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Who makes the final decision?

The decision about what happens to 1-81 involves many parties:

The New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT):

The NYSDOT owns the road and will therefore have ultimate responsibility for any decision
about the future of 1-81. NYSDOT will be responsible for overseeing the decision-making
process and, eventually, construction.

i

The Syracuse Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC):

The SMTC is the federally designated agency responsible for planning and allocating
federal funding for transportation projects in our region. Based on current Federal
transportation legislation, project(s) that emerge from The /-81 Challenge requiring
federal funds will have to be included in the SMTC’s Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) of regional improvement priorities. Approval of the TIP requires a consensus of
SMTC member agencies. The TIP is also made available for public comment prior to
approval.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA):

Because federal money will be expended, the federal government, through the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and other federal agencies, will also have a role in
V the I-81 decision-making process. The FHWA will oversee the adherence to federal
transportation planning and design regulations throughout the process as well as
US.Department . . . . . . .
of ransportation ensuring that the environmental review is conducted in accordance with the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

Centro, the City of Syracuse, Onondaga County, and others:

Any decisions that involve transit solutions and/or alterations to local streets will involve
Centro, our local transit agency, and our local municipalities. These entities have ultimate
responsibility for transportation decisions within their jurisdictions.

You (the public):

Because this project has the potential to profoundly impact everyone who lives in the
Syracuse metropolitan area, the public will also play a role in the ultimate decision
about 1-81. The public will be involved in the development of options for the future
of the highway, as well as the iterative process to narrow those options down to the
preferred solution(s).
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Your visions for 1-81

Your vision for the future of I-81
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Your visions for 1-81
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Your visions for I-81

Your vision for the
future of I-81
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Your visions for 1-81
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Your visions for 1-81
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Your visions for I-81

Your vision for the

THE CORRIDOR
future of I-81
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Common categories of concepts

Numerous ideas were shared at the
May 2011 workshops ranging from

spot-specific improvements to full
reconstruction to transformation of
the regional transportation system.

Similar concepts were grouped

into six distinct categories.

Rehabilitation

Relocate 1-81 Reconstruction

Improve ped/bike
connectivity

Add parks +  Improve
open space aesthetics

Reuse the existing
viaduct structure

|
Western Transit o Tunnel /
bypass Depressed
highway

Boulevard

Participants at the May 2011 workshops

made many suggestions that could
complement any of the six categories.







Pre-screening:

Relocate I-81 through downtown

PROPERTY:

— Building to interstate highway
teardands requires 4007 swath
of land throwgh the City plus
property for interchanges

Significant impacts o residental
propertics

COMMUMNITY RESOURCES:

- ﬁEI"’lhl:ﬂi'l[ impacts (o businesses
angd cughurad eenfers: Hunfington
Family Cernter, Hopps Memosial
CMIE Church, Aflas Health Careg,
angd other officefindustrial
huildings

Significant impacts to Franklin
Sguare

MFSENY nght-of-way i ndl a
widle option becaue it an
active freight line, Consider
aligement immedisely west of
rall ling.

Could complement a bosalevard
iaft Eaiiting -3 aligeanisnl

= Conslder a new arerial {non-interstate highway) along
West 5t or adjacent to the NYSEW railrocad allgnment
& part of a Boulewvard Strategy [see mare detsils in
Stathan 4]




Pre-screening:
Relocate I-81 north of 1-690

PROPERTY:

- Building to interitate highway
frandandy requines 250°-
400" wwath of land through
city nesghborhoods plus land
{or interchanges and new
connectians o Carcusel Conter,
Regionad Transit Center, and
Onondaga Lake Pafkway

COMMUMNITY RESOURCES:
= Impacts multiple nelghborhocds
and sthools, Siiters of 58 Francis
Camapuis, ard Copper Drouge-
Himids complex

CenisCRian g wiould A 10
bz re-estabiered fo Larousel
Cartied, Regannl Tranalt Canler,

and Orondags Lake Parkway

1% i mnclear whal maght be
done with exiting 181

Does pot addres kvues in the
windUET afaa

= Eliminate both concepis from
futher consideration
















No-Build strategy: defined

WHY CONSIDER THIS

- Required under both federal
and state environmental
regulations

- Used as a benchmark against
which other alternatives can
be compared

WHAT ISSUES WILL THIS
o¥i ?

ADDR

AVa . -

- Will not address long-term

issues of I-81









Regional Travel Demand Model

The Regional Travel Demand Model is a computer software package that
replicates our regional transportation system

SMTC’s model is a “Four Step

Model” that takes inputs such as
population and economic forecasts,
the geographic dispersion of people
and jobs throughout the region, and

a description of the transportation
system — the roads and transit system.

Regional Travel Demand Model

TRIP ©) NETWORK

- How many trips will - Where will the trips - How many people will - What routes will be
be made? come from and go to? drive, take the bus, used for the trips?
walk, bike, etc.?

Key: ' Trip Origin . Trip Destination Road/Highway Automobile Trip ﬁ Transit Trip # Pedestrian Trip b Bicycle Trip

The model outputs, to be
used in impact analyses

to evaluate transportation
system alternatives, include
the amount of travel,

the performance of the
transportation system, and
mode usage.




The model can accurately replicate the existing conditions, and it
can then be used to predict future travel patterns and demands

based on changes in the transportation system, changes in the
land use, and changing demographics

PROJECTED GROWTH IN TRAFFIC VOLUMES
(2007 TO 2040)*

Increase in Daily Traffic
<500
500 to 1,000
1,000 to 4,000
4,000 to 8,000
— > 8,000

LalFayette
| | | | “
A | |




The first step in using the Regional Travel Demand Model for The 1-81 Challenge is to simulate the current “real world”

I-81 NORTHBOUND TRAFFIC FLOWS: MODEL ARTERIAL SPEEDS COMPARED TO
TRAFFIC COUNTS AND MODELED VOLUMES OBSERVED ARTERIAL SPEEDS

DAILY WORK TRIPS BY DISTRICT GOING TO
SYRACUSE: CENSUS DATA VS. MODEL OUTPUT

17,201 16,864

Modeling peoples’ travel behavior is a difficult

== == @ 2000 Census @ Model Output
undertaking since behavior is variable and complex. . P

[ camillus, Elbridge, Lysander, Van Buren Il Cicero, Clay

[ Marcellus, Otisco, Skaneateles, Spafford [ Dewitt, Manilus
[ Fabius, Lafayette, Pompey, Tully I Geddes, Salina
[ onondaga, Onondaga Nation

Travel models are developed from and compared to
a wide variety of data sources, so travel models can’t
be expected to match any one source exactly.
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The assessment determined that Rehabilitation for the viaduct priority area is not
feasible and four “build” strategies were developed:

The remainder of this
station explores the four
“build” strategies.
































































The I-81 Challenge project presents an opportunity to evaluate and improve
the future of the transportation system for all modes and users.
An improved transit system can help:

® Reduce congestion within the City, particularly
along corridors adjacent to 1-81 and 1-690.

® Facilitate sustainable economic development
within the City, including the planned
development in University Hill.

® Reduce parking demand downtown and on
University Hill.

® Improve connectivity and integration of the
downtown with University Hill.

e Increase transportation options for young,
elderly, persons with disabilities, and low-income
populations.

® Decrease noise and air pollution generated from
traffic.




GOAL.:

OBJECTIVE:

IMPROVE SERVICE AND MOBILITY
WITHIN THE CITY OF SYRACUSE

Improve and expand service between key destinations in
the City, including residential areas, employment centers,
health care facilities, educational institutions, and cultural
resources.

B Reduce single-vehicle trips and parking demand in the
downtown and on University Hill by generating new
ridership through increased mobility within, and between,
those areas.

c Develop transit corridors to support sustainable land use
and economic growth within the City.

D Make transit more attractive by reducing transit travel time,
improving transit stops and on-board amenities, providing
rider information, and branding key corridors.

G OAL: IMPROVE SUBURBAN COMMUTER SERVICES TO

OBJECTIVE:

DOWNTOWN SYRACUSE AND UNIVERSITY HILL

A Reduce regional transit travel time to be more comparable
to commuter vehicle travel time.

Expand direct service between suburban communities
and major employment centers in the City, in particular,
downtown and University Hill.

c Provide the potential for transit-oriented development in
suburban communities.

Make transit more attractive to suburban commuters by
providing transit-stop and on-board amenities.




Urban Peak Ridership

— Ridership decreases significantly
with every one-half mile away from
the Common Center.

— Major corridors into downtown,
including James Street, Butternut
Street, S. Salina Street, Midland
Ave., and W. Onondaga Street, and
routes around Syracuse University,
operate at or close to capacity.

— Onondaga Community College
and Syracuse University generate
sustained ridership farther away
from the downtown core.




Suburban PeakR Ridership

— In general, the suburban commuter
routes are less than 50% occupied.

Park and Rides and express routes
do not generate a significant
number of riders.

Routes to Fayetteville, East
Syracuse, Camillus, North Syracuse,
and Liverpool have the highest
occupancy, outside of the City
boundaries, of the suburban
routes; however, even these routes
generally operate well below
capacity outside of the City.




Transit improvement corridors
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Low Investment scenario:
enhance existing system with consolidated trunk routes
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Bus rapid transit, or BRT, combines the
flexibility of bus service with features
of rail transit to provide a premium

level of service and enhanced reliability.

BRT systems typically operate at higher
speeds and have fewer stops than
regular bus service, and can operate in
mixed-flow travel lanes, bus-only lanes,
or on separate transit-ways.

ADVANTAGES

Typically about half the cost of LRT for
a similar travel time benefit.

Slightly lower than LRT operating/
maintenance costs.

Can be established more quickly,
require less infrastructure
reconstruction and can be
implemented in pieces.

More flexible — can accommodate
route changes.

DISADVANTAGES

Less proven track record in attracting
transit-oriented development.

Not seen to be as permanent as LRT.

Sometimes viewed as less attractive
than LRT — resulting in lower ridership.

Light rail transit, or LRT, combines
aspects of traditional commuter/
passenger rail with streetcars. LRT
systems typically operate at higher
speeds and capacity than bus systems,
and can operate in designated transit
lanes with transit priority signals, in
mixed-traffic lanes, or on existing or
abandoned rail lines.

ADVANTAGES

Seen as more permanent than BRT.

Sometimes viewed as more attractive
and reliable than BRT — resulting in
higher ridership.

Proven track record of attracting
transit-oriented development.

Slightly faster travel times than BRT.

DISADVANTAGES

Typically about double the cost of a
similar BRT system.

Slightly higher operating/maintenance
cost than BRT.

Competition for federal funding is
strong — more expensive systems may
be more difficult to justify and take
longer to implement.




Medium investment scenario:
Bus Rapid Transit system
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High investment scenario:
Light Rail Transit system
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LOW Intensity BRT Example:
Mixed Traffic with Queue Jumpers

CDTA BusPlus: Albany, NY

CDTA'’s BusPlus BRT system operates along a
17-mile stretch of Route 5 between Albany
and Schenectady. The BRT vehicles travel in
mixed traffic and utilize queue jumpers at
major signalized intersections, and stop at

18 upgraded/branded stations, resulting in a
significant travel time improvement over the
existing route which had 90 stops. The system
also incorporates GPS tracking which is used
to provide arrival information at the stations.

Location: Albany — Schenectady, NY
Length: 17 miles — 18 stations
Time to Construct: 2 years

Construction Cost: $34 million total”
S2 million per mile”
Opened: 2011

Cost to Maintain: S15 million per year
Ridership: 10,000 per day

Fare: One-way pass $2.00
All-day pass $4.00

*Construction Cost does not include Engineering or R.O.W.

Ridership along the Route 5 corridor has
increased 10 — 15%, with the biggest share
in ridership coming from the BusPlus
route.




MEDIUM Intensity BRT Example:

Bus-Only Lanes
RTA HealthLine: Cleveland, OH

The 6.8-mile Healthline utilizes 21 articulated
rapid transit vehicles that can accommodate
47 sitting and 53 standing passengers, and
incorporate GPS communication with text and
audio announcements. The vehicles operate in
bus-only lanes in the center of Euclid Avenue.

Image Source: Steven Litt, The Plain Dealer

Image Source: Joshua Gunter, The Plain Dealer

Image Source: Cleveland RTA

Location: Cleveland, OH
Length: 6.8 miles — 58 stations

Time to Construct: 3 years

Construction Cost: $112 million total
$16.5 million per mile’

Opened: 2008
Annual Operating Costs: $7.2 Million
Ridership: 12,500 per day

Fare: One-way pass $2.25
All-day pass $5.00

*Construction Cost does not include Engineering or R.O.W.

Since the completion of the project, $4.3
billion has been spent on projects along
the corridor, including loft apartments,

retail, and office. The Healthline received
its name through a partnership with the
Cleveland Clinic and University Hospital.




HIGH Intensity BRT Example:
Designated Transit Way

Los Angeles Metro Orange Line

The 14-mile Orange Line utilizes a completely
separate transit-way that follows a part of a
former railroad line. The system utilizes buses
that are 20 feet longer and can hold 50% more
passengers than a standard bus.

Image Source: Metro Transportation Library and Archive

Image Source: Los Angeles County Metro

Location: Los Angeles, CA
Length: 14 miles — 14 stations
Time to Construct: 3 years

Construction Cost: $322 million total
$23 million per mile’
Opened: 2005

Annual Operating Costs: 524 million
Ridership: 25,485 per day

Fare: One-way pass $1.50
All-day pass $5.00

*Construction Cost does not include Engineering or R.O.W.

Several transit-oriented developments
were planned at completion of the Orange
Line. Furthermore, there was a 24%
increase in boardings between 2006 and
2008.




The 3.4-mile River Rail Streetcar system
operates between Little Rock and North Little
Rock, connecting major points of interest in
both cities, including a ballpark, convention
Length: 3.4 miles — 15 stations center, museums, courthouses, riverfront
attractions, and loft apartments, among
others. The service utilizes five vintage replica
Construction Cost: 527 million total trolleys, powered by overhead electric, that
$8 million per mile’ operate on track within the traffic flow.

Location: Little Rock, AK

Time to Construct: 1.5 years

Opened: 2004
Annual Operating Costs: $450,000

Ridership: 800 per weekday
1,500 Saturday
Fare: One-way pass $1.00
All-day pass $2.00

*Construction Cost does not include Engineering or RO.W.

Economic impacts of the River Rail were
felt even before its opening. Two loft
apartment buildings and the River Market
were proposed once the streetcar route
was finalized. The streetcar system has
become a tourist attraction, boosting
activity within the cities during the
weekends.

Image Source: John Smatlak http://www.railwaypreservation.com/vintagetrolley/littlerock.htm




MEDIUM Intensity LRT Example:

Existing Rail
‘New Jersey Transit River Line

Lecation: Camden — Trenton, M)
Length: 34 miles = 20 stations
Time ta Construct: 5 yoars

Construction Cost: 51.1 billian total’

532 4 mllian por mike

Opened: 2004
Annual Operating Costs: 518 million
Ridership: 9,000 por day

Fare: One-way pass 51,50
All-day pass: NfA

ey i Lo s v i e b

The polifically driven project was hghly
controversial due to the low ridership

prajections, but the service has exceeded
the predicted ridership every year Sinte
opening

The River LINE is a 34-mile light rall corridor
that connects the cities af Camden and
Trenton, and passes through many suburban
communitiés in bebween, It operates mostly
along a lightly used freight railroad line that
was upgraded for passenger service and is
the first LET system in the US to utilize self-
propelled diesel-electric vehicles.



Location: Phoenix — Tempe — Mesa, AZ
Length: 20 miles — 32 stations

Time to Construct: 3.5 years

Construction Cost: $1.4 billion total’
$70 million per mile’

Opened: 2008
Annual Operating Costs: $S37 million
Ridership: 38,700 per day

Fare: One-way pass $1.50
All-day pass $3.50

*Construction Cost does not include Engineering or R.O.W.

Since construction of the METRO Light
Rail, $4 billion has been spent on transit-
oriented developments along the corridor.

METRO Light Rail

LEGEND
- Light Rail Route:
Incian School . smm Free Airport Shuttle
Osbor Rd. @ sttion Location

Thomas id ® rparkand-Ride
PHOENX

camppetie. &

EncantoBivd.
McDowellAd.

PapagoFy.
RoosevelSt.

The 20-mile light rail corridor serves Phoenix,
Tempe, and Mesa with low-floor vehicles
powered by overhead electrical lines. The
vehicles operate in a two-way configuration
in the center of city streets, or on the outside
of the street in one-way couplets. The system
required significant reconstruction of the

city streets to incorporate the rail lines and
stations.

Image Source: Arizona Passenger Rail Association

Image Source: Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.
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