10 41 6.8 7

Environmental issues 10 5 5 5 5 10 40 6.7 8

Compatibility w/ strategic plans 5 5 5 3 0 5 23 3.8 10

Intermodal connectivity 20 20 15 16 25 20 116 19.3 1

Construction readiness 0 0 5 4 0 3 12 2.0 11

Community Impact 10 10 10 3 0 10 43 7.2 6

Enhances image of transportation 10 5 5 2 5 0 27 4.5 9

Parking 5 15 10 17 30 10 87 14.5 2

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 0
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Analysis of the potential sites according to the evaluation 
criteria revealed the existing Trailways and Kingston 
Plaza sites rank higher than the former Sheriff's Office 
and Visitor Center sites. 

Therefore, it is recommended the existing Trailways and 
Kingston Plaza sites be carried forward for further study. 

PUBLIC COMMENT / INPUT 

� What Issues are important to YOU?
� What elements/amenities should be included in 

the Intermodal Facility?
� What should be considered in deciding the 

final location of the Intermodal Facility?
� Safety Issues
� Aesthetics Issues

CONCLUDING REMARKS / NEXT STEPS 

� Evaluation of Public Comments and Input

� Develop the Conceptual Design for the 
Two Highest Ranked Sites

� Schedule a future Public Information 
Meeting

� Recommend a Preferred Site

Contact Information

For more information, please call the Ulster County 
Transportation Council at 845.340.3340 or visit 
www.co.ulster.ny.us/planning/tran.html

Please submit additional comments in writing to
Ulster County Transportation Council 
c/o: Bill Tobin
244 Fair Street
PO Box 1800
Kingston, NY 12402-1800
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us
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APPENDIX

PRINCIPLES OF INTERMODALISM
What is it?

Intermodal¹ are those issues or activities 
which involve or affect more than one mode of 
transportation connections, choices, 
cooperation and coordination of various 
modes. (syn multimodal) 

¹ American Public Transportation Association, “ Public Transportation Face Book,” February 2003

in·ter·mod·al
Pronunciation: in’ter-m�dl
Function: adjective Date: 1963

PRINCIPLES OF INTERMODALISM
Planning Issues
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Access Service Comfort

Informing Preparation Schedule Clarity

Transfer Multi-modal Connection Direction

Waiting Enclosure Support Furnishings

Boarding Queuing Flexibility Environment

Movement Separation Control Protection

PASSENGER

Tr
an

si
t A

ct
iv

iti
es

PRINCIPLES OF INTERMODALISM
Planning Issues

EXPERIENCE 

Petersburg Multi-Modal Transit Center
Petersburg, VA

EXPERIENCE 

Niagara Falls Transportation Center
Niagara Falls, NY

EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS

EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the foregoing evaluations, it is 
recommended the existing Trailways and 
Kingston Plaza sites be carried forward for 
future study. 

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES



MEETING NOTES 

140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201  TT  716-688-0766   WW  www.wd-ae.com 
Amherst, New York 14228    FF  716-625-6825 

Project Title: UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility

Date:  January 29, 2008 

Location: Kingston City Hall 

Time: 6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 

Subject: Public Information Meeting #3 

Present: See attached sign in sheets 

The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the proposed City of Kingston Intermodal Facility with 
the public, update them on the project analysis work performed to-date, and solicit their input. The 
meeting began with a thirty minute presentation, followed by a ninety minute session devoted to 
listening and discussing with the public their comments, ideas and questions. The thirty minute 
presentation, along with the sign in sheets, is attached for reference. 

The following notes are public comments and our responses to those comments may be reviewed 
as follows: 

1. Provide the minimum number of parking spaces and encourage the use of public 
transportation. 

Response: The goal is to provide the appropriate amount of parking spaces to support the 
Intermodal Facility and encourage its use. 

2. Is covered parking and/or a parking structure being provided and/or considered? 

Response: Covered parking will not be provided if only a surface parking lot is 
recommended. The need for a parking structure is being evaluated. No final determination 
has been made at this time. 

3. Try to incorporate photovoltaics and other sustainable design principles. A zero Carbon 
footprint is the goal all facilities should strive to achieve. A green roof may not be 
appropriate for this facility. 

Response: While this study is not performing detailed design, Ulster County has adopted a 
resolution requiring that any new public buildings be designed and constructed to achieve 
a minimum rating of LEED Silver. That will be the goal for this project when it proceeds into 
detailed design and construction. 

4. The site layout for option S1 helps the Stockade District parking issues. 

 Response: Agreed. 
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5. The low elevation of some of the property in the S11 option may be problematic and prone 
to flooding. 

Response: While admittedly some of the areas of the property comprising option S11 may 
be somewhat low, it is important to note that none of the property within site S11 is in a 
floodplain. If this option were to be identified as the preferred site, the detailed design 
would address the required technical issues in order to avoid flooding or ponding of water 
on site. 

6. One of the positive items about option S8 is the elimination of the filling (gas) station. 

 Response: None required. 

7. Option S1 is still close enough to the existing rail lines to be viable and should not fall out 
of consideration because the rail lines are not immediately adjacent. 

 Response: Agreed. 

8. It is important to protect the integrity of Stockade Historic District. 

 Response: Agreed. 

9. Option S9 is not close enough to the existing rail lines to be able to make a viable rail 
corridor connection. 

Response: It is acknowledged that a rail connection from option S9 to the existing rail lines 
across Washington Avenue is not convenient. It is also important to note that the form of 
any future service in this existing rail corridor is presently undetermined, so it is difficult to 
assess this impact. 

10. Consider rubber rail trolleys for tours of the Stockade and Roundout Districts.  

Response: This is part of a larger operational picture that must be explored by the County 
and City. 

11. Some of these options require property acquisition. Is availability of these properties an 
issue? Early property acquisition is an important discussion to have early in the process.  

Response: Outreach efforts have been made to talk with property owners of the potentially 
affected parcels. Many of these owners have expressed a desire to consider making their 
properties available or have said outright that they are available. Early property acquisition 
will be part of future discussions once a preferred site has been identified. 

12. Is FTA funding still available or is it depleted? 

Response: Yes, FTA funding is still available for this project. It is not expected that FTA 
funding for intermodal projects will be depleted in the foreseeable future. 
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Prepared by: 
Wendel Duchscherer Architects & Engineers PC 

Donald E. Gray, AIA 
Project Manager 

cc: Technical Advisory Committee 
 File 
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Wednesday, July 23, 2008

Information Meeting, September 23, 2008

 
 
 
 

Introductions and Opening Remarks
Project Description & History 
Preliminary Location Studies
Evaluation Criteria and Recommendations
Conceptual Designs (Site 1 and 8)
Recent Developments
Public Comment / Input
Concluding Remarks/Next Steps 
Contact Information 

AGENDA  

 
 
 
 
 



CONTACT INFORMATION
The Draft Final City of Kingston Area Intermodal Facility Site Location and  
Conceptual Design Analysis Report is now available on-line :

www.co.ulster.ny.us/planning/intermodal.html

A hard copy will be available for public review at the following locations:
UCAT Headquarters, 1 Danny Circle, Kingston
Citibus Headquarters, 17 Hoffman Street
UC Planning Department, 3rd Floor, 244 Fair Street, Kingston  

A public comment period has commenced and closes Friday, October 3, 
2008.

Please submit additional comments in writing to:
Ulster County Transportation Council 
c/o: Bill Tobin
244 Fair Street
PO Box 1800
Kingston, NY 12402-1800
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us
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Wednesday, July 23, 2008

Information Meeting, September 23, 2008

� Introductions and Opening Remarks

� Project Description & History 

� Preliminary Location Studies

� Evaluation Criteria and Recommendations

� Conceptual Designs (Site 1 and 8)

� Recent Developments

� Public Comment / Input

� Concluding Remarks/Next Steps 

� Contact Information 

AGENDA  
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� UCTC “2030 Long Range Transportation Plan” and “Ulst er 

County Fixed Route Public Transportation Coordinati on 

and Intermodal Opportunities Analysis” recommended a  

new Intermodal Facility in Kingston.

� The intent is to create a Facility that will serve intercity bus

operations and the local public transit service. It  will be the 

central transfer point between all transportation m odes and 

users, including buses, pedestrians, bicyclists, ta xi cabs, 

Kiss & Ride users and shuttle services.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION & HISTORY

Why a New Intermodal Center?

� Enhance the public’s mobility and access throughout  the 

City, County and surrounding region.

� Significant amount of people depend on public 

transportation as their only available option.

� Safety and Protection

� Economic Drivers

� Urban Centers/People Places 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY



3

PROJECT DESCRIPTION & HISTORY

� In 2006, Wendel Duchscherer was selected by the Cou nty to perform a 
location study for the new Intermodal Center. 

� The draft version of this study is now complete and  available for 
public review and comment. 

� Public comments and input are part of the process a nd important to 
the project’s success.  Three Public Information Me etings held to 
date:

January 30, 2007
September 25, 2007
January 29, 2008

� The entire process is governed by federal requireme nts – The Federal 
Transit Association and the Federal Highway Adminis tration.

� We are here today to present the study’s conclusion s and 
recommendations.

Transit Advisory Committee

� Dennis Doyle Ulster County Planning Board

� William Tobin Ulster County Transportation Council (UCTC)

� Joel Brink Town of Ulster - Councilman

� Stephen Finkle City of Kingston

� Toni Roser Citibus

� Cynthia Ruiz UCAT 

� Mark Boungard Trailways

� David Markowitz NYSDOT

� Richard Peters NYSDOT

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY
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� Building - Approximate Total Building 9,500 Square F eet 

CitiBus Offices
Trailways Offices
Ticket Counters/Sales
Waiting Area
Restrooms
Package Area
Passenger Amenities

� Site - Approximate Total Site 100,000 Square Feet

CitiBus, UCAT and Trailways Bus Slips,  Customer an d staff 
parking, Taxi, Bicycle, etc. 

Total Current Draft Program: 109,500 Square Feet
(2.5 Acres, Approx.)

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES
PROGRAM ELEMENTS

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES
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PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES

WKNYS16

Broadway and I-587 between Sandy Rd. and Powell Lane S15

Uptown Parking GarageS14

Dock Street Assoc. site, North of I-587S13

Lily Pond of KingstonS12

Hannaford Plaza – East endS11

Undeveloped site south of Trailways Maintenance ShopS10

Existing Visitors CenterS9

Washington Ave./Sawkill Rd.S8

Vehicle Repair shop at N.E. intersection of I-587 and Sawkill Rd.S7

Field at N.E. intersection of I-587 and Sawkill Rd.S6

Undeveloped SiteS5

Vacant site south of I-587 between Sandy Rd. and Esopus CreekS4

Hannaford Plaza – West end               S3

Former Sheriff’s Office and car dealership                                     S2

Existing Terminal with Platers CompanyS1

Site LocationSite Designation

PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES
EVALUATION CRITERIA

100100100100100100Total

214.58710301710155Parking

94.5270525510
Enhances image of 
transportation

67.2431003101010Community Impact

112.012304500Construction readiness

119.3116202516152020Intermodal connectivity

103.823503555
Compatibility w/ strategic 
plans

86.74010555510Environmental issues

76.84110561055Viable infrastructure

58.551709151010On-site pedestrian access

313.581101521101015Vehicle access

413.279151514101510On-site transit operations

RankAverageTotals
Ulster 

County 
Planning

TrailwaysUCATNYSDOT
City of 

Kingston
CitibusCRITERIA

Assigned Weight (Proportional Importance)

ALTERNATIVE  EVALUATION  CRITERIA 
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S1 Opt 3 Rev 1 : WASHINGTON AVE. & FRONT ST. SITE

S2 Opt 2 : SCHWENK DRIVE SITE
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S9 Opt 3: WASHINGTON AVE. SITE

S11 Opt 5 : HANNAFORD PLAZA SITE
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PRELIMINARY LOCATION STUDIES

� At this point in the study, the site on Washington Avenue at 

Sawkill Road, which had been eliminated as an option  due 

to another development project, came back into 

consideration.

S8: WASHINGTON AVE. SITE
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EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS

� The scores for the Trailways, Plaza and Washington 

Ave./Sawkill Rd. sites are close enough for all to b e 

considered viable locations for the Intermodal Faci lity.

213RANKING

387.94389.16350.96TOTAL SITE PERFORMANCE

Site No. 11 -
Plaza (East 

End)

Site No. 8 -
Washington 

Ave Site

Site No. 1 -
Existing 
Terminal

5=Excellent; 4=Good; 3=Fair; 2=Poor; 1=Bad

WEIGHT/SITES

Kingston Intermodal Facility

Comprehensive Alternative Evaluation Matrix

EVALUATION CRITERIA AND RECOMMENDATIONS

� Though a strong contender, the costs and time assoc iated 

with constructing access and exit ramps to the I-58 7 led the 

TAC to recommend that the Trailways and Washington 

Ave./Sawkill Rd. sites be advanced for further study .
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� Building Character/Materials

� Historical Content

� Safety and Security

� Daylighting/Site Lighting

� Sustainable Design Initiatives

� Relevant Site Connections

� Green Spaces/Public Spaces

� Accessibility

� Amenities

� Wayfinding

� Details

� Public Art

� Other Relevant Local  

Knowledge

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

DISCUSSION ITEMS

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN
SUSTAINABILITY

� Green Roof / Cisterns (storm water mitigation)

� Daylighting

� Photovoltaics

� Recycled content materials

� Low emitting materials

� Bicycle Storage

� Smart cars

� Heat island mitigation (trees)

� Natural ventilation/operable windows
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S1
EXISTING TRAILWAYS SITE – WASHINGTON AND N. FRONT
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S8
WASHINGTON AVENUE / SAWKILL ROAD

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S8
WASHINGTON AVENUE / SAWKILL ROAD
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S8
WASHINGTON AVENUE / SAWKILL ROAD

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S8
WASHINGTON AVENUE / SAWKILL ROAD
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CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S8
WASHINGTON AVENUE / SAWKILL ROAD

CONCEPTUAL DESIGN  - SITE S8
WASHINGTON AVENUE / SAWKILL ROAD
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RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

� Proposed CVS development adjacent to Trailways site

� Renewed interest in the former Uptown parking garag e 
site

PUBLIC COMMENT / INPUT 

� What Issues are important to YOU?

� What elements/amenities should be included in the 
Intermodal Facility?

� What should be considered in deciding the final 
location of the Intermodal Facility?

� Safety Issues

� Aesthetics Issues
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COMMENTS, QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

CONCLUDING REMARKS / NEXT STEPS 

� Evaluation of Public Comments and Input

� Finalize Location Study Report and Recommendations

� Begin the Next Phase - Environmental Analysis Proces s

� Continue Public Input Process

� Recommend a Preferred Site and Building Design
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CONTACT INFORMATION
� The Draft Final City of Kingston Area Intermodal Fa cility Site Location and  

Conceptual Design Analysis Report is now available on-line :
www.co.ulster.ny.us/planning/intermodal.html

� A hard copy will be available for public review at the following locations:

UCAT Headquarters, 1 Danny Circle, Kingston
Citibus Headquarters, 17 Hoffman Street
UC Planning Department, 3rd Floor, 244 Fair Street,  Kingston  

� A public comment period has commenced and closes Fr iday, October 3, 
2008.

� Please submit additional comments in writing to:
Ulster County Transportation Council 
c/o: Bill Tobin
244 Fair Street
PO Box 1800
Kingston, NY 12402-1800
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us



 
 

MEETING NOTES 
 
 

140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201  T  716-688-0766   W  www.wd-ae.com 
Amherst, New York 14228    F  716-625-6825 

Project Title: UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility 
 
Date:  September 23, 2008 
 
Location: Kingston City Hall 
 
Time: 5:30 PM – 8:00 PM 
  
Subject: Public Information Meeting #3 
 
Present: See attached sign in sheets 
 
 
The purpose of this meeting was to discuss the proposed City of Kingston Intermodal Facility with 
the public, update them on the project analysis work performed to-date, and solicit their input. The 
meeting began with a thirty minute presentation, followed by a ninety minute session devoted to 
listening and discussing with the public their comments, ideas and questions. The thirty minute 
presentation, along with the sign in sheets, is attached for reference. 
 
Introductions, description of the project and its history, along with many thanks and appreciated 
was presented by Dennis Doyle. In the Mayor’s absence, Steve Finkle read a letter from Mayor 
Sottile, and expressed his thanks and appreciation. 
 
Don Gray introduced project consultants, team, & TAC members present. He presented the 
PowerPoint slides showing preliminary sites, site selection evaluation and scoring, and recent 
project developments. Dave Zeilinski presented the conceptual designs, ideas and massing 
studies. 
 
The following notes are a summary of the public discussion and comment session: 
 
 
1. How is this project being funded? 
 

Response: Federally funded (highway & transit) 
 
2. What is the project budget?  
 

Response: $10 mil. Feds fund 80%, County 10% and City 10%. Property can be used  
as a match 

 
3. Site S8 – Although it is in a flood plain and the building will be raised, what about buses & 

roadways which will still be in the flood plain? 
 
4. Some feelings that the location of S8 in Ulster is too far out. How will we get people from 

Ulster to downtown Kingston (i.e. Hannaford’s)?  
 

Response: Downtown Kingston (i.e. Hannaford’s) is presently a stop on the bus route.  
The plaza will remain a hub and location S8 allows for sidewalk and bridge  
improvements for pedestrians and bicyclists.  
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5. Why aren’t we looking at the Uptown garage site if the Mayor agrees it would be a good 

site as well? 
 

Response: If that site warrants a further look the City will do so, however at the time 
the Uptown site was not available. 

 
6. General disappointment in this site selection process considering one of the two proposed 

sites is located in a flood plain, which is not mentioned in detail in the Draft Report. 
 
7. General feelings that Site S8 is not pedestrian friendly and currently a tourism center does 

not exist, why is one being shown in the conceptual designs? 
 
8. General feelings that the consultant is driving site S8, renderings do not show Kingston’s 

architectural history, drawings and site plans don’t reflect what the report states, and 
recommendation that the team should incorporate current studies into the report and 
process. 

 
9. Minority Leader on the Common Council suggested the renderings look like a glass 

menagerie that needs historic details. Also suggested the current Trailways site is not safe 
for pedestrians and foot traffic due to traffic circle. 

 
Response:  This is a preliminary massing study to vet what the needs are and what will  

fit all in accordance with cost and time. The actual facility would be 
designed with Kingston historic architecture in mind and would fit in with its 
surroundings. (Referenced historic design of another WD project in 
Kalamazoo) 

 
10. What is the timeframe of the project, when can we get a shovel in the ground? 
 

Response: Federal fiscal year 2010 construction is proposed to begin. An approx.  
completion date is 2 years after start date.  

 
11. Is the CVS site potentially being considered? 
 
 Response: An earlier study on this site has already been done. We do have a site  

drawing, however the CVS site determined it did not represent long term 
sustainability like S1 would. 

 
12. Are commercial properties out of the question within the intermodal? 
  
 Response: Feds funds only so much commercial space. We do have rental  

space/office space within the facility and marketing will be done for  
private/public ownership. 

 
13. Designer attendee suggested bridging the two sites together for space purposes and to link  

everything. 
 
Response: The intent of this facility is to save space, not increase it. 
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14. Burt questioned the project decision group and suggested more involvement by potential  

users of the facility to get well-rounded decisions. Suggested S11 was a great site and why 
not continue to build on a great site. Encouraged the group to look for solutions and 
stressed the importance of the railroad and its role in the future. 
 
Response: Site S11 was ruled out of consideration due to cost and time. Local agents  

would need a champion to fund this site. 
 
 
Dennis reiterated the purpose of this meeting and what the team is looking for from the public. He 
posed the question “Is there a need for this type of facility?” The general consensus was yes. 
Dennis also spoke about the Uptown site and reason it was decided this was not a functional site 
due to the fact City & County did not think about closing streets and acquiring several properties 
and there is just simply not enough room. 
 
 
15. The flood plain should be of more importance and reconsidered in this study, as well as  

new developments should be combined into one comprehensive report. 
 
 Response: Point taken, agreed. 
 
16. Diner owner expressed feelings that the team changed its tune a bit from the Property  

Owner’s meeting. Also suggested the Trailways location brings people in and right back  
out due to the proposed traffic circle. Suggested that CVS site would being life to Uptown  
no matter what form of transportation was used to get there (i.e. foot or car traffic). 

 
17. Some agreed that tourism center should be included with transportation center, however  

it was suggested the plan could have been shown both ways, with and without a tourism  
center included in the program.  

 
 Response: Point taken 
 
18. Urban vs. Rural location of facility. Public transportation is going to continue to grow,  

making economy grow so will this facility make transportation more efficient? If so, it  
doesn’t make a difference which site (S8 or S1) the facility is built on because they are only 
a couple blocks from each other. How will City/County measure positives and negatives 
during this process if there has not been a chosen site. General feeling that further 
infrastructure studies should be done. Concern for aesthetics of building but realizes this 
was a massing study. 

 
19. Beauty & historic aspects bring people into this area so some feel the facility should be  

designed to represent that and maybe even be designed to resemble the old post office.  
Suggested that the S1 intersection is terrible both aesthetically and economically and  
concerned with attracting people to midtown making it an integral pedestrian  
neighborhood. 

 
 
 
 



    
 

   UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility 
   Public Information Meeting #3 
   September 23, 2008 

Page 4 of 13 
 

 
 

 

4

 
20. When will the City hear from CVS? 
 
 Response: There is a meeting tomorrow, however the Planning Board has not seen  

any new information yet. 
 
21. Why isn’t there public transportation to any of the nearby airports? 
 
 Response: Transportation to Stuart Airport is a big issue. Private operators are  

looking to route this. It is possible to connect to existing service providers,  
but very limited. 
 

 
Don thanked the public group for attending and expressing their comments and discussed next 
steps. The Team will digest the comments and review with the City and County. He also stressed 
the importance of this public input.  
 
Cynthia Ruiz commented on process due to FTA requirements. FTA will review and talk to 
everyone as the public had requested, however we could all agree on the same site but if it is 
unacceptable to FTA then it won’t be approved. This is not a do all say all process. Cynthia also 
spoke about UCAT location and FTA approval process specifically with them so the public could 
gain a better understanding of typical process. She thanked the public as well for their input and 
mentioned there have been previous public meetings none with turnout like this one in which these 
sites have been shown several times prior. 
 
Dennis described Federal flood plain issues which doesn’t preclude a site. He explained that 
although a site may be located in a flood plain, if the Feds believe it is feasible they will still approve 
building there. Functionality and they way a site functions in emergencies is just as important. Now 
the public, City and County need to decide if it’s appropriate, safe, etc. He ensured public that 
further investigations will be done. 
 
Dennis also stated that Ulster County currently has a shuttle service but there is need to make a 
more robust transit relationship between communities and need to think about providing needs 
within main corridors. City also would like to integrate separate bus companies with out affecting 
travel routes. 
 
City, County and Design Team are all in agreement that this site and facility need to add value to 
the City. S1 and S8 were compared positively and negatively to each other to show how each, 
whether rurally or urbanely located, could add value to the City and people. 
 
 
Prepared by: 
 
Elizabeth Bruno 
Wendel Duchscherer Architects & Engineers PC 
 
 
cc: Technical Advisory Committee 
 File 
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Below are comments from public via email and letters in response to the draft report, public 
meeting and media: 
 
9/26/08 
 

 



    
 

   UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility 
   Public Information Meeting #3 
   September 23, 2008 

Page 6 of 13 
 

 
 

 

6

 

 
 
9/28/08 
 
To:     Ulster County Transportation Council 
From:  Rosemary Esposito 
Date:  September 28, 2008 
Re:     Kingston Intermodal Facility 
 
This is in response to public notice for comment regarding the proposed 
Kingston Intermodal Facility. 
 
As an owner of the Frog Alley property shown in the Site Plan One 
Schematic 
Design, I would be interested in considering the city's acquisition and 
development of this site. 
 
Yours truly, 
Rosemary Esposito 
 
 
10/3/08 
 
COMMENT 1 
Dear Bill Tobin, 
 
My name is Casey Scanlon and my father is the owner of Esposito's 
Drycleaners.  I am 25 years old and have been involved in the business 
for 10 years now.  I am writing because I would like to express my 
opinion on the matter concerning the Intermodal Transportation Center.  
Obviously, we would not like our site to be used for the center.  I've 
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noticed that the vacant Kingston Diagnostic Center on the site would not 
be used for the plan.  I'm guessing that the issue with including that 
site and excluding our site would be a monetary reason.  I understand 
that but what I've heard is that this is supposed to be the "Gateway to 
Kingston."  The corner where the diagnostic center would be is the first 
thing seen so how do you figure that.  I understand government and 
understand that since my family does not own the building that we really 
have no say in the matter.  But consider this; what happens if you put us 
out of business?  We have an option on 13 years of rent.  Will we be 
compensated?  We have to move.  Will we be compensated?  We have already 
looked into the old Pink Elephant building on Schwenk Drive and were told 
it is under contract already.  We need a spot with off-street parking.  
It is a must considering customers are in and out.  We don't have a ton 
of options and frankly, I am considered for my future.  If we don't find 
a spot, or are not compensated for what is being taken from us, our 
primary operating location may end up as American Cleaners, which is a 
Town of Ulster location.  The inconvenience for our customers would be 
huge.  I would love to be involved with the future of our city.  I want 
to be a part of building a strong foundation for our families and their 
families to live on.  I know it doesn't sound major because we are only a 
Drycleaners, but the majority of our customers have a route.  They do all 
their errands around here and should we move to a less convenient 
location we could suffer traumatic losses in sales, and in satisfaction.  
We want to provide for the community.  So I ask that another option be 
decided on for this Intermodal Center.  And if not, please assure me and 
my family that we will be taken care of properly.  Thank you for your 
time. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Casey A. Scanlon 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 1 
Dear Casey:  Your comments have been received.   I do understand your 
concerns.  However, I cannot personally guarantee what the decision 
makers will decide to do.   There are discussions underway to consider 
expanding the site selection process to address concerns related to yours 
and your comments will certainly help shape those discussions.  Thank you 
for taking the time to send your comments. 
 
 
COMMENT 2 
Dear Mr. Tobin (Bill): 
 
This is Jim Bogner writing from my home PC.  As you already know, I live 
in the Town of Kingston and work in Kingston with the New York City 
Department of Environmental Protection. 
 
I just learned today that the final site that has evidently been selected 
as the City of Kingston's intermodal hub is where Esposito's Dry Cleaners 
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and Tuxedo businesses are located on Frog Alley.  I'm just hoping against 
hope that this decision isn't cast in stone. 
 
Although I can honestly say that I haven't been following this issue that 
closely, I was very surprised to learn that this particular property has 
been chosen as the final site for a planned intermodal facility that 
would serve not only the City but the whole region.  While there is 
undoubtedly a need for a new bus terminal facility, I find it hard to 
believe that another site wasn't chosen which wouldn't involve the 
relocation of not one but two highly popular and successful established 
businesses. 
 
At this particular time where the County is looking to promote increased 
economic development in the City of Kingston and Ulster County, it just 
doesn't seem to make sense to have to force two successful businesses 
that employ roughly a dozen people to move to another undetermined 
location with no promise to help them find a new location and to help pay 
for their move. 
It would seem that there would have to be another location for this new 
facility to be constructed that wouldn't involve the relocation of well 
established businesses such as Esposito's. 
 
I urge the County to take a new hard look at the potential sites for the 
planned intermodal complex and to strongly consider withdrawing 
Esposito's property as the final site.  While I realize that the 
Esposito's property may be immediately adjacent to the existing bus 
terminal parcel which may make it attractive to use for this endeavor, I 
nevertheless feel that it's not appropriate to be all but condemning two 
existing family businesses that serve as a model for the type businesses 
that the County and City should be seeking. 
 
Bill, I know that I'm speaking for more than just myself in asking the 
Transportation Council to take a step back at this juncture and realize 
the potential negative effect that this decision could cause to the 
Esposito family and to the greater community. 
 
Again, I'd like to request that the Council reconsider the decision to 
site the planned new facility on this property. 
 
Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to comment on this. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jim Bogner 
 
RESPONSE TO COMMENT 2 
Jim:  Thank you for your comments.  There may be additional site location 
work given the Public's cool reception on the Town of Ulster site.  
During the site location process, we were under the impression the 
cleaner's owner was willing to sell his property.  In any case, your 
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comments are received and will be considered before the Plan is 
finalized.  Thanks, again. 
 
 
COMMENT 3 
 
To: Bill Tobin 
Principal Transportation Planner 
Ulster County Transportation Council 
P.O. Box 1800 
244 Fair Street 
Kingston, NY 12402 
Email: wtob@co.ulster.ny.us 
 
From: Emilie Hauser 
            63 Highland Ave. 
            Kingston NY 12401 
            338-4820 
 
Comments on the UCTC "City of Kingston Intermodal Facility Site Location 
and Conceptual Design Analysis" 
 
The purpose of the intermodal facility appears to be for both improving 
commutation and public transportation for Ulster county residents as well 
as accommodating tourists. 
The definition of intermodal is "pertaining to or suitable for 
transportation involving more than one form of carrier, as truck and 
rail, or truck, ship, and rail."   The only transportation type discussed 
in this report is vehicle traffic - bus and car. There is little 
discussion of pedestrian or bicycles, or of rental or zip cars.  There is 
very little discussion of accommodating parking for daily commuters. 
 
As a fairly compact urban community, the City of Kingston has the 
opportunity to thrive and grow economically if it can show that it is a 
walkable city with easy access to public transportation. Employers will 
begin to look for locations where their employees can reduce the amount 
of driving and reliance on high priced petroleum and can reduce their 
greenhouse gas emissions.  The City and County can help by making sure 
that the intermodal facility is placed in a location that is accessible, 
by walking and bike riding, as well as by automobile and bus. This 
precludes S-8. S-1 is a superior site. 
 
S-8 is not pedestrian friendly from Broadway along I-587, nor is it 
pedestrian friendly along Washington Avenue. It is too far from the 
concentrated business area. 
 
Why was effort put into potential designs for the sites? The sites could 
have been assessed on site size, and traffic patterns, without going to 
the expense of actually having designs produced. 
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The consultant did not take the time to know the area. They only 
superficially covered the business and tourism.  More reference could 
have been made to the findings in the Abrams-Cherwony 2005 study. For 
artist institutions no mention was made of  the Fisher Center, 
SummerScape and Music Festivals at Bard, or Maverick and Byrdcliffe in 
Woodstock or even the festivals at Belleayre Mountain. Farmers' markets 
were discussed but the orchards and vineyards of Ulster County, that also 
draw tourists were not mentioned. Festival sites such as the Dutchess and 
Ulster County Fair Grounds and Cantine Field were not mentioned as 
tourist draws. 
 
"Concurrently, the existing intermodal facilitylacks the space and design 
elements to properly handle present operational needs."  The existing 
facility is a bus station and the Kingston plaza parking lot, the two are 
separated by at least ½ mile. 
 
This phrase is incorrect: "centers at Albany and New York, which are 
accessible by CSX freight lines as well as passenger rail service via 
Metro-North and Amtrak in Dutchess and Orange Counties." Orange County is 
served by NJ Transit, and by crossing the Hudson by vehicle or ferry to 
Metro-North in Dutchess County. 
 
The primary use of the facility should be to get people to work, both to 
cut down on greenhouse gas emissions and to lower the cost of travel due 
to the high price of gasoline. The focus was on New York City, but Ulster 
County residents also commute to Albany and now that the beverage center 
is relocating they will be commuting to Coxsackie.  A need that already 
needs to be met is to provide transportation from Kingston and along 
Route 28 to Belleayre for employees, i.e. earlier and later times than 
those provided for skiers. 
 
Since commuters head to diverse areas throughout the valley, more park 
and ride facilities will be needed in the county, though this issue is 
outside the scope of this analysis. 
 
Secondarily, there should be discussion of public transportation for 
residents and visitors to shopping areas and recreational area, Shopping 
in Kingston, New Paltz, Saugerties and the Town of Ulster. Recreation 
includes, Saugerties ice rink,  county and municipal pools and beaches, 
Rondout and Hudson waterfront, Minnewaska State Park, trail heads along 
Route 28 and to special events held at Ulster County fairgrounds and 
other festival sites. 
 
The S-1 site is the better choice for a "Livable Community." 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I urge you to continue to 
involve the public and stakeholders, which includes keeping web-sites up 
to date. 
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COMMENT 4 
             

 KEVIN  MCEVOY 
              BARBARA  EPSTEIN 
          254 DELAWARE AVENUE 
         KINGSTON, NEW YORK 12401         

     (845)-331-9266  
 
 
          October 3, 2008 
 
Mr. Bill Tobin, Principal Transportation Planner 
Ulster County Transportation Council 
244 Fair Street 
PO Box 1800 
Kingston NY 12402-1800 
 
RE: Ulster County Transportation Council Intermodal Facility Report 
 
Dear Mr. Tobin, 
 
We have reviewed the Ulster County Transportation Council Intermodal Facility Draft Final Report 
dated September 9, 2008 offer the following comments. We make these comments as persons 
who use public transportation. 
 
We support Site S-1 as the preferred option of the location of the Intermodal Facility due to its 
being walkable to the Stockade district which should act as enhancement to tourism and its 
meeting the criteria stated at the January 30, 2008 meeting regarding connectivity with transit 
modes, parking, access, construction readiness, site configuration. Additionally, this site engages 
the stockade without damaging its historic heritage and possibly provide rail and/or rail trail 
connectivity near Ulster Savings. 
 
One objection to S-1 that appears to have been has been raised is traffic on Washington Avenue. 
To mitigate this issue, there are several options to consider and possibly implement including 
possible rerouting  of certain routes from time to time. Specific suggestions in this regard would 
appear to be beyond the scope of the draft report. 
 
Site S-8 is too far from the Stockade to be readily walkable and thus would not serve to promote 
tourism which may make it impractical. Additionally, there may be floodplain issues. 
 
Another site that has been discussed publicly but did  not appear to be on the final list of sites 
under consideration is the former parking garage site. This site is under the preferred 2+ acre 
suggested requirement and may have site configuration problem. Additionally, its highest and 
best use may not be for a transit complex since it could serve as an anchor to the Stockade if it 
were developed in a different manner subject to zoning and design guidelines including existing 
height restrictions. 
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Another issue we believe was raised earlier is the inclusion of green building standards in the new 
Intermodal Facility which we hope can be accomplished. 
 
An additional comment which may be outside the immediate scope of the plan but is important  
nonetheless concerns coordinating scheduled arrival and departure times for the various means of 
intermodal transport. Uncoordinated scheduling results in long layovers and discourages use of 
public transportation. For the Intermodal center to be a success not only do the various means of 
transport need to be coordinated as to location in a single convenient facility meeting the 
selected criteria as the draft report indicates but the scheduling and operational aspects of the 
various means of transport need to be coordinated as well. 
 
Thank you and everyone involved for your hard work on the report and for permitting us to 
comment. 
 
 

Very truly, yours 
 
  
  

      Kevin McEvoy 
 
10/6/08 
 
Dear Mr. Tobin: 
 
My name is Jay Scanlon and I own Esposito's Drycleaners and lease the 
premises at 25 Frog Alley from Mr. Esposito.  I have concerns for myself, 
my family and my employees (approximately 12) if our site is selected as 
the location for the intermodal hub.  The nature of my business is 
service and requires easy in and out, with off street parking, and the 
current location is prime. I have been scouring the area for alternative 
locations that would not inconvenience my customer base nor alter their 
daily routines.  I have not been successful in finding suitable 
locations.  Mr. Esposito was assured that we would be " taken care of" or 
relocated, but I'm not sure who told him that because as a tenant and not 
a landlord I was not notified of the meeting. I'm hopeful that things 
will work out for everyone and I know there were other options for site 
one that maybe could be revisited.  I was surprised that the Kingston 
Diagnostic parcel was not included - it seems the "gateway to Kingston" 
would include that piece. 
 
Also if we are looking long term the parcel seems small without room for 
growth and the Ulster parcel seems to afford more flexibility for growth 
and less constraints if a bigger parking area or garage is needed in the 
future.  I also have seen Andrew Wrights plans for 
intermodal/retail/housing project at the old uptown garage/herzogs 
property and that seems like a win-win project for all.  Even at this 
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late date I would encourage the committee to seriously consider his 
project and partner private and public finances for the good of all 
Kingstonians.  At the last meeting the Mayor also asked to reconsider the 
parking garage site and I'm guessing he knows something I dont. 
 
I understand there is a process to be followed, and it was stated that a 
location would be chosen by the end of this year, but I'm optomistic the 
committee would be receptive to extending the deadline for a worthwhile 
such as Mr. Wrights. 
 
I would hate to leave the uptown area. I would hate to trade 12 jobs for 
78 parking spaces. I would like to thank you in advance for your 
considerations and if you would like to reach me by phone it is: 
914-466-0137. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jay Scanlon 
 
RESPONSE 
 
Jay:  Thank you for your comments.  Your comments will be carefully 
considered as this process moves toward forward. 
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MEMORANDUM

TO:   Dennis Doyle  UC Planning 
   Steve Finkle  City of Kingston 
   Toni Roser   Citibus 
   Mark Boungard Trailways 
   Cynthia Ruiz  UCAT 
   David Markowitz NYSDOT 
   Bill Tobin  UCTC 

FROM:  Don Gray

DATE:  February 13, 2007

SUBJECT:  UCTC Kingston Intermodal Facility 

WD PROJECT NO. 4282-01 

As we discussed in our conference call this morning, attached please find the following: 

1. Aerial map showing potential sites for the new Intermodal Facility 

2. Informational matrix for the potential sites 

The aerial map and informational matrix have been updated to add three additional sites, two of 
which (S14 and S15) are a result of the public comments received, and one (S13) that has been 
voluntarily offered for consideration by the owners of the property. Please also note that Dennis 
Doyle was able to confirm that site S8 is no longer available due to other planned development 
for this site. 

As agreed this morning, please indicate the sites you feel are appropriate to advance for further 
study and consideration, and those you do not feel are appropriate to advance. We have 
provided a separate column for you to use to indicate your recommendation for each site. Under 
the columns labeled “High Level Advantages” and “High Level Disadvantages”, space is 
provided for you to list reasons for your recommendations. 

Please feel free to annotate these forms by hand and either mail, fax or PDF back to our office 
so that we receive it by Thursday, February 22nd. We will consolidate the information received 
and distribute to the TAC members in advance of our March 1st meeting. 

Also attached, for your convenience, are the meeting notes from the 1-30-07 Public Information 
Meeting, which include a letter received from a citizen who could not attend in person. 

As always, please call us with any questions or if we can assist you in any way. Thank you in 
advance for your responses. 

Best regards to all of you, 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:   Dennis Doyle  UC Planning / UCTC 
   Bill Tobin  UCTC 

FROM:  Don Gray  

DATE:  July 19, 2007  

SUBJECT:  UCTC Kingston Intermodal Facility 
   Hannaford Plaza Option and I-587 Connection  

WD PROJECT NO. 4282-01 

We have had conversations with Joe Rich and Chris Gatchell of FHWA regarding the proposed 
new I-587 connection shown on the Hannaford Plaza Option S11. During these conversations 
two acceptable options for making this connection were identified, along with their individual 
parameters and constraints.  

An “At Grade” Intersection with a Traffic Signal:
1. This is what is currently indicated on the site plans.  
2. This will only be acceptable to the FHWA if the I-587 is de-certified from the Interstate 

system. 
3. There is a strong possibility that all federal funding associated with the land acquisition and 

construction of the project would need to be re-paid. 

A “Grade Separated” Crossing:
1. The I-587 would not have to be de-certified from the Interstate system. 
2. Approval would be contingent on an acceptable design for the new on and off-ramps. At this 

point it is envisioned the off-ramp would occur at grade for those traveling eastbound, and 
the on-ramp would run over the I-587 and proceed in a westbound direction. 

3. The new on and off-ramps and the new Intermodal Terminal would need to be connected 
by a new public transportation road link that is owned and operated by the local public 
agencies. Any access from the Plaza operation would be made to this new public 
transportation road link, not the I-587.  

4. If the plan can be shown to improve overall traffic operations in the area, the FHWA would 
have a favorable view of the proposed modification. 

5. The flood plain north of the I-587 would not preclude constructing an on-ramp on that side 
as long as the road construction does not have an adverse impact on the flood plain. 

Common Requirements for Both Options:
1. Local Town, City and County officials and NYSDOT Regional Office would need to support 

which ever option is selected. 
2. The project would need to follow the usual protocols for transportation projects, such as 

going through the MPO and being included in the TIP and STIP process. 
3. The NEPA process would need to be followed and the FHWA would be invited to participate 

as an involved agency. 
4. The NEPA process would require that other potential access points, as far as possible from 

the eastern terminus of the I-587, be considered. 
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MEMORANDUM

TO:   Dennis Doyle  UC Planning 
   Steve Finkle  City of Kingston 
   Joel Brink  Town of Ulster 
   Toni Roser   Citibus 
   Mark Boungard Trailways 
   Cynthia Ruiz  UCAT 
   David Markowitz NYSDOT 
   Bill Tobin  UCTC 

FROM:  Don Gray

DATE:  January 9, 2008

SUBJECT:  UCTC Kingston Intermodal Facility 

WD PROJECT NO. 4282-01 

Greetings to all; 

Enclosed please find the following: 

� Refined Site Plan Options for S1, S2, S9 and S11  
� A “Draft” Comprehensive Alternate Evaluation Matrix reflecting the Wendel Duchscherer 

Team’s “scoring” of these sites based on the established criteria. 

The refinements of the site plan layouts are based on our November 1, 2007 design workshop 
at Trailways.  

Please note the draft “scoring” by the Wendel Duchscherer Team is not meant in any way to 
supplant or supersede the TAC’s effort to score the sites. Rather, it is meant to provide a 
starting point for the TAC, based on our experience with intermodal facilities and understanding 
of the unique goals of this project. Having performed this type of evaluation numerous times, we 
have found the process works more effectively if we do not present our client’s with lines of 
“zeroes” as a starting point. The TAC’s review and input is critical to the success of the 
evaluation, and will revise the draft “scoring” per the TAC’s review comments.

Please review this information in preparation for our TAC meeting on Tuesday, January 15, 
2008, from 1:30 – 3:30 PM @ Kingston City Hall. We look forward to seeing you then. 

As always, please call us with any questions or if we can assist you in any way. 

Best regards to all of you, 

c: Kathy Dewkett; Susan VanBenschoten; Mary Manning; David Williams 



UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility 
Facility Site Location & Conceptual Design Analysis 

 

Final Final Final Final ReportReportReportReport    

IXIXIXIX. . . . AppendixAppendixAppendixAppendix    1 4/16/2009 
  Wendel Duchscherer    

 
 
 
APPENDIX  
 
 
 Visioning Session  

  
 



1

�������	
�����������������
��	��������	���������	�

��������

�������� ��������



2

�������� ��������

�� !�"#��$" �������!�� 



3

�����!� ���$�����

%� ��$��$" �������&�!�� 



4

!�$������ �$��"�����!�$������

�'&!�����(�� �'&!�����



5

�!�)��$������$ �!�)��$������$

��$�����

� &*��
����+�������,���������
� #���	������	�����
� ��-���.���*����
� ������+���� ,����!��+����
� �*������/����������������0��
� ����0��������	������	��
� "�����1����,�*/����1����

� �������/�����
� �2�������
� %��-��
���
� �������
� �*/������
� ��+������0���!	���(�	3��
��

�	2�����*���	����2�4

��$��5�

�����	�����
�*�6

!	�����3���6



6



7



MEETING NOTES 

140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201  TT  716-688-0766   WW  www.wd-ae.com 
Amherst, New York 14228    FF  716-625-6825 

Project Title: UCTC City of Kingston Intermodal Facility

Date:  February 14, 2008 

Location: Kingston City Hall 
 8:00 a.m.

Subject: Visioning Session 

Present: Scott Neal Wendel Duchscherer
Anne Noonan Adirondack Trailways 
Cynthia Ruiz Ulster County Rural Transportation 
David Markowitz   NYSDOT 
Avery Smith   Friends of Historic Kingston 
Greg Vaughn Catskill Mountain Railroad 
Steve Finkle City of Kingston 
Bill Tobin Ulster County Transportation Council 
Joel B. Brink Councilman, Town of Ulster 
Charles Moore NYSDOT 
Geddy Sveikauskas Ulster Publishing 

This meeting involved a presentation of intermodal concepts, previous projects and images to 
facilitate owner input into the design process.   

The following notes are a summary of the discussion: 

1. A police substation needs to be discussed with the group. 
2. Purely modern designs would be inappropriate. 
3. Brick and native limestone would be a nice gesture, especially if the project is near the 

stockade district. 
4. A three-story building could possibly see the Catskill Mountains. 
5. Outdoor public space would be nice. 
6. The area was considered the “warehouse” of the nation. 
7. Concrete, brick, and blue stone were exported from this area. 
8. NY & OW Fair Street Depot could be considered for design issues. 
9. Open areas should flow from the building. 
10. Franc Palaia is a local artist worth exploring. 
11. Exhibits and artwork would be important to explore.  Consider hanging sculpture. 
12. Indoor and outdoor artwork would be important. 
13. Timeline ideas could be implemented as a detail. 
14. Kingston’s historical status as the US capitol is worth noting. 
15. Citizen’s Bank mural from the 1970’s would be worth exploring as a possible borrowed art 

concept. 
16. Day lighting and windows are very important. 
17. Amenities need to be clean. 
18. Add a WiFi component to the facility. 
19. There should be no hard edge between inside and outside. 
20. LCD monitors would be important. 



    

21. Trees and landscaping are very important. 
22. William McAdam – brickway/cobbles are specific to this area and in many pedestrian 

walks.   
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Agenda

• Introductions and Opening Remarks
• Space Program (Site and Building)
• Preliminary Design Issues
• Sustainability
• Site Map
• Site S1
• Site S8
• Comments

100,396Total

Approx. 4%/yr - assume 10 year plan26,04948%Expansion

13,56725%Circulation

6,51212%Landscaping

54,268Total

Will use one of the local bus slipsLaidlaw20

2562561Maintenance Shed19

Could use 60 more for park & ride commuters24,00040060Parking18

1,4003504Kiss & Ride17

1682Pay Phones16

3503501Package Delivery / Pickup Parking15

1,7503505Intercity Staff Parking14

Herringbone or nose to tail; 13'Wx50'L1,3006502Trailways Layby Bays13

Herringbone incl drive; 17'W x 50' long; buses 45' w/ TR of 46' (minimum-plan 
50' TR)1,5001,5001Coach USA Bus Bays & Platform12

Herringbone incl drive; 17'W x 50' long; buses 45' w/ TR of 46' (minimum-plan 
50' TR); See Note #1 below9,0001,5006Trailways Bus Bays & Platform11

8508501Shuttle / Regional bus10

60125Bicycle Lockers / Storage9

4861623Taxi8

2002001Transformer7

2002001Emergency Generator6

Dumpster 1001001Trash Receptacle5

Away from pedestrian traffic pattern1001001Smoking Area4

1,4003504Citibus Staff Parking3

Sawtooth 10' loading area & 53' x 10' bay incl drive lane; 40' bus w/ 42' TR5,3002,6502Citibus Bus Bays & Passenger Platform2

Sawtooth 10' loading area & 63' x 10' bay incl drive lane; 40' bus w/ 42' TR6,0003,0002UCAT Bus Bays & Passenger Platform1

CommentsSubtotal (SF)Area (SF)#SpaceID #

Program Elements:  Site
CommentsSubtotal (SF)Area (SF)#SpaceID #

2.52acres=109,895Total Gross SF =

9,499GSF Total

2675%Building factor

Approx. 4%/yr - assume 10 year plan2,56248%Expansion

53410%Mechanical/electrical/data

80015%Circulation

5,337NSF Total

Immediately adjacent to Waiting Area1001001Rental Car Counter Area20

Immediately adjacent to Waiting Area1001001Tourism Counter Area19

1501501Coffee Shop Area18

1201201Security Office17

Incl. storage; floor sink1001001Janitor Closet16

2 WC; 2 lav - each room5002502Toilet Rooms - staff & drivers15

Shared by all entities; 10 occupants; 2 tables; 10 chairs; kitchenette3503501Breakroom - Staff & Drivers14

Shared by all entities1201201Work Room & Supplies13

60601Trailways Dispatch12

1262Telephones11

2502501Package & Baggage Room10

Citibus=12; Trailways=650.2518Employee Lockers9

140702Trailways Customer Service8

1401401Trailways Manager7

Table and 4 chairs1401401Citibus Conference Room6

Clerk; dispatcher; examiner3001003Citibus Workstations5

1501501Citibus Supervisor4

3 WC; 3 lav; baby changing; wash w/ hose - each room8004002Public Toilet Rooms3

counter, etc.; bag wells; package reception/scale; cash room3003001Ticket Sales 2

Incl vending; ATM; games; hotline phone bank; ticket/info kiosk; 
TV screen; assumes exterior waiting for 60 persons at peak times1,5001,5001Interior Waiting / Seating for 60 Persons1

Program Elements:  Building
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Preliminary Design Goals

• Brick and native limestone (Stockade District)
• Building height
• Outdoor public space
• Concrete, brick, blue stone
• Open areas should flow from the building 
• Franc Palaia
• Exhibits, artwork, hanging sculpture, Indoor and Outdoor
• Timeline ideas could be implemented as a detail
• Kingston as the US Capitol
• Citizens Bank mural
• Daylighting and windows
• WiFi/Technology/LCD Monitors
• Blur inside and outside
• Trees and landscaping
• William McAdam – pavers

Sustainability

• Green Roof / Cisterns (storm water mitigation)
• Daylighting
• Photovoltaics
• Recycled content materials
• Low emitting materials
• Bicycle Storage
• Smart cars
• Heat island mitigation (trees)
• Natural ventilation/operable windows

Site S1:   400 Washington Ave.
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Site S8:   642-650 Washington Ave.



Wendel Duchscherer MEETING MINUTES
140 John James Audubon Parkway, Suite 201             Project Meeting 
Amherst, NY 14228   WD Project No. 44282-01

Project Title: City of Kingston Intermodal Facility Meeting Date: July 23, 2008 

Location: Kingston City Hall Subject:    Design Presentation 
                           

Attendees:
Initials Name and E-mail Company Telephone

DD Dennis Doyle 
ddoy@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council (UCTC) 845-340-3339

JB Joel Brink Town of Ulster 845-331-4409

MB Maureen Brooks 
mbrooks@trailways.ny.com Trailways  845-339-4230 

CR Cynthia Ruiz 
crui@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Area 
Transportation (UCAT) 845-340-3335

DM David Markowitz 
dmarkowitz@dot.state.ny.us NYSDOT Region 8 845-431-5743 

MM Mike Madsen 
madsenmike@aol.com Chair of Traffic Committee 845-431-5723 

MC Mircea Catona UC DPW 845-340-3120

WT Bill Tobin
wtob@co.ulster.ny.us

Ulster County Transportation 
Council 845-340-3340

CS Charlie Schaller UC Law Enforcement Center 845-334-5579 

DD David Donaldson 
ddon@co.ulster.ny.us.com Chari of Legislature 845-340-3699 

DG Scott Neal 
sneal@wd-ae.com Wendel Duchscherer 716-688-0766 

Item Description Due Ball in 
Court

1.00

1.01

1.02

General

There is an RFP for the parking garage site that includes mixed use commercial 
with parking.

Who will ultimately own this project/building?  Are there alternative ways of 
getting this underway.  Perhaps the NFTC model of developer Owned and 
leased back to the transit provider is an option. 

2.00

2.01

Site S1 

Comments on this S1 site plan are as follows: 
- Doors from the atrium should swing outward. 
- Add sf numbers to the plans. 
- Add retaining wall note to the site plan 
- Right in only for the kiss and ride area. 
- Kiss and ride area should be defined by pavement markings. 
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   Wendel Duchscherer Architects & Engineers 

Item Description Due Ball in
Court

2.02

2.03

2.04

- More doors should be located at the bus slip areas. 

Traffic light study and coordination will be important as this project proceeds. 

Second floor site lines to the surrounding landscape will be important. 

A dialogue regarding the merits of a multiple story parking garage occurred.
While feasible, there are inefficiencies with the small footprint that will add cost. 

3.00

3.01

3.02

Site S8

Comments on this S8 site plan are as follows: 
- Label surrounding roads. 
- The vestibule is a bit too close to the local bus slips. 
- May want to consider a right turn lane from Wahsington. 
- Add overall dimensions to the site. 
- Add elevators to second floor. 

Show the traffic circle on the site plan as it is an important part of making the 
traffic flow work with the site. 

4.00

4.01

4.02

4.03

4.04

Next Steps

WD- Make minor changes mentioned above to the documents. 

Bill Tobin- consolidate TAC(?) comments and submit to WD. 

Final report can be submitted at the end of August. 

Public meeting needs will need to be scheduled.  The meeting should focus on 
presenting all the progress to date on the schemes. 

Prepared by: WENDEL DUCHSCHERER 

These meeting minutes represent our understanding of the items discussed and the thoughts expressed. If there are any 
modifications or corrections required to these minutes, please contact our office within ten (10) calendar days. Otherwise, 
these meeting minutes will be considered accurate and complete. 

   

Signed:     Dated:  7/23/08
 Scott R. Neal, AIA 

C: All attendees 
Susan VanBenschoten Fitzgerald & Halliday, Inc. 

 David Williams  The Williams Group 
 Robert W. Lambert  McFarland-Johnson, Inc. 
 WD In-house Team Members 
 WD file 




