








What is The I-81 Challenge?

The I-81 Challenge is the official

decision-making process to I-8 1 c ORRIDOR STU DY
determine the future of 1-81 =1
through the Syracuse region. — N YS D 0 T

e Transit system review
e Identify viable
improvement options

e Existing physical conditions analysis

¢ Inventory of existing land use, economic,
social, and environmental conditions
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The New York State
Department of
Transportation (NYSDOT)

is leading the planning
process through its 1-81
Corridor Study.

PusLic ParTICIPATION PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND MoDELING

e Inform public about process e Understand community’s goals
e Model alternatives

* Engage agencies, organizations, *®Facilitate public input into
and individuals across the development and refinement of

community in public dialogue options

e Refine and upgrade SMTC’s travel demand model

The NYSDOT has partnered with the Syracuse
Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) for
assistance with the public involvement and travel
demand modeling components.
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Why is The I-81 Challenge needed?

Sections of I-81—
particularly sections

m IEEEEER

LOOKIN

Over the coming decades,
portions of the highway
will need to be replaced,

of the viaduct in
downtown Syracuse—
are nearing the end of
their lifespan.

reconstructed, removed,
or otherwise changed.
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What will The I-81
Challenge accomplish?

A clear understanding
of our collective
transportation needs
and problems.

A set of goals that
identify what we want
to accomplish with 1-81
and the measures by
which we will know we
have succeeded.

A short list of viable
future options that will
go through a formal
environmental review.

A project or projects that
can be implemented.
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How will The I-81 Challenge lead to a decision?

—— « COTTidOr Study/Project Scoping Report

Study Existing
Conditions Technical Analysis

Technical
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DISCUSSION | D EAS *
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GOALS &
OBJECTIVES

Public
Input

Public Outreach
& Input

Public Input

Identify goals, Eval N Select viable
objectives, and valuate options options
range of options for detailed stud

Gather information

2009 2010

* Note that these represent target dates only.

L
>

Preliminary Design &
= Environmental Review — Final design mmm—m Implementation

Technical Analysis

RECORD OF CONSTRUCTION
DECISION OF PROJECT(S)

Public Review Public Review
& Input & Input

Study viable
options

PUBLIC +

Generate a wide range of
options for the future of I-81
as well as a set of criteria to
narrow down options based on
broad public participation and
technical analysis.

Narrow the options through
more public involvement and
technical analysis.

Establish a set of viable options
for formal environmental review
required by federal and New
York State law.

Further refine options through
a formal environmental
review process— ultimately
leading to a decision and a
project or projects that can be
implemented.
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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 ransporfation 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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Budgeted funding for planning
activities for The I-81 Challenge

AGENCY

Statewide Planning & Research (SPR): $ 1,500,000
NYSDOT | SAFETEA-LU: $ 5,000,000
TOTAL: $ 6,500,000

_—
——
———
———
N —
———
R —

SPR: $ 450,000
Metropolitan Planning: $ 608,130

TOTAL: $1,058,130

Securing capital funding requires identifying
a preferred project or projects which will
not occur until after the planning study is
complete in 2013.

To put in perspective, it is estimated to cost
$500 million to replace the bridge deck on
the elevated portion of I-81 in Syracuse.
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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
future of I-81

Ploasa uae this map to draw
your ideas. You can be as
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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
future of I-81

THE CORRIDOR
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Your visions for 1-81
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Your visions for 1-81
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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.
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Moving to Stage 1 screening

Must be considered
for all projects

No-Build

Rehabilitation

Carry forward
tostage 1
screening

Reconstruction

Tunnel / Depressed highway

Boulevard

Based on the review of the concepts and ideas
presented by the public, a large majority fell into

these categories and represent categories of
strategies that can potentially meet the Purpose
& Need and Goals & Objectives of the project.

Western bypass Pre-screen
categories prior
Relocate 1-81 to stage 1 screening

These two categories of concepts and ideas
were prescreened because the review of this
information indicated they may not meet the

project’s Purpose & Need or Goals & Objectives.
Western bypass concepts may not address the
I1-81 needs and the Relocate I-81 concepts present
potentially significant community impacts.
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The screening process

- : LR

Three levels of screening/evaluation g

will be completed to narrow down the .
number of strategies. Each stage will

increase the level of detail and refine

each strategy in conformance with

project needs and goals.

s occe

Th i
D D D D D D D D descrr]iek:gssﬁzt\ll\?:hese
D D D D D specific strategies will

D be developed

AU A NIING
Develop a variety of strategies
within each category (10-15
strategies total)

Develop concept-level illustrations
Review engineering
considerations; social, economic,
and environmental impacts; and

Evaluation criteria will be

applied, and the public will
be involved at each stage

traffic conditions

Quantify impacts, benefits, and
costs

Compare to Purpose & Need and
Goals & Objectives

Recommend strategies to ‘
progress to Stage 2
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Recommendations for Stage 1 screening

e Boulevard
Optional, as part of a Boulevard Strategy:
e Western bypass
e West Street/railroad arterial

e No-Build
e Reconstruction
e Rehabilitation

e Tunnel/Depressed highway
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) Tell us what you think

? The board to the left summarizes our recommendations for the strategies that

will progress to Stage 1 screening. Please provide your thoughts on these
recommendations in the space below.

(You will have the opportunity to provide additional comments on each of the five proposed Stage 1 strategies in the next station)
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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






Rehabilitation strategy: defined

- Can be used along with No-Build as
a benchmark for other strategies

- Addresses some issues with 1-81

- Long-term pavement and bridge
conditions

- Some of the worst accident, safety,
and congestion areas in the corridor

- Extension of the viaduct service life

“One of the positives of living in Central
New York is the ease of automobile travel in
the region...it would not be a bad thing to
keep I-81 exactly as it is now.”

“1-81 makes traveling to work a breeze! |
have lived in the University area for over 50
years and 81 has been a blessing to go from
one side of the city to the other in little to
no time.”

“81 is completely essential to maintaining a
working city. Loss of quick travel from north
to south Syracuse will drastically increase
commute times and destroy what | love
most - ease of navigation.”

Back to TOC

“We must maintain convenient
highway access to downtown
and to key University and
Medical Center destinations. |
believe I-81 needs to remain, in
some form, where it is.”
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Rehabilitation strategy: considerations

- Increase ramp spacing

- Use frontage roads - non-limited

access roads that run parallel to

high-speed roads or highways

OFF RAMP ON RAMP

SAFETY AND OPERATIONAL

- Improved lighting

- Rumble strips

- Bridge widening to provide shoulders
- Skid-resistant pavement

- Reflective pavement markings

Vi X VIPRU V|

- Straightening of sharp curves

Superelevation Diagram

Centrifugal

force
o) ~

Superelevation
force

Transverse
friction force .
Superelevation




) Tell us what you think

ﬂ there anything missing from this strategy? \
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Reconstruction strategy: defined

“The bridge works, so keep

Syracuse, but make major improvements it. Improve the design, widen

to the infrastructure (i.e additional lanes,
carpool (HOV) lanes, fewer exits and
entrance ramps, less curves, etc.). Improve
signage, lighting, and safety, too.”

WHY CONSIDER THIS “Keep the current I-81 right-of-way through

the highway, and address the
design deficiencies of the on
ramps and interchanges.”

- Significant public support
- Addresses long-term issues with 1-81

- Meets regional transportation needs
through 2040

“Renovate the existing system, maintaining
its extraordinary functionality. Improve the

interchanges, and enhance the pedestrian
environment
around the

interstate.

Eliminate

bottlenecks by

widening the W h

roadway and at We
lengthening

merge lanes.” h ea rd

Long-term pavement and bridge
conditions

High accident locations

Congestion at 1-690 interchange

Most or all non-standard features

Aesthetic/built environment
improvements in the current viaduct area
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Reconstruction strategy: considerations

- Frontage roads segregate local traffic from the higher
speed through traffic

- Frontage roads are used most frequently on highways
where their primary function is to distribute and collect
traffic between local streets and interchanges

[\ A [\

- Interchange configuration and design is based on
many factors including traffic volumes and patterns,
environmental considerations, and cost

- The most common interchange configurations fill the
least space, minimize structural complexity, minimize
weaving, and fit the setting

- The most widely used directional interchange is a
4-level System Interchange layout

- A new viaduct would conform to
current design standards

- Many cities have built new viaducts
that are aesthetically pleasing




) Tell us what you think

ﬂ there anything missing from this strategy? \
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Tunnel/Depressed highway strategy: defined

WHY CONSIDER THIS

- Significant public support
- Addresses long-term issues of 1-81

- Meets regional transportation needs
through 2040

Long-term pavement and bridge
conditions

Accidents
Non-standard features

Aesthetic/built environment
improvements in the current
viaduct area

“I would put I-81 underground and design
a tunnel to allow traffic to flow in and out
of the city. A tunnel would improve traffic
flow, reconnect the downtown area, and
decrease accident rates on I-81.”

“Create a tunnel for the highway. Then,
above ground, use the open space for

parks and paths for walking and biking. This
strategy would create a unique space in the
city and help Syracuse distinguish itself.”

What we
heard
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Tunnel/Depressed Highway strategy:

Elements of Stage 1 development

— Re-establish all connections between |-81

r and 1-690
-t
{g90} — Provide primary access to downtown and
University Hill
s
"‘Q\“\\‘|: 7=
. | = : — Investigate tunnel concepts from Crouse
| F - Ave to Willow St
o || =
=}
|| -
= (| =
)%
£ A
I :

MR TS | A 4R CVSSVIEITEER F= e TEFRT e BTSN L
-5 :

SRS ERE Y PR TEERITE TR D B IE'; ll. |
A | — Investigate and develop 5 tunnel/depressed
> JE highway concepts for I-81 from the NYS&W
1| railroad to Butternut St

A

NORTHERN & SOUTHERN

Review other terminus suggestions including:
— City of Syracuse north city line
— 1-90 (Thruway) interchange (Exit 25A)

— Castle St (tunnel and depressed highway)
— Colvin St (tunnel)
— Oakwood Cemetery (depressed highway)
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Tunnel/Depressed highway strategy:
considerations

- Grade change

_ Lowering roadway would require
a significant transition length

- Local access

- Re-establish downtown access
and University Hill connections

- Modifications to existing street
network necessary for tunnel
portal and approaches

- Maintenance issues
- Drainage
_Ventilation
_ Fire and emergency systems




) Tell us what you think

ﬂ there anything missing from this strategy? \
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Boulevard strategy: defined

“A boulevard would eliminate

the viaduct, which is an eyesore
and physical barrier in central
Syracuse. It would also calm traffic
and reduce noise and pollution.”

Y CONSIDER THIS “Convert |-81 to a street-level arterial

highway, similar to the one in Utica, NY. The
highway should have turn lanes for major

- Significant public support crossroads, and crosswalks or pedestrian
bridges at strategic points. This option
would be cheaper to maintain and would
create more access points for travelers.

- Addresses structural issues of the
[-81 viaduct

- Regional transportation needs

“Bring I-81 to street level
to create a central
boulevard. Add
sidewalks and

street trees!”

Long-term pavement and bridge
conditions

Accidents
Non-standard features

Aesthetic/built environment
improvements in the current
viaduct area



Boulevard strategy:

Elements of Stage 1 development

— Re-establish all connections between |-81
and 1-690

— Establish connections to the boulevard

— Provide primary access to downtown and
University Hill

000 '
NN

— Review boulevard from University Ave to
West St

— Review boulevard from Route 5 to West St

\ 254
\| I Investigate and/or develop 4 different
}I] '! : boulevard options. Details will include:
r';‘_ ",&4 — Cross section options (width, # of lanes,
Il green space)
W s 1 _ Southern terminus options (Castle St to
Al Jackson St)
¥ = . . .
- e s asmsonsy | \orthern terminus options (Erie Boulevard,
\| l Almond St, or through the interchange)
: i‘: il
MR TSR L LATTEE 4. TR VSYIETIEERE = TPFRY ‘ _ LR M
™ ||y
-S 1'ix
o
o
? NORTHERN & SOUTHERN
f : :
i Review other terminus suggestions for the
i'l' ! boulevard concept including:

— 1-481 northern interchange (Exit 29)
— 1-90 (Thruway)
— Route 370 (Onondaga Lake Parkway)

— City streets including - Hiawatha Blvd,
Spencer St, Court St, and Butternut St

51 — 1-481 southern interchange (Exit 16A)
A — Brighton Ave

— Colvin St



Boulevard strate

— Reconnect street grid

— Rebuild major streets to
boulevard standards

— Better/more connections to
State roads

— Improve traffic signal
coordination

— Review one-way streets
— Consider roundabouts

— Rebuild/reconnect ramps and
interchange

— Consider extending bypass
from 1-81/1481 interchange (Exit
16A) to NYS Route 5/695 in
Fairmount

— Rebuild/reconnect ramps and
interchange

— Approximate new I-81 mainline

y: Associated concepts
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— Rebuild/reconnect ramps and
interchange

— Approximate new I-81 mainline

— Re-designate 1-481 as I-81
— Review 1-690 and 1-481 for

capacity issues and potential
widening

— Investigate the NYS & W

Railroad and West St corridor
for circulation improvements
and/or a possible 1-81/1-690
connector
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Boulevard strategy: considerations

- Street network changes
- Elevated to at-grade transition
- Upgrading of existing arterials
- New thoroughfares

- Traffic capacity enhancements

- Review alternative access
locations

- Street grid improvements
- Alternative transportation modes

- Reserved right-of-way for
transit

- Sidewalks and bike lanes
- Pedestrian safety
- Improved aesthetics




) Tell us what you think

ﬂ there anything missing from this strategy? \




Back to TOC

Common concepts

These concepts represent additional improvements
that could be incorporated into any strategy

Develop surface street
modifications to facilitate

A A IS ML T e I S W e Sl T T Sl O S T T LA ST M T

interstate access and

P improved connectivity

T T Wl e LT A e [t o /AT TER RO VEESE Wi D TG -@ « TN M T A

Consider frontage road
for improved access to
University Hill

(Mg

Consider a new Castle St
interchange (full or partial)

U ST AT S P s Lt B e e el Consider improvements to
oz Exit 17 (State St/Salina St/
' Brighton Ave), including the
TN E UL SA TS B WL T ) BT R v | N LT [ T O L I R T COIVin St northbound on-

ramp, for improved east side/
University Hill access

Consider a new 1-481
interchange for University
A Hill Access

— Review improvements to transit system for improved mobility in downtown
core and improved peak hour commuter ridership (see Station 5)

— Review bicycle and pedestrian improvements
— Ensure Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) guidelines are followed
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Transit Benefits

e Every $1 billion invested in public
transportation capital and operations creates
and supports an average of 36,000 jobs.

e For every S1 invested in public
transportation, $4 is generated in economic
returns.

e Transit corridors support sustainable
economic growth.

Image Source: CENTRO

e Public transportation in the US saves as
much CO2 as would be produced from
the generation of electricity for 4.9 million
households.

e If an individual switches a 20-mile roundtrip
commute to public transportation, his or her
annual CO2 emissions will decrease by 4,800
pounds per year.

e Expanded public transit strategies
coordinated with combining travel activity,
land use development, and operational
efficiencies can reduce greenhouse gases by
24 percent.

Image Source: SMTC
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Transit Benefits

e Americans living in areas served by public
transportation save 785 million hours in
travel time and 640 million gallons of fuel
annually.

e When Americans use public transportation,
they walk more. Walking increases fitness
levels, leading to healthier citizens and less

strain on the health care system.

e Transit provides a means of transportation
and access to opportunities for all, including
the elderly, persons with disabilities, and low-
income communities.

e Public transportation saves the US the
equivalent of 4.2 billion gallons of gasoline
annually.

e Anindividual can achieve an average annual
savings of more than $10,000 by taking public
transportation instead of driving, and by
living with one less car.

* Household residents living within proximity
of public transportation drive an average of
4,400 fewer miles annually.

Image Source: CENTRO

Image Source: CENTRO
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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:

Back to TOC

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.




Are there other needs this transit

system analysis should consider?

?  Write your ideas on a post-it note and add them to this board.
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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.
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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.
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Transit Enhancements

WHAT IS IT?

e A small shoulder area that is provided at a
bus stop.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS?

e Helps to maintain traffic flow along
congested corridors by providing an area
for buses to pull out of travel lane to pick
up or drop off passengers.

Estimated Cost Per Pull-Out: $30,000°

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

WHAT IS IT?
e A travel or parking lane that is restricted
to buses during certain times of the day.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS?
e Can be designated by a combination of
striping, colored pavement, and signing.

e Can be applied in urban and suburban
environments, on arterials and freeways.

e Reduces transit travel time by allowing
buses to bypass congestion.

Estimated Average Cost
New Lane Construction: $2,000,000/mile’
Restripe Existing Lane: $25,000/mile’

*Cost does not include Engineering or R.O.W.
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Transit Enhancements

WHAT IS IT?

e Typically applied when using queue jump
or bus-only lanes.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS?

e Utilize separate signal heads that show
white bars, rather than colors, to avoid
confusing drivers.

Can also incorporate sensors that adjust
the operation of the signal to allow
buses to flow along the corridor with less
impedance.

Estimated Cost Per Intersection:
$8,000 — $35,000

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

WHAT IS IT?

e Short bus-only lanes that are provided in
advance of a signalized intersection and
combined with transit signal priority.

WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS?

e Allows a bus to bypass intersection
gueuing and re-enter the travel lanes
ahead of other vehicles.

e Provides a reduction in travel time for
buses along corridors with multiple traffic
signals.

Estimated Cost Per Intersection:
$100,000 - $300,000°

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

Image Source: Chris Phan October 2005



What enhacements would you like to

see to the current transit system?

?  Write your ideas on a post-it note and add them to this board.
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Rider Amenities

Rider amenities increase accessibility and
usability of the transit system.

e Real-time rider information provided
at transit stops, or via smart phone
applications, web sites, or call-in
numbers.

Posted schedules at bus stops.
Concrete pads, benches, or bus shelters.

Larger climate-controlled bus shelters at
high-volume stops.

Image Source: Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.

Use a color or name to brand a corridor.

Establish major commuter park and
rides with amenities such as coffee/news
stands.

On-board amenities:
e Free Wi-Fi
e Larger, more comfortable seating
Work surfaces/tray tables
Cup holders
Televisions

Image Source: ABC 7 San Francisco, CA

Image Source: NJ TRANSIT Image Source: NJ TRANSIT

By 2014 Centro intends to install real-
time transit information on all its buses,
including:

e Real-time bus arrival information system
with dynamic message signs & web-
services;

e Automated on-vehicle stop
announcement;

e Automated passenger counters.
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q What amenities are important to you?

?  Write your ideas on a post-it note and add them to this board.



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
e 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

e Less proven track record in attracting
transit-oriented development.

e Not seen to be as permanent as LRT.

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

e Seen as more permanent than BRT.

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

* Proven track record of attracting
transit-oriented development.

e Slightly faster travel times than BRT.

DISADVANTAGES

e 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.




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.
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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
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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
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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.
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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
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The River LINE is a 34-mile light rail corridor
that connects the cities of Camden and

Trenton, and passes through many suburban
communities in between. It operates mostly
Length: 34 miles — 20 stations along a lightly used freight railroad line that
was upgraded for passenger service and is
the first LRT system in the US to utilize self-
propelled diesel-electric vehicles.

Location: Camden — Trenton, NJ

Time to Construct: 5 years

Construction Cost: $1.1 billion total
$32.4 million per mile’

Opened: 2004
Annual Operating Costs: $18 million
Ridership: 9,000 per day

Fare: One-way pass $1.50
All-day pass: N/A

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

Image Source: Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.

MERCER COUNTY

€ g

The politically driven project was highly
controversial due to the low ridership
projections, but the service has exceeded
the predicted ridership every year since
opening.

™\
River LINE

Image Source: Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.




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.
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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.



€9 What do you think?

oOO oOO
§o_ @

| like LRT because... | don’t like LRT because




Where WOUld you like to see Back to TOC

enhancements in the Syracuse Area?

?  Write your ideas on a post-it note and add them to this board.



€Y Tell us what you think

Please take a moment to fill out a transit survey:

RIDER SURVEY

Do you currently use transit?
Whether you use transit every
day, or just occasionally, please

fill out this survey:

NoN-RIDER SURVEY

Don’t Ride Transit? Don’t worry,
we want to hear from you as
well. Please fill out this survey:

\
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Environmental and Back to TOC
Community Resources
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Noise & air quality

NOISE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS EXISTING NOISE MEASUREMENTS AIR QUALITY SENSITIVE RECEPTORS
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Transportation modeling

You’ve probably seen or heard
about models throughout your

life — whether physical models Ever heard that new transit service
such as a train or a building will take X number of cars off the
or more abstract models like road? Or that building a new road
those used to give us weather will cut travel time by X minutes?
forecasts. What they have in Ever wondered how planners

common is that they represent know that?

real world objects or processes. It all comes from a model...

Rail Transit

g Commercial
Density Centers
Residential

Illd
uy

We also use models in
transportation planning. These
models are a series of complex
mathematical equations

that represent the choices,
decisions, and behavior of
thousands (or millions) of
individual travelers.

— Know where, when and how
people are traveling

— Understand what and where our
transportation needs are now
and in the future

— Evaluate different strategies and
investments to meet those needs

— Determine the impacts of
strategies and investments on
system performance, air quality,
travel time, and land use, just to
name a few
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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

Back to TOC

PROJECTED GROWTH IN TRAFFIC VOLUMES
(2007 TO 2040)*

Lysander;

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

> 8,000 La|Fayette
| | | | “
A | |
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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:
TRAFFIC COUNTS AND MODELED VOLUMES

Modeling peoples’ travel behavior is a difficult
undertaking since behavior is variable and complex.

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.

MODEL ARTERIAL SPEEDS COMPARED TO
OBSERVED ARTERIAL SPEEDS

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

17,201 16,864

== == @ 2000 Census @ Model Output
] g

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

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

Microsimulation models allow us to understand detailed
operational aspects of our transportation system. We

can examine how traffic flows on a segment of highway,
around a sharp curve, or through an intersection or
interchange. While the regional model looks at overall
demand, microsimulation models focus on the interactions
and behaviors of individual vehicles.

What can we do with
microsimulation models?

- Understand current
operations on the highway:
“How, why and where does
congestion occur?”

- Evaluate the operational
impacts of proposed
changes: “What would
happen if we changed X?”
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How can we evaluate possibilities

for the future of 1-81?

|
u
n
n
u
u
n
o =
. u
o ® © After we established goals, we
developed criteria to measure and
® o evaluate different possibilities to see
which one(s) will best achieve
® o o our common goals.
)
o
0.. ’
L 4
L 4
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e o ‘ensszmmmmnnns Many different ideas have been
° generated about future options

for 1-81
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Strategies were identified based on
initial screening of ideas from the public
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The list of evaluation criteria
will be used to reduce possible
strategies to a smaller list of
potentially viable options

A project or projects that
may be implemented

FUTURE the st of potentialy

viable options

OF 1I-81




What should the solution for
1-81 accomplish?

The goals for The I-81 Challenge are:

Improve public safety
Maintain or improve economic opportunities
Exercise fiscal responsibility

Share the burdens and benefits of any
solution equitably

Enhance the transportation network
Preserve or enhance environmental health
Enhance region-wide mobility

Support community quality of life




Example:

Preserve or enhance
environmental health

Objectives:

Objectives are the specific and Maintain or improve
practical steps we can take to air quality

achieve our goals. Using the

goal above, one objective is to

“Maintain or improve air quality”.

Change in emissions
and air pollutants

2% Increase No Change

Back to TOC

Goals:

Goals are a statement of what we
intend or hope to achieve with
The I-81 Challenge. One of our
goals is “Preserve or enhance
environmental health”.

Evaluation Criteria:

Evaluation criteria identify the
specific measures and outputs

that can be used to determine the
effectiveness of different strategies
and options at meeting our objectives
and ultimately reaching our goals.
Continuing the example above,

we could measure and compare

the change in emissions and air
pollutants across different options.

2% Decrease
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Evaluation Criteria

Goal: Improve Public Safety

Objectives: How it could be measured: Example outputs:

Reduce accident occurrences to at or below the statewide Quantify results of accident countermeasures by comparing Expected reduction in accident rates to future
average (SWA) for similar facilities. before/after rates to SWA. No-Build strategy.

Improve the safety of alternative modes of transportation Qualitatively review each strategy and compare operational Expected reduction in bicycle/pedestrian and car crashes in
(pedestrian, bicycle, transit). changes to reduce excessive speeds. immediate vicinity of Almond Street.

Expected vehicle speeds in vicinity of Alimond Street.

Goal: Maintain or Improve Economic Opportunities

Objectives: How it could be measured: Example outputs:

Maintain or improve the overall economic environment and Qualitatively evaluate economic environment and compare. Net impact to regional economy (non-construction).
infrastructure.

Maintain or improve economic opportunities by addressing Qualitatively evaluate multi-modal opportunities and compare. Identify benefit of multi-modal improvements.
multi-modal access.

Improve transportation system efficiency and reliability, and Reduce and compare Vehicle Miles Traveled and delay, and Number or percentage of congested road segments in the
reduce travel costs. other congestion reduction measures. Syracuse metropolitan area.

Goal: Exercise Fiscal Responsibility

Objectives: How it could be measured: Example outputs:

Minimize capital costs by ensuring that transportation system Compare overall costs of strategy to conformance with Projected capital cost of project.
investments are cost effective. project goals.

Goal: Share Burdens and Benefits

Objectives: How it could be measured: Example outputs:

Share the burden of impacts during construction and long term Identify community-scale impacts and compare to EJ areas, Noise, air quality, congestion, sustainable development,
across stakeholders (e.g. suburbs, adjacent neighborhoods, low- neighborhoods, etc. property value, and property impacts.
income communities, Onondaga Nation).

Share the benefits across stakeholders (e.g. suburbs, adjacent Identify community-scale impacts and compare to EJ areas, Noise, air quality, congestion, sustainable development,
neighborhoods, low-income communities, Onondaga Nation). neighborhoods, etc. property value, and property impacts.




Evaluation Crite

ria

Goal: Enhance the Transportation Network

Objectives:

How it could be measured:
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Example outputs:

Eliminate structural deficiencies using treatment strategies that
provide the lowest life cycle maintenance costs and restore
bridge condition ratings, where applicable, to good condition
for at least 30 years.

Restore bridge condition ratings to greater than 5.0.

Number of bridges with condition greater than 5.0.
Anticipated maintenance cost over life cycle of structure.

Improve existing geometric design through the application
of appropriate design standards and the reduction of non-
standard elements and/or geometries.

Quantify reduction/elimination of non-standard features.

Quantify reduction/elimination of non-conforming features.

Number of non-standard features .

Number of non-conforming features.

Identify alternative mode improvements in the vicinity of I-81.

Goal: Preserve or Enhance Environ

Objectives:

Qualitatively evaluate bicycle and pedestrian improvements
and compare.

Quantify transit mode share improvements using the Regional
Travel Demand Model.

mental Health

How it could be measured:

Qualitative evaluation of bike and pedestrian infrastructure.

Transit mode share for trips in the Syracuse Metropolitan
Planning Area shown by “commuter” and “urban” routes.

Example outputs:

Support local, regional, and state environmental initiatives.

Provide stormwater management facilities for water quantity
and water quality.

Quantify Context Sensitive Solutions applied.
Quantify Green Streets principles applied.

Opportunities to incorporate green infrastructure — rank low,
medium, and high.

Opportunities to incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions and
Green Streets principles using a scale of low, medium, and high.

Maintain or improve air quality (overall emissions and odor).

Quantify and compare reduction in emissions and air pollutants
using the Regional Travel Demand Model.

Total tons of pollutants emitted (e.g., carbon monoxide, volatile
organic compounds, and nitrous oxide).

Minimize air quality and noise impacts on adjacent neighbors.

Identify locations that exceed the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and compare.

Assessment of positive and/or negative impacts of a strategy on
air quality.

Minimize impacts on designated community landmarks and
historic resources.

Quantify and compare impacts.

Does, or will strategy impact community landmarks and historic
resources.

Minimize storm water impacts and improve water quality.

Each strategy must mitigate impacts in accordance with SPDES.

Change in amount of impervious areas (asphalt vs. grass).




Evaluation Criteria

Goal: Enhance Region-Wide Mobility

Objectives:

How it could be measured:
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Example outputs:

Improve peak period mobility and reduce delay on the highway
system (primary, secondary, and city streets) by providing
acceptable operating speeds, improving level of service.

Compare levels of service to future null condition and the
project design criteria.

Level of Service at key intersections or links, and
operating speed.

Preserve regional mobility by maintaining travel times.

Quantify average travel time.

Average commute time to work.

Improve access to key destinations (i.e. the airport, hospitals,
and downtown businesses).

Quantify travel times to key destinations.

Average trip time during peak periods to selected destinations.

Improve connectivity of alternative modes of transportation
(pedestrian, bicycle, transit).

Goal: Support Community Quality

Objectives:

Quialitatively evaluate improvements to intermodal connectivity
and compare.

of Life

How it could be measured:

Where connectivity points are impacted, improvements
will be identified.

Example outputs:

Minimize impact to community resources.

Quantify impacts (number of resources) and compare.

Identify the impacts of each strategy on community resources.

Encourage sustainable land use patterns within the city and
county.

Quialitatively evaluate land use opportunities, including
opportunities for transit oriented development (TOD), and
compare.

Assess opportunity for employment and population growth
within, and outside, the City of Syracuse considering
sustainability principles.

Enhance connectivity between University Hill and downtown.

Qualitatively evaluate changes to connectivity/barrier effect for
each strategy and compare.

Compare the connectivity advantage of each strategy.

Encourage Smart Growth: sustainable regional land use
patterns that minimize suburban sprawl, which increases
demand for infrastructure and services.

Quialitatively evaluate smart growth opportunities.

Assess opportunity for employment and population growth
within, and outside, the City of Syracuse considering
sustainability principles.

Improve the visual built environment through Context Sensitive
Solutions that contribute to roadside/street ambiance,
community character, and public safety.

Quialitatively evaluate Context Sensitive Solution opportunities.

Opportunities to incorporate Context Sensitive Solutions — rank
low, medium, and high.

Promote other planning and development visions and initiatives
(county, city, and region).

Quialitatively evaluate conformance to local and regional land
use plans.

Strategy supports or complies with Onondaga County’s
Development Guide or the City of Syracuse’s Comprehensive
Plan - rank low, medium and high.
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How has my input been used?

In the past, you
have told us:

Your problems, issues, and
concerns related to 1-81
What is important to you for our
transportation system

What you hope
The I-81 Challenge will achieve

Your ideas and visions for our
highway, our city, and our region

We have listened and
used what you told us to:

Clarify the issues and problems that
The 1-81 Challenge needs to resolve
Develop a set of goals and objectives
that will guide our process

Identify a set of possible future
strategies that solve the challenges of
I-81, incorporate your ideas, and make

progress towards our future goals

Back to TOC
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What's next?

Your input today
will help us:

Verify that we will be moving forward
with the most appropriate set of
strategies for our region
Elaborate on these strategies by
adding, subtracting and refining
specific components

What you can expect from
us in the coming months:

Your ideas and input
reflected in our work
Results of our analysis of these
strategies and a limited number of

specific viable options for each

Additional opportunities for
you to provide input
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Environmental review

The National Environmental Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 was
the first major U.S. environmental law and establishes
national environmental policy and goals for the protection,
maintenance, and enhancement of the environment.

For transportation projects receiving federal funding, NEPA
requires the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
other transportation agencies to consider potential impacts
to the social and natural environment and to make this
information available to the public for comment before the
implementation of the proposals.

In addition to evaluating the potential environmental
effects, FHWA must take into account the transportation
needs of the public in reaching a decision that is in the best
overall public interest.
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Purpose and Need

The purpose and need statement is a full and honest
explanation of why an agency, or project sponsor, is
considering an action and is essential in establishing a
basis for the development of the range of reasonable
alternatives that will be considered (strategies). It is a
statement of the problem and evidence that supports
that the problem exists.

Alternatives (Strategy) Analysis

The alternatives analysis is a basic requirement

of NEPA and describes the process that was used
to develop, evaluate, and eliminate potential
alternatives to addressing the problem identified in
the purpose and need. Agencies are not required
to consider every potential alternative; however,
they are responsible for developing the full range of
alternatives. Agencies must provide opportunities
for the involvement of participating agencies and
the public in developing the alternatives and must
consider the input provided by these groups.

- The “no-build” alternative is included as a
benchmark against which the impacts of other
alternatives can be compared.

The preferred alternative is the alternative which
the agency believes would fulfill the purpose
needed.

Environmental Assessment

NEPA requires consideration of the direct, indirect,

and cumulative impacts of a proposed action and

its alternatives on the environment. Potential measures to mitigate adverse environmental effects also must be
considered.

Interagency Coordination

The NEPA process includes requirements for interagency coordination and cooperation. The lead federal agency
works cooperatively with other federal and state agencies during the environmental review process.

Public Involvement

Handled correctly, public participation in the NEPA process will improve acceptance of the final decision and,
at minimum, provide agencies with the best information possible for making a decision. The amount and type
of public involvement will vary depending on the complexity and degree of controversy involved in a project.
Elements include:

Scoping meetings and public hearings.

Early and continuing opportunities for the public to be involved in the identification of social, economic, and
environmental impacts, as well as impacts associated with relocation of individuals, groups, or institutions.

Reasonable notice to the public of public information meetings, a public hearing or the opportunity for a
public hearing.
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Three routes through NEPA

Categorical Exclusion

Under NEPA, transportation projects that do not individually or
cumulatively have significant environmental effects are classified as
categorical exclusions (CEs).

Environmental Assessment

Where the significance of environmental impacts are unknown, a federal
agency may prepare an environmental assessment (EA). An EA is meant
to provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to
prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant
impact (FONSI).

FONSI — Official document that briefly explains why the project will not
have significant impacts and identifies the selected alternative.

Environmental Impact Statements

NEPA requires a federal agency to prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS) when there is a proposal for a major federal action
that significantly affects the quality of the human environment. An EIS
includes a detailed evaluation of the proposed action and alternatives.
The purpose of an EIS is to serve as a tool to promote environmentally
sensitive decision making.

Notice of Intent and Scoping

Notice of Intent (NOI) — Official notice published in the Federal Register to
notify and involve cooperating and participating agencies and individuals
about the proposed action and to identify the issues that will be analyzed.

Scoping — An early and open process involving the public and other
stakeholders to review a project’s purpose and need statement and to
identify alternatives and significant issues to be analyzed.

Draft EIS

Draft EIS — Official document with a detailed description of the proposal,
the purpose and need, reasonable alternatives, the affected environment,
and presents an analysis of the anticipated beneficial and adverse
environmental effects of the alternatives. A preferred alternative can be
identified at the Draft EIS stage.

Public Comment

Public Comment — Once a Draft EIS is published, the public has an
opportunity to review and submit official comments. The typical
comment period is 45 - 60 days from the date of public notice in
the Federal Register.

Final EIS

The final EIS includes responses to any issues raised through review of
the Draft EIS. The Final EIS must identify the preferred alternative. After
responding to comments, the agency must circulate the Final EIS for
review. Agencies cannot make a final decision until 30 days after the Final
EIS is filed.

The Spencer Street bridge is an example of a project subject to the Categorical
Exclusion process.

Route 281 in Cortlandville, NY is an example of a project subject to the Environmental
Assessment process.

Record of Decision (ROD)

The ROD is the final step in the EIS process. It documents the preferred
alternative, presents the basis for the decision, identifies other alternatives
considered and why they were not selected, lists and identifies all
environmental commitments, and adopts and summarizes a monitoring
and enforcement program, if applicable, for any mitigation.

The Tappan Zee Bridge is an example of a project subject to the Environmental Impact
Statement process.
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The NEPA process

IDENTIFY PROJECT FUNDING SOURCES
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Exclusion (CE)
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Significant Environmental
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Impact (FONSI)
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+ +
Start All Permit Construction Project
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FEDERAL GUIDANCE
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Stay a part of
The 1-81 Challenge

— Additional public meetings
— Additional questionnaires

= Increased web and social
media presence

— Additional newsletters

The I1-81 Challenge is about and
for you:

— Tell others what you have
learned

— Let them know how to take
The I-81 Challenge

— And most of all stay involved!
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Public participation in The 1-81 Challenge

PUBLIC 1-81

CHALLENGE

Newsletters

Fact sheets
Educational videos
Website

Blog

THE
SPRING 2011 NEWSLETTER 1-3h
CHALLENGE

Facebook page
Questionnaires

Focus groups

— Project committees

Welcome (Back) to The I-81 Challenge! Pieces of
e The I-81 Challenge

The I-81 Challenge is made up of
three separate but integrated efforts:

You have probably read or heard that portions of I-81, particularly the elevated
sections of the highway in downtown Syracuse, are nearing the end of their
lifespan. Over the coming decades, portions of the highway will need to be
replaced, reconstructed, removed or otherwise changed. 0 QR GEgams
the public involvement effort, led
by the SMTC, to give the public
opportunities to learn about 1-81
and play an active part in planning
for its future.

— Public meetings

The New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), the Syracuse
Metropolitan Transportation Council (SMTC) and a Study Advisory Committee (SAC)
have begun a process to engage a broad cross-section of community members in
identifying, developing and evaluating options for the future of this vital corridor.
Over the next several years, this process, known as The I-81 Challenge, will advance
community discussions about the future of I-81. Corridor Study, being led by
NYSDOT, includes a review of

the highway's existing physical
conditions, a study of the

existing land use, economic,

and environmental context and
an analysis of potential options
(including those suggested by the
public) for the corridor’s future.

Find these resources and more
information at:

www.thei81challenge.org

Using the community’s input, along with information about the highway’s existing
conditions, a wide range of options for the future of I-81 and a set of goals and
objectives will be generated. This broad range of options will be narrowed down
to a small number of viable options through a combination of technical analysis
and continued public involvement. The viable options will ultimately be refined
and analyzed in further detail, and a formal environmental review process will
begin. That process will lead to a decision, and to a project or projects that can be
implemented. It takes time to make a decision of this importance, and we need

. the public to stay involved every step of the way. Visit wwwthel81challenge.org to Travel Demand Modaling Effort
t h 8 1 h | | b | find out how you can stay informed of project updates. e e
www.thelolcnallengenlog.org the SWITC g computer
simulations to see how different LjE
Syracuse Metropolitan New York State Department future options for 181 affect the &
Transportation Council of Transportation s {ne e CHALLENGE
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m Tell us what you think

Take a minute to fill out a meeting evaluation

What did you
think of your
experience today? 4 N
What did
you learn?
\_ Y,

4 )
What could we do

better next time?
\_ J

Is there anything

else you want us
to know?
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