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Date: January 3, 2024  
  
To:   HHFT 
 
Cc: Chelsea Anderson 

 

  
From: Georges Jacquemart and the HHFT Visitation Data Committee  
Contact Information: g.jacquemart@bfjplanning.com  
  
Subject: Comments and questions on HHFT Visitation Reports  
  

 
1. Introduction 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide initial questions and comments on the two ORCA reports 
submitted in December 2023, namely the Village of Cold Spring Visitation Management : Observations, 
Study Results and Recommendations, Draft Report, November 28, 2023 and the Visitor Utilization Study 
and Survey Results,  December 1, 2023.  The comments and questions below represent the combined initial 
reactions of the Visitation Data Committee (VDC), submitted with the goal to streamline the conversations 
between HHFT and the broader community concerned about visitation impacts. 
 
2. Pedestrian Level of Service Analyses 

 
To address the pedestrian crowding concerns in downtown Cold Spring the EIS consultant uses the standard 
pedestrian analysis methodologies promulgated by the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) published by the 
Transportation Research Board. Two types of conditions are measured: pedestrian flow conditions reflecting 
the ease or difficulty of moving along a sidewalk or corridor and pedestrian density measuring the comfort of 
pedestrians accumulating in an area such a subway platform, on a subway car or on any other area. The 
metric for ped flow conditions is the number of pedestrians moving during a certain time period across a 
particular walking area with the walking area being measured as the effective width. The effective width is 
the width of a sidewalk minus the clearances near walls and curbs and minus the obstructions of utility 
poles, trees, sidewalk cafes, sidewalks signs, etc. The minimum effective width on a block and the highest 
pedestrian volume passing along the block during a 15-minute period is normally used to measure the 
pedestrian flow condition for that block.  
 
For the pedestrian density conditions the metric is based on the number of pedestrians accumulated on the 
block at a particular peak time divided by the net area available to the pedestrians (the gross area, minus 
the clearances and obstructions). 
 
For both conditions the HCM expresses the conditions qualitatively in terms of level of service (LOS) ranging 
from LOS A to LOS F, with A being the best condition and F being the worst condition (grid-lock). The following 
describes the qualitative levels for pedestrian flow conditions and relates them to the space and flow 
metrics as per the HCM: 
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• LOS A Pedestrian Space > 60 ft²/p, Flow Rate < 5 p/min/ft; pedestrians move in desired paths without 
altering their movements in response to other pedestrians. Walking speeds are freely selected, and 
conflicts between pedestrians are unlikely.  

• LOS B Pedestrian Space > 40-60 ft²/p, Flow Rate > 5-7 p/min/ft; there is sufficient area for pedestrians 
to select walking speeds freely to bypass other pedestrians, and to avoid crossing conflicts. At this level, 
pedestrians begin to be aware of other pedestrians, and to respond to their presence when electing a 
walking path.  

• LOS C Pedestrian Space > 24-40 ft²/p, Flow Rate > 7-10 p/min/ft; space is sufficient for normal walking 
speeds, and for bypassing other pedestrians in primarily unidirectional streams. Reverse-direction or 
crossing movements can cause minor conflicts, and speeds and flow rate are somewhat lower.  

• LOS D Pedestrian Space > 15-24 ft²/p, Flow Rate > 10-15 p/min/ft; freedom to select individual walking 
speed and to bypass other pedestrians is restricted. Crossing or reverse-flow movements face a high 
probability of conflict, requiring frequent changes in speed and position. The LOS provides reasonably 
fluid flow, but friction and interaction between pedestrians is likely.  

• LOS E Pedestrian Space > 8-15 ft²/p, Flow Rate > 15-23 p/min/ft; virtually all pedestrians restrict their 
normal walking speed, frequently adjusting their gait. At the lower range, forward movement is possible 
only by shuffling. Space is not sufficient for passing slower pedestrians. Cross- or reverse-flow 
movements are possible only with extreme difficulties. Design volumes approach the limit of walkway 
capacity, with stoppages and interruptions to flow.  

• LOS F Pedestrian Space = 8 ft²/p, Flow Rate varies p/min/ft; all walking speeds are severely restricted, 
and forward progress is made only by shuffling. There is frequent unavoidable contact with other 
pedestrians. Cross-and reverse-flow movements are virtually impossible. Flow is sporadic and unstable. 
Space is more characteristic of queued pedestrians than of moving pedestrian stream. 
 

LOS E generally corresponds to the maximum throughput (capacity) for that infrastructure element, whereas 
LOS F is a condition where the throughput is less than capacity.  See the graph on the next page that shows 
the relationship between pedestrian flow rates, pedestrian densities and levels of service. This graph is 
extracted from the Pedestrian Planning and Design (1971) publication by John J. Fruin, Ph.D. which is one of 
the very first research documents establishing pedestrian levels of service in the US.  At LOS F congestion 
becomes its own worst enemy. Many jurisdictions stipulate LOS D as an acceptable condition for peak hours, 
although that is subject to policy decisions. This qualitative grading is adopted by the HCM for many different 
transportation conditions and modes including traffic LOS at signalized intersections, freeway segments, 
roundabouts, etc. 
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The visitor utilization reports submitted by the HHFT consultant team indicate that current peak conditions 
for pedestrian flow along Main Street in Cold Spring are at LOS A or B (most of the blocks at LOS B). See 
Figure 4 of the ORCA HHFT Visitor Utilization Report. This implies that pedestrian volumes along Main Street 
could be doubled before reaching the acceptable LOS D threshold or tripled before reaching actual capacity.  
The ped LOS metrics presented in the HHFT Visitor Utilization Report for Main Street in Cold Spring do not 
seem realistic given the above LOS B description. It does not appear that the standard ped LOS methodology 
with its underlying assumptions applies to a condition such as Main Street on a peak visitation day. The 
main reason for this argument is that the HCM methodologies for pedestrian conditions are based on 
research that was undertaken in dense urban areas and in many cases during peak hours. Think of 
Lexington Avenue near Grand Central at 8:30 in the morning when large numbers of individuals walk from 
the train to their place of work, whereas pedestrians along Main Street travel to a substantial degree in 
groups, many with backpacks, and some with kids or dogs. Pedestrians on Lexington Avenue walk from the 
train station to work or from work to the train station, whereas pedestrians on Main Street in Cold Spring 
stroll at a leisurely pace to talk, take in sights and window shop.  The dynamics of pedestrian groups in a 
tourist setting are very different from Lexington Avenue in Manhattan. Sometimes members of a group lag 
behind and the group has to wait for the laggards, or some members are ahead of the group and have to 
wait. In cases like this the waiting pedestrians or pedestrian groups become part of the sidewalk 
obstructions and in fact reduce substantially the available width of the sidewalk. This then very quickly 
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creates conditions where pedestrian groups obstruct each other, blockages are created at various locations 
on the sidewalk, especially near restaurant queues and some pedestrians shift off the sidewalk to continue 
walking, more of a LOS F condition than LOS B. For instance, did the LOS calculations in the ORCA visitation 
documents take into consideration the presence of the restaurant queues identified in the ORCA report on 
those various street blocks? These queues reduce the effective widths to no small degree. 
 
It is likely that some of the LOS B measurements shown in the HHFT Visitor Utilization Report do in fact 
represent LOS F conditions. As shown in the graph above, the pedestrian flow rates themselves are not 
sufficient to determine the LOS since a flow rate that is lower than the maximum threshold can be a good 
condition (B, C or D) or a bad condition (F). The only way to determine whether it is a good LOS or a bad LOS 
is to support the analysis with photographs or videos that show the actual conditions as compared to the 
qualitative LOS explanations above. 
 
This phenomenon is similar to vehicular traffic flow analyses and metrics. There is the notable case several 
years ago of the IKEA application in New Rochelle, NY. The traffic impact study prepared for IKEA stated that 
the traffic LOS on southbound I-95 was D based on ATR (tube) counts. However, local observations 
supported by video captures showed bumper-to-bumper, stop-and-go traffic, i.e. a LOS F condition. The IKEA 
traffic consultant used only the traffic volumes produced by the ATR to determine the LOS and neglected to 
observe actual conditions. That fatal flaw and its implications for mitigation measures was the main reason 
for the IKEA denial.  
 
To conclude, the ped LOS methodology as promulgated by the HCM does not seem appropriate to measure 
pedestrian crowding on Main Street on high visitation days. A better way to show pedestrian conditions 
during high visitation days would be to present video captures or photos taken during these peak time 
periods. It seems that all stakeholders agree on the notion that today Main Street is overcrowded on high 
visitation days. ORCA’s reporting and photos appear to support that argument.  The LOS analysis could be 
discarded from the visitation reports and DGEIS, and replaced with a simple statement that today there is 
pedestrian overcrowding on Main street on high visitation days and complemented with a figure that shows 
the counts of pedestrians on each block face and with photos. This approach eliminates the apparent 
contradiction that is currently in the report and allows the consultants and stakeholders to concentrate on 
likely increases in the numbers of pedestrians on the respective blocks and on the potential solutions and 
mitigation measures. 
 
This analysis and conclusion stress the need to complement the studies with photos or videos showing 
pedestrian conditions on Main Street taken during the key time periods 
 
3. Pedestrian Flow Data on Main Street 
 
The Visitation reports refer to estimated sidewalk pedestrian counts based on the intersection crossing 
counts received from the counting contractor. Could the Visitation consultants go back to the video captures 
to determine the actual counts of pedestrians on the sidewalks as they can be seen on the intersection 
videos? It would be great to have more certainty on the sidewalk numbers especially as they compare from 
block to block, and as they compare to normal business weekdays. The number of pedestrians in the 
intersection crosswalks are not very useful for this exercise. 

  

Section 2: Agreed, LOS analysis will not be provided as part of the G/EIS. 
G/EIS will recognize the existing Cold Spring condition as crowded and will 
be supplemented with images showing the current condition.

Section 3: Data was collected using industry standard and best practice. 
Videos have been requested from the data collection vendor and are pending distribution.
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4. PAOT Counts 
 
How were the PAOT counts taken for all of the areas along Main Street?  What segments of Main Street were 
included in the counts referred to on page 9 of the ORCA Visitor Utilization Study and Survey? Whereas the 
text on Page 9 to a PAOT number of 450 persons, the counts in Figure 7 add to 527 persons (excluding 
Lower Main Street). 
 
5. Metro North and SeaStreak Pedestrian Flows 
 
The ORCA HHFT Visitation Report refers to peak-hour pedestrian loads of 769 and 911 persons generated 
by Metro North, and 354 and 416 persons generated by SeaStreak. In the one overlapping peak hour of 
both transportation providers, we had 1000 persons generated by both. Do the HHFT consultants have any 
information on how these pedestrians were distributed beyond their points of arrival? What percentages 
walked up Main Street versus other directions?  
 
6. Economic Contribution to Cold Spring Community 
 
On page 62 of the HHFT Visitor Utilization Study there is a reference to the economic revenues contributed 
by the hikers to the Cold Spring Community. The report should make the point that the benefits accrue only 
to the Cold Spring businesses (restaurants and shops) and that the municipalities do not benefit from the 
increase in sales tax revenues, since Putnam County does not share sales tax revenues with the 
municipalities. 
 
7. Specific Comments/Questions regarding the HHFT Visitor Utilization Study 
 
a) Were these drafts presented to the VD Committee and HHFT at the same time or did HHFT get a prior 

look?  What were its comments? 
b) The reports provide analytical summaries of data collected, but do not contain appendices with primary 

data.   Please make these available.  
c) Please provide a full accounting of the 14 days studied by ORCA and the 8 days with AKRF camera 

data:  individual dates/days of the week, locations with data collection for each, weather conditions on 
each, whether the trains were fully running, relationships to holidays, ORCA vs. AKRF.   

d) Study methodology: please explain the relationship between the ORCA counts, which seem to have been 
10-minute samples at certain (unspecified) locations, and the AKRF camera data.  Were they on the 
same days, different?  Were both used for the Cold Spring stats?   

o Why did ORCA extrapolate from 10-minute intervals? 
o What were the ORCA locations? 
o What is the statistical confidence level for the data based on the number of observations/days. 
o Why is the AKRF data from 9 am to 1 pm only, while ORCA data from 8 am to 5 pm? 

 At what times of day did ORCA see maximum flows?  Figure 14, for example, indicates it 
was after 1 p.m. at the tunnel.   

e)  The peak day studied in Cold Spring was obviously October 28.  Was that ORCA data only?  Why did the 
AKRF camera data not include any post-September days, given that peak season is October?  

f) Figure 1:  why does the chart only go through 9/4, when peak is October? 

AtW and HHFT reviewed to ensure deliverable/scope completion.

ORCA's data was provided 
with responses to the memo.

ORCA's data was provided with responses to the memo.

Section 4: Data collectors used hand counters to tally the total number of pedestrians from 
one end of each block to the other. Counts were taken for both sides of the street.See page 6 of ORCA's 
Village of Cold Spring Visitation Management: Observations, Study Results and Recommendations 
draft report dated 11/28/23 for studied Main Street segments. Counts in figure 7 are maximum counts 
for each street segment and are not additive. The referenced 450 PAOT is the maximum hourly figure 
for all segments.

Section 5: Data was collected as it relates to the proposed Fjord 
Trail to assess the existing user condition and to project future 
visitation. A full Cold Spring specific visitation management study 
was not conducted and is not required for the EIS or 
operations planning.

Section 6: ORCA believes benefits accrued to Cold Spring businesses also represent 
(at minimum social) benefits to the overall community.

chelseaanderson
Text Box
d) ORCA and AKRF data collection dates were coordinated to the greatest extent possible. Both sets of data were used for the Cold Spring stats. Data collection was collected via industry best practice, 10 minute interval extrapolations are sufficient for developing hourly estimates for planning purposes. Locations are listed within the methodology section of the report. Statistical confidence calculations were not scoped and are not required for planning purposes. ORCA collected data from 8am to 5pm to capture visitation trends across an entire day. AKRF's data was taken from 9am to 2pm which was scoped to match the peak influx period based on past user daily profiles from 2020.
e) ORCA 10/28 data collection was scheduled last minute to take advantage of unseasonably warm weather and anticipated high attendance. Limited staff was available and two data samples were taken. AKRF collected data in October 2022. 
f) Intersection counts were not collected in October. See response to section 7e.
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g) Page 7 bullet 2:  please explain:  (a) why no data of crossing between tunnel and stone (camera on Main 
and Stone), (b) is the statement about “upper end of Main Street” an error?  

h) Are demographics on page 7 and figures 3 and 4 based on data through Sept or October?   
i) Figures 5 and 6.  Why is October 28 data (clearly the busiest day and the only fall foliage day included) 

missing?  
j) A single photo showing conditions at Fair street is included on page 14, no photos of Main at various 

times are shown. Do they exist?  Why aren’t they included?   
k) Did ORCA collect any parking condition data for Cold Spring?   Why isn’t any included in the report?  
l) Figure 14:  Again, no October 28 data.  Why?  Also, if this data exists, doesn’t that contradict the 

statement on page 7, bullet 2?  
m) What does the data tell us about total number of persons in the Main Street area at high vs. low times?    
n) What does the data tell us about persons vs. infrastructure (other than sidewalk capacity) to address 

their needs and local impact?   
o) Were there no counts of pedestrian traffic on 9D?  This is an area used by pedestrians to get to the 

trailheads with higher speed motor traffic and no sidewalks past Whitehill Pl.  
 

Washburn: 
p) Washburn:  Can you explain the discrepancy between entry/exit numbers and PAOT numbers.  The latter 

show a big spike on Oct. 28, while the former don’t.   
q) What is going on with the Oct. 28 data on Figure 32?  
r) Figure 35: why no Oct. 28 data?   
s) Parking data on p. 26 seems particularly limited and fragmentary.  What October data is there?  What 

were the observed conditions on days beyond capacity? 
t) The data on the Figures 35 and 36 do not match.  In particular the October data in the second chart is 

higher than on the first.  Why?  
u) There is no effort to extrapolate conclusions from the data.  How does this translate to trail conditions, 

impact on visiting hikers, impact on nature, potential (or lack thereof) to accommodate more hiking? 
 

 
Little Stony Point: 

v) In Figure 40 why is there no morning PAOT data for Oct 28?  
 

Breakneck 
w) These data are very fragmented and noisy.  Please explain in detail what was collected.  In particular 

what were the Oct. data? 
x) Data in Figure 43 and the chart below on page 31 don’t match. In particular, the chart seems to show 

more data and overall higher numbers.  Are there missing data in Figure 43?  
y) The data collected by the Stewards seem the best data set.  Can it be broken down further (e.g., by day, 

Sat vs. Sun). 
z) There is no effort to extrapolate conclusions from these data.  How does this translate to trail conditions, 

potential (or lack thereof) to accommodate more hiking? 
o My own experience is that on peak days Breakneck is already experiencing traffic in excess of 

desirable peak levels.  
aa) Parking:  how was capacity determined?  Where are the 156 spots?   

o When over capacity, where are the excess cars?  
 

Other: 
bb) Figure 75 summary data don’t seem to match table 1 on the preceding page.  Why?  

See response to section 7e.

ORCA's data was provided with responses to the memo.

See response to section 7e. BFJ to confirm referenced statement.

Majority of pedestrian volume was documented via the Fair Street counts. Specific 9D pedestrian counts were not collected.

See response to section 7e.
See response to section 7e.

See discussion section of  ORCA's HHFT Visitator Utilization Study and Survey Results dated 12/1/23. The intent of the 
report is to collect data as it relates to the proposed Fjord Trail to assess the existing user condition and project 
future visitation.

See response to section 7e.

ORCA data provided with 
responses to memo.

ORCA data provided with responses to BFJ's memo.

See response for section 7u.

Figure 75 shows origins for all visitors surveyed while Table 1 compares origins only for Breakneck area. It is a comparison 
of the ORCA survey and the Steward data.

aa) Parking capacity was coordinated with the Parking and Shuttle study conducted by Creighton Manning and 
reviewed with the public via webinar held on 12/6/22. When over capacity, excess cars parked along the roadside 
in legal or illegal spaces.

chelseaanderson
Text Box
h) Demographics are based on data through September.

chelseaanderson
Text Box
k) See response 
to section 5.

chelseaanderson
Callout
m) BFJ to provide further clarification on what is meant by high vs. low times.
n) Visitation strategies are outlined in ORCA's Village of Cold Spring Visitation Management: Observations, Study Results and Recommendations draft report dated 11/28/23. Intent of ORCA's HHFT Visitor Utilization Study and Survey Results dated 12/1/23 was to collect data as it relates to the proposed Fjord Trail to assess the existing user condition and to project future visitation.
p) Data variances were the result of large gatherings of people at both the Steward table and temporary restrooms. There were more people using the restrooms than entering/exiting the trail. There was a medical emergency during data collection on 10/28 creating a spike in the PAOT count.

chelseaanderson
Callout
g-a)Peds were counted at Main St/Stone intersection to supplement ORCA's data collection
g-b) Statement reads "the west end of upper Main Street" and is intended to differentiate the area from lower Main Street/the area to the east of the MNR tracks

chelseaanderson
Callout
s) See response to section 7e for 10/28 data.  There are separate plot lines documenting 10/8, 10/9 and 10/10 data. Roadside parking, whether legal or illegal, was observed when the lot was over capacity. 
t) Figure 35 is based on average indicated hours while Figure 36 shows daily averages and maximum documented counts. These are separate and related metrics.

chelseaanderson
Line

chelseaanderson
Text Box
w)Data was analyzed via best practice and can be used in its current form to assess existing user condition and project future visitation.
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cc) Figure 89:  Please show us the raw data.  This question was phrased in very general terms and seemed 
intended to elicit positive responses without any discussion of cost/benefit, what/where the amenities 
were or even clarity that they were being asked about a scene-altering new development. This does not 
seem to support the inference explicitly drawn that there is a high level of interest in the “HHFT 
activities.” 

dd) Note the 27% increase of distant visitation based on the survey response.   Implications?  
ee) Page 65:  having looked at the comments, we question the summary of the distribution of positive vs. 

negative neutral comments on HHFT plans.  For example, the following comments were rated “neutral” 
o “Please do not change much.  It is already getting too busy.”    
o “hope there are no commercial concessions and no boardwalk.  Leave it natural.”   
o “The less human impact on natural areas the better.”  
o  “Don’t ruin the area with a highline type attraction.”   

ff) Survey response rate seemed to skew to Dutchess residents.  Why?   
gg) How representative is this sample?   What are the statistical significance/reliability metrics?  
 

 
 

ORCA data provided with responses to memo. See response for 
section 7u.

Noted, distribution of positive vs. negative vs. 
neutral responses will be reconsidered and 
adjusted as needed.

ff) Signage locations may have skewed results toward Dutchess residents. During the survey solicitation, Cold Spring signage 
was displaced behind bushes, limiting responses from this location. 

gg) Surveys were conducted for information only. Survey included more than 400 responses providing a high level of 
confidence in the responses.




