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Appendix A – Environmental Justice 

Introduction 

Per federal requirements, the Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) undertakes an analysis 
of Environmental Justice in all Community and Transportation Linkage Planning Program (Linkage 
Program) initiatives to evaluate if transportation concepts and recommendations impact Environmental 
Justice populations. Impacts may be defined as those that are positive, negative and neutral as 
described in CDTC’s Environmental Justice Analysis document, published December 2017. The goal of 
this analysis is to ensure that both the positive and negative impacts of transportation planning 
conducted by CDTC and its member agencies are fairly distributed and that defined Environmental 
Justice populations do not bear disproportionately high and adverse effects.  

This goal has been set to: 

• Ensure CDTC’s compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which states that “no 
person in the United States shall, on the basis of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from 
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program 
or activity receiving Federal financial assistance,”  

• Assist the United State Department of Transportation’s agencies in complying with Executive 
Order 12898 stating, “Each Federal agency shall make achieving environmental justice part of its 
mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority 
populations and low-income populations.”  

• Address FTA C 4702.1B TITLE VI REQUIREMENTS AND GUIDELINES FOR FEDERAL TRANSIT 
ADMINISTRATION RECIPIENTS, which includes requirements for MPOs that are some form of a 
recipient of FTA, which CDTC is not. 

Data and Analysis 

CDTC staff created demographic parameters using data from the 2010 United States Census as well as 
data from the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS). Threshold values were assigned at the 
census tract level to identify geographic areas with significant populations of minority or low-income 
persons. Tracts with higher than the regional average percentage of low-income and/or minority 
residents are identified as Environmental Justice populations. Minority residents are defined as those 
who identify themselves as anything but white only, not Hispanic or Latino. Low-income residents are 
defined as those whose household income falls below the poverty line.  

The transportation patterns of low-income and minority populations in CDTC’s planning area are 
depicted in Table 1, using the commute to work as a proxy for all travel. The greatest absolute 
difference between the defined minority and non-minority population is in the Drive Alone and Transit 
categories: The non-minority population is 17.9% more likely to drive alone, slightly more likely to work 
at home, 9.8% less likely to take transit, and is also less likely to carpool, walk, or use some other 
method to commute. The greatest absolute difference between the defined low-income population and 



the non-low-income population follows the same trend, with the non-low-income population 19.9% 
more likely to drive alone and 10.6% less likely to commute via transit. 

 

Table 1.  Commute Mode 4-County NY Capital Region 
 
By Race/Ethnicity  Drive Alone  Carpool  Transit  Other  Walk  Work at Home  
All Workers (16+)  80.5%  7.7%  3.3%  1.2%  3.6%  3.7%  
White Alone Not 
Hispanic or Latino  

83.3%  7.1%  1.8%  1.1%  2.9%  3.9%  

Minority  65.4%  10.5%  11.6%  2.1%  7.5%  2.9%  
By Income  Drive Alone  Carpool  Transit  Other  Walk  Work at Home  
At/Above 100% 
Poverty Level  

82.3%  7.6%  2.7%  1.2%  2.7%  3.6%  

Below 100% 
Poverty Level  

62.4%  9.7%  13.3%  1.9%  9.2%  3.5%  

By Age  Drive Alone  Carpool  Transit  Other  Walk  Work at Home  
16-19 Years  58.4%  14.6%  6.0%  3.1%  15.6%  2.4%  
20-64 Years  81.3%  7.5%  3.2%  1.2%  3.2%  3.6%  
65+ years  81.7%  5.3%  2.2%  0.9%  2.3%  7.6%  
By English Ability  Drive Alone  Carpool  Transit  Other  Walk  Work at Home  
Speak English Very 
Well  

71.5%  11.0%  4.9%  1.8%  6.8%  3.9%  

Speak English Less 
than Very Well  

68.0%  13.2%  5.6%  2.2%  7.6%  3.4%  

By Disability 
Status  

Drive Alone  Carpool  Transit  Other  Walk  Work at Home  

Without any 
Disability  

81.1%  7.4%  3.0%  1.2%  3.6%  3.6%  

With a Disability  69.7%  11.6%  7.6%  2.2%  4.2%  4.7%  
By Gender  Drive Alone  Carpool  Transit  Other  Walk  Work at Home  
Male  80.8%  7.3%  2.9%  1.5%  4.0%  3.6%  
Female  80.3%  8.0%  3.7%  1.0%  3.3%  3.7%  

 
Data: CDRPC, from American Community Survey 2014 5-year estimates, tables S0802, 
B08105H, B08101, B08122, S0801, B08113, and S1811. Other includes taxi, motorcycle, 
and bicycle. 

 

Map 1 provides an overview of the Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study’s study area. This 
study area is included in the Environmental Justice area based on the study area Census Tracts having a 
higher than regional average percentage of minority residents, and for part of the area also for low 
income residents. 



Map 1 

 



Consideration for including people with low income and people of color in the planning process was given in the following ways: 

• The Internet was used to display and advertise information about the study. The project website, at 
https://washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com/, included functionality for contacting the project team with questions, to be added to 
the email list, and to submit comments. 

• Two formal public participation opportunities were provided, and advertised on social media. 
• The presentation and questions at the first public meeting were broadcast live on CDTC’s Facebook page, and made available for later 

viewing, also on CDTC’s Facebook page. 
• Feedback was solicited via surveys distributed at the formal public meetings as well as online. 
• Public comment was accepted throughout the study process.  
• Final products will be posted to CDTC’s website, the City of Albany’s website and on social media. 

Conclusion 

CDTC defines plans and projects with a primary or significant focus on transit, bicycling, walking, or carpool as being “positive,” and those that 
mostly maintain the existing infrastructure with a primary focus on automobiles as “neutral.” The recommendation from this study primarily 
maintains the existing infrastructure with strategic improvements for pedestrians and bicyclists. If implemented, the result will be a more 
complete and comfortable network for both pedestrians and bicyclists to traverse the corridor and access the jobs, housing, businesses, services, 
and University at Albany on either side of the roadway, and 2) a driving environment much the same as the current driving environment, with 
some safety improvements, as well as the loss of right-turn lanes. Overall, the recommendations would have a positive impact on Environmental 
Justice populations. 

https://washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com/


Environmental Mitigation 

Introduction 

Per federal requirements, the Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) undertakes an 
Environmental Features Scan in all Community and Transportation Linkage Planning Program (Linkage 
Program) initiatives. The Environmental Features Scan identifies the location of environmentally 
sensitive features, both natural and cultural, in relation to project study areas. Although the conceptual 
planning stage is too early in the transportation planning process to identify specific potential impacts to 
environmentally sensitive features, the early identification of environmentally sensitive features is an 
important part of the environmental mitigation process. It should also be noted here that as specific 
projects advance through the project development process, the applicable NEPA and SEQRA regulations 
requiring potential environmental impact identification, analysis and mitigation will be followed by the 
implementing agencies as required by federal and state law. CDTC is not an implementing agency.   

Data and Analysis 

CDTC staff relies on data from several state and federal agencies to maintain an updated map-based 
inventory of both natural and cultural resources. The following features are mapped and reviewed for 
their presence within each study area as well as within a quarter mile buffer of the defined study area 
boundary. 

Map 2 provides an overview of the environmentally sensitive (cultural and natural) features located 
within the Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study’s study area as well as within a quarter 
mile buffer of the defined study area boundary. 

• sole source aquifers 
• aquifers 
• reservoirs 
• water features (streams, lakes, rivers and 
ponds) 
• wetlands 
• watersheds 
• 100 year flood plains 
• rare animal populations 
• rare plant populations 
• significant ecological sites 
• significant ecological communities 
• state historic sites 
• national historic sites 
• national historic register districts 

• national historic register properties 
• federal parks and lands 
• state parks and forests 
• state unique areas 
• state wildlife management areas 
• county forests and preserves 
• municipal parks and lands 
• land trust sites 
• NYS DEC lands 
• Adirondack Park 
• agricultural districts 
• NY Protected Lands 
• natural community habitats 
• rare plant habitats 
• Class I & II soils 
 

  



MAP 2 



Conclusion 

Much of the study area of Washington Avenue is within an aquifer. Within ¼ mile of the study area 
there is protected open space, six areas of class I and II soils, rare animal habitat, the 100-year flood 
plain, two streams, and a rare animal population. The Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor 
Study’s recommendations will add sidewalk and multi-use path infrastructure and remove areas of 
pavement for right turns while reallocating some of that area for bicycles, and therefore are not 
expected to result in a measurable increase in fossil-fuel powered vehicle miles driven in the study area. 
Total impervious surface within the right-of-way may increase for the bicycle and/or pedestrian 
infrastructure. Study recommendations are not expected to directly result in increased land 
development. 
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Public Participation Plan – 12/20/2017 
Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 
 
What is the Goal of the Public Participation Plan?  
 
This Public Participation Plan (PPP) documents specific methods to engage, inform and educate the 
public about the Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study. The goals of the Public Participation 
Plan are to ensure clear information is provided to the stakeholders groups regarding the Project, and to 
facilitate “public” involvement during both the alternatives development and the study 
recommendations. In order to achieve these goals the PPP will create various opportunities to inform 
and engage the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), the Study Advisory Committee (SAC), stakeholders 
groups, and the general public.  
 
Who makes up the Technical Committee, the Advisory Committee and 
Stakeholders groups? 
 
Two “Committees” were established to facilitate the project and to have diverse interests and agencies 
represented. There is some overlap of members on the TAC and the SAC which will enable good 
communication between the committees.  The goal of these committees is to share technical 
information and to enable informed decision-making to help reach consensus on the study 
recommendations and the final plan. 
 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC):  The TAC will guide the overall project and will meet as needed to 
review progress.  This committee includes individuals from the City and CDTC who are jointly managing 
the study. 
 

• Chris Spencer – City of Albany, Director Department of Planning and Development 
• Yasmine Robinson – City of Albany, Sr Planner 
• Randy Milano – City of Albany, City Engineer 
• William Trudeau – City of Albany, Traffic Coordinator 
• Carrie Ward – CDTC Project Manager 
• Jacob Beeman – CDTC, Transportation Planner 
• Consultant team 

 
Study Advisory Committee (SAC):  Study Advisory Committee members include individuals from the 
following entities representing involved and interested agencies.  Various approvals will be needed from 
this group. 
 

• Chris Spencer – City of Albany, Commissioner Department of Planning and Development 
• Yasmine Robinson – City of Albany, Principal Planner 
• Randy Milano – City of Albany, City Engineer 
• William Trudeau – City of Albany, Traffic Coordinator 
• Errol Millington – University at Albany, Director Office of Campus Planning 
• Kristen Ellsworth – University at Albany, Campus Planner 
• Jason Kersch – University at Albany, Campus Planner 
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• Todd Fabozzi– CDRPC, Director of Sustainability 
• Brent Irving – CDTA, Planner 
• Brian Kirch – NYSDOT 
• Audrey Burneson – NYSDOT 
• Carrie Ward – CDTC, Project Manager 
• Jacob Beeman – CDTC, Transportation Planner 
• Consultant team 

 
Stakeholders Groups:  Stakeholders are property owners and businesses in the corridor and all parcels 
between I-90 and Washington Avenue.    
 
What communication methods will be used to involve stakeholders and how will 
they be implemented? 
 
Meetings 
 
Technical Committee Meetings:  Technical Committee meetings will be held as needed to review 
progress.  
 
Advisory Committee Meetings:  Six (6) SAC meetings are planned – 1) Kick-off, 2) Operational and Safety 
Analysis, 3) Review Public Input, (4) Draft Alternatives, 5) Evaluation of Alternatives, and 6) Public 
Comment/Recommendations.   
 
Stakeholder Meetings:  Three stakeholder meetings will be held by invitation to properties in the 
corridor.  One stakeholder meeting will be reserved for UAlbany administration with another stakeholder 
meeting reserved for OGS.  An additional stakeholder meeting will be held with the NYSDOT during Task 
5B if necessary.   
 
Public Meetings:  There will be two public meetings to obtain input from the public at large.  These will 
be widely publicized to maximize attendance.  The consultant will facilitate these meetings.  Members of 
the TAC will be asked to participate. SAC members will be encouraged to attend.  It is expected that the 
City will secure appropriate meeting space. 
 

• Public Meeting 1:  Public Meeting 1 will be used to introduce the project to the general public, 
and solicit input on issues and ideas.  Specific techniques used at the first public meeting will be 
confirmed with the TAC and will likely include 

• Publicity: Flyer, Website, Email, Social Media, City notices/outlets 
• Welcome Station: Sign-in / Fact Sheet pick-up / Comment Sheet 
• PowerPoint: Study overview, purpose and existing conditions 
• Presentation Boards: Existing Conditions 
• Activity: Break-out groups (Issues and Ideas) 
• Close: Summary / Report back / Next Steps 

   
• Public Meeting 2:  Public Meeting 2 will be used to present the results of the alternatives 

analysis the status of the recommendations. Feedback on the alternatives will be the focus of the 
meeting.  Specific techniques used at the second public meeting will be confirmed with the TAC.   
 



Public Participation Plan Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study  
November, 2017 Page 3 of 3 

 
Materials 
 
Project Website:  The City’s website will be utilized for input on the project and its draft products. 
Surveys: Surveys will be designed and distributed as part of Tasks 2C, 3B, and 5C to elicit input from 
people unable to attend the two public meetings, and the Stakeholder meetings. 
Social Networking/Online Forum:  For Discussion 
Public Notices:  Use City / CDTC normal public notice channels as well as UAlbany distribution.  
Consultant will provide material. 
Email:  After the stakeholder list is confirmed, communication will be primarily by email.  
 
 
 
"N:\Projects\2017\117-240 CDTC Wash-Patroon Linkage\documents\117240_Public Participation Plan_201711xx.doc" 
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Meeting Summary 
Public Information Meeting #1 
Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
April 9, 2018 
 
 
The first public information meeting for the Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study was held 
from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. on Wednesday, March 21, 2018, at the SEFCU Arena on the University at 
Albany Campus.The meeting was well advertised and attended with over 40 residents, stakeholders, 
students, and study advisory committee members present.  The meeting began with an open house 
session where attendees could view, discuss, and comment on poster boards depicting complete streets 
elements and complete a questionnaire. The open house began with an introduction by Michael 
Franchini, Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC) Executive Director, at which point, a 
Complete Streets overview and Technical presentation was provided by Mark Sargent and Jesse Vogl, 
from Creighton Manning.  See Appendix A for the sign-in sheets and Appendix B for the PowerPoint 
presentation and poster boards. 
 
The purpose of the meeting was to inform the public about this transportation planning study, let them 
know the different methods by which they can provide comments, provide the public with an initial 
understanding of the existing conditions and needs, and obtain input from the public on Complete 
Streets issues and ideas (problems and solutions), that should be considered as the study progresses. 

 
Photograph #1 – Mapping Station A Photograph #2 – Mapping Station B 
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Meeting attendees had several opportunities to provide input, ask questions, and offer comments. This 
included (1) a questionnaire with multiple-choice and open ended response questions; (2) an open 
forum question/comment session; (3) written comment forms and a comment drop-box; and (4) a 
station oriented mapping session where facilitators interacted with the public to solicit specific issues, 
concerns, and ideas for the project corridor.  Post-it notes, aerial map mark-ups, and station facilitator 
notes were used to record the public input received.  There were two map stations (both alike) to 
provide good access to the stations considering the number of attendees.  Attendees were also given 
the project website address www.washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com and encouraged to review 
the material on the website and provide comments via the website email. 
 

1. Questionnaire 
Each attendee was given a questionnaire to complete in order to provide input on how they use 
the corridor and how they believe it could be improved.  The questionnaire and a summary of 
responses are included in Appendix C.  There was a total of 14 questionnaires returned at the 
end of the meeting.  The following is noted from the responses received: 

• Half of the respondents use the corridor multiple times per day. Almost half drive alone 
as their primary mode of travel with carpooling and bicycling being the next most 
common modes of travel. The most common trip purposes were for work and shopping 
followed by medical appointments. 

• The majority of respondents indicated that they do not feel safe/comfortable and 
cannot easily get where they want by walking and bicycling in the study area. In 
contrast, most respondents agreed that they felt comfortable/safe and could easily get 
where they want by driving in the corridor. 

• Open ended responses indicate a desire for traffic calming and physical changes to the 
corridor to improve pedestrian and bicycle friendliness. Vehicle speeds were noted as a 
cause for discomfort, and the addition of street trees was identified as a potential 
improvement to the corridor. 

 
 
 

2. Open Forum Question/Comment Session 
The following was discussed during the open forum question/comment session: 
 
Question:  Is the study considering pedestrian refuges and right sizing the road? 
Response:  Design alternatives will be explored during the next phase of the study and as of 
now no options have been ruled out. 
 
Question:  Are interactions between the roadway and adjacent land uses being considered, and 
is it possible to identify entrances and exits for better access? 
Response:  Land use and access will be considered and addressed to the extent possible. 
 
Question:  Can the ramps on Washington Avenue be made more pedestrian friendly? Whose 
jurisdiction do the ramps fall under? Is it possible to change access to Patroon Creek? 
Response:  The primary study area is Washington Avenue and study recommendations will be 
focused on shorter term improvements that can be funded and constructed, although it is 
understood that the Harriman ring roads and ramps impact the character of the area. The ring 
roads are under OGS jurisdiction. Long term changes to the Patroon Creek/OGS roads may be 
identified. 

http://www.washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com/
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Question:  Does the bicycle Level of Service account for potholes or debris in the shoulder? If so, it 
would be closer to LOS F. 
Response:  The model does not consider debris along the side of the road that could be 
hazardous to cyclists. It is noted that a model is not a perfect representation of reality, but can 
still be a useful tool in comparing alternatives. 
 
Question:  Is it possible to make changes to the I-90 Interchange 2 ramps that will force federal 
approvals? 
Response:  It is possible that the study will identify changes to the I-90 Interchange 2 
intersection which ultimately could require federal approval. If that becomes the case, the 
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) would act as liason to the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA). 
 
Question:  Is it possible to improve pedestrian safety and reinstate the 40 mph speed limit? 
Response:  It is unlikely that the speed limit will be increased. Higher speeds are proven to 
have a negative impact on pedestrian comfort and safety, and crash severity. 
 
Comment:  The study area should be extended to include the recreational trails to the northeast. 
Response:  The study area was determined by the advisory committee. 
 
Comment:  There is no legal way to cross from Patroon Creek to Washington Avenue. There is 
also a lack of transit to Patroon Creek. 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment:  There is no eastbound left turn lane at the Washington Avenue/Brevator Street 
intersection. The north/south green time at that intersection is too short. Westbound traffic in 
the corridor backs up at I-90 Interchange 2 because of the signal timing, and number of lanes. 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment:  Brevator Street south of Washington Avenue is wide which encourages speeding. 
Vehicles traveling fast on Brevator slingshot onto Washington Avenue and continue driving fast 
through the study corridor. 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment:  There are a lot of crashes at the Washington Avenue/Brevator Street intersection 
caused by vehicles running the red light. There should be a 5 second all red phase. 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment:  The study should consider a boulevard for Washington Avenue. 
Response: Design alternatives will be explored during the next phase of the study. 
 
Comment:  The ramps along Washington Avenue are a safety issue and pose a barrier for 
bicyclist and pedestrians. 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment:  The multi-use trail on the south side of Washington Avenue should be extended east 
from Collins Circle. 
Response: Comment noted. 
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3. Written comments 
As of this writing (April 9, 2018), one week after the public meeting, 14 written comments have 
been received. Written comments are included in Appendix D.  A synopsis of the comments 
shows that a majority of people are in support of traffic calming in the study area.  A number of 
comments note vehicle speeds as a concern for bicyclists, pedestrians, and motorists. Additional 
comments are in favor of better pedestrian, bicyclists and transit connections. 

 
4. Station-Mapping Input Session 

Specific input from the station-mapping input session can be found in Appendix E – Identified 
Issues and Ideas, Tables 1a-b.  The public’s comments are summarized for each of the two 
break-out groups (Table 1a), and then by category (Table 1b). The following themes are noted 
from the mapping exercise: 

• 20 comments recommended intersection specific improvements with a majority 
focused on the ramps to and from Washington Avenue. Other intersection specific ideas 
included adjusting the signal timing at the Washington Avenue/Brevator Street 
intersection and a roundabout at the Washington Avenue/I-90 Interchange 2/UAlbany 
West intersection. 

• The majority of ideas/comments focused on pedestrian/bicycle connections throughout 
the corridor including the addition/extension of sidewalks, crossings, and multi-use 
paths. 

• There were many comments focused on traffic calming. Ideas included narrowing 
automobile travel lanes, adding a center median/pedestrian refuge, and including street 
trees and other landscaping elements to slow vehicles. 

 
The public meeting concluded with an invitation for meeting attendees to stay involved in the study 
through the study website and public comment form. Meeting attendees were also encouraged to 
contact the Study Advisory Committee members with any additional questions or concerns. 
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Public Meeting #1
March 21, 2018

Welcome/Purpose of Meeting

• Introduce Project
• Obtain input on Needs and Alternatives

Study Area

Patroon Creek

Harriman State Office Campus

University at Albany

Why this Study?

• Existing and new land uses/development
• Busy traffic corridor
• Complete streets policies/practices
• Recent speed limit reduction

Project Scope – 12 month study

Initiation and Data Gathering
Existing Conditions
Public Workshop #1
oDraft Design Concepts
oEvaluation of Alternatives
oPublic Meeting #2
oReport and Implementation Strategy

Study Approach

• Study Advisory Committee (SAC)
• City of Albany
• Capital District Transportation Committee (CDTC)
• University at Albany
• Capital District Transportation Authority (CDTA)
• Capital District Regional Planning Commission 

(CDRPC)
• New York State Department of Transportation 

(NYSDOT)
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Purpose and Need

The purpose of this study is to identify and 
analyze a range of complete streets design 
elements along Washington Avenue 
between I-90 Interchange 2 and Brevator 
Street that will enhance the safety and 
comfort for all users in the corridor while 
providing reasonable traffic operations for 
motor vehicles.

Accessibility Connectivity Safety Place making

Purpose and Need

Due to land use redevelopment and growth 
along the northern side of Washington 
Avenue, as well as the continued growth of 
the University at Albany and Harriman 
Campus, there is a need to better 
accommodate all users in the corridor.

Accessibility Connectivity Safety Place making

What are Complete Streets?

Complete Streets are streets for everyone, no matter their 
ability or how they travel.

What are Complete Streets?

“There is no one design prescription for complete streets. 
Ingredients that may be found on a complete street 
include . . . ” ~ National Complete Streets Coalition

• Sidewalks / Crossings
• Bike lanes

• Medians

• Curb extensions
• and more

What are Complete Streets ? Why Complete Streets?

• NYS Law  “…shall consider the 
safe travel on the road 
network by all users of all 
ages, including motorists, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
public transportation users…” 

• Albany  Ordinance“…shall 
consider the convenient 
access and mobility on the 
street by all users of all ages, 
including motorists, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
public transportation users…”

• National and local efforts support Complete 
Streets
 2012 Comprehensive Plan (Albany 2030)
 2013 Complete Streets Ordinance
 2016 Complete Streets Policy & Design Manual
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• Access
• Economy
• Environment
• Place
• Safety
• Equity
• Public Health

Why Complete Streets? Why Complete Streets - Safety

• Better visibility. Reduced crash risk and reduced severity

Existing Conditions

• Zoning/Land Use
• Traffic Characteristics

• Volumes
• Speeds

• Multimodal Operations
• Automobile
• Pedestrian
• Bicycle
• Transit

Zoning

Land Use

• 6 Lanes from I-90 
Interchange 2 to 
Collins Circle

• 5 Lanes from Collins 
Circle to the Harriman 
Campus Ramps

• 4 Lanes East of 
Harriman Ramps

Roadway Characteristics
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Traffic Volumes vs Area Roads

< 20,000 Vehicles Per Day “May” be a good candidate” for a road 
diet ‐ FHWA

Volume Roadway City Lanes

19,500 Washington Avenue (Near Collins Circle) Albany 5

18,900 Route 5 Schenectady 3

16,600 Fuller Road (RR Ave to Central) Albany 4

15,600 Washington Avenue (Near NY Route 85) Albany 4

15,500 Madison Avenue Albany 3

Speeds

Multi-modal Analysis Vehicle Level of Service
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Pedestrian Facilities Pedestrian Operations

Intersection

Average Pedestrian  

Delay (s)

AM Peak 

Hour

PM Peak 

Hour

Washington Avenue/I‐90 Interchange 2 80 80

Washington Avenue/Collins Circle 61.5 56.5

Washington Avenue/UAlbany East Entrance 56.5 56.5

Washington Avenue/1365 Washington Avenue Driveway 56.5 56.5

Washington Avenue/Brevator Street 34 34

Pedestrian Crossing Activity Pedestrian Desire Lines

Pedestrian Desire Lines Bicycle Operations



3/21/2018

6

Bicycle Operations Transit Service

Crash Data

• 4 Years of Data from 
2013 – 2016

• 3 Pedestrian Crashes
• 0 Bicycle Crashes
• 2 Fatal Crashes
• Does not reflect recent 

projects
• Signal improvements
• Speed limit reduction
• Striping and Signage

Crash Data

Parking Conclusions

• Wide road with potential for reconfiguration
• Multimodal operations differ throughout the 

corridor
• Speed is a concern
• Crash history
• Pedestrian crossings do not align with crosswalks
• Potential for transit efficiencies
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Activities

What changes would 
you like to see in the 
corridor?

1. Q&A Session
2. Breakout Activity

1. Map your ideas
2. Questionnaire
3. Comment form

Thank you

www.washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com
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Washington Avenue
Patroon Creek Corridor Study

Public Input Survey
Your Opinions Matter!

Share Your Ideas!

0.250 0.5
Miles

t

Campus Access Road

Br
ev

at
or

 S
tr

ee
t

Je
rm

ai
n 

St
re

et

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 D

riv
e 

W
es

t

University Drive East

Washington Avenue Washington Avenue

Study Area

The purpose of this study is to identify and 
analyze a range of complete streets design 
elements along Washington Avenue between 
I-90 Interchange 2 and Brevator Street that 
will enhance the safety and comfort for all 
users in the corridor while providing 
reasonable traffic operations for motor 
vehicles.

Due to land use redevelopment and growth 
along the northern side of Washington 
Avenue, as well as the continued growth of 
the University at Albany and Harriman 
Campus, there is a need to better 
accommodate all users in the corridor.

Project Purpose and Need
For more information visit us online at:

https://washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com
Or Email: albany2030@albanyny.gov

Study Area Map

Please See Reverse Side
 For 

Additional Survey Questions

Question #1: Where do you live?

University at Albany Campus
Aspen Student Housing
Alexander at Patroon Creek
Brevator Street Neighborhood
Other:___________________

Question #3: How often do you use
Washington Avenue in the study area?

Multiple times per day
Once per day
2-3 Times per week
Once per week
Less than once per week

Question #4: How do you most often travel
on Washington Avenue in the study area?

Drive alone
Drive/Ride with others
Bicycle
Walk
Bus
Other:_______________________

Question #5: For what reasons do you use
Washington Avenue?

To get to/from work
To get to/from school
To get to/from medical appointments
To visit family/friends
To go shopping/run errands
Other:_______________________

Question #2: Where do you work?

University at Albany Campus
Harriman Campus
Patroon Creek 
Other:________________________



Washington Avenue
Patroon Creek Corridor Study

Public Input Survey
Your Opinions Matter!

Share Your Ideas!

Question #6: Do you agree or disagree with the following statements about Washington Avenue?

AgreeIn the study area  . . . Neutral Disagree N/A Why

I feel safe/comfortable walking

I can easily get where I want by walking

I feel safe/comfortable bicycling

I can easily get where I want by bicycling

I feel safe/comfortable driving

I can easily get where I want by driving

I feel safe/comfortable using CDTA

I can easily get where I want using CDTA

Contact Information

If you would like to be added to a project email notification list, please provide your contact information below:

Name: ________________________________ Email: ____________________________________________

Question #7: What do you like most about Washington Avenue in the study area?

Question #8: What do you like least about Washington Avenue in the study area?

Question #9: What specific actions would you take to improve Washington Avenue in the study area?
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westbound line for the I-90 light at 5 o’clock if the lane configuration is
changed westbound from the medical complex to I-90. Since I’m an
Albany resident, I’m not too sympathetic with those who earn their
livings in my city and then flee to the suburbs at 5, but we need to
expect whining if such a change were made. 

From the public transit standpoint, I’m sure CDTA can point to the
huge ridership from SUNYA eastbound and westbound. Sometimes
even the articulated buses are standing room only. If the new design of
the complete street could reduce the wait for CDTA buses at the light
in front of Collins Circle, that would be a nice feature. Also, the early
morning westbound buses carry a lot of staff workers at the motels, but
not many passengers who work at the medical complexes. I’m not sure
why that is. Perhaps a new configuration at the medical complex could
better integrate the bus.

Finally, bikes. I am an old, grizzled rider and will ride under almost any
traffic condition, however, there are some particularly troublesome
spots in the present configuration. Most of my moments of terror occur
west of the I-90 light, which is beyond the scope of the present project.
Within the project area, the on and off ramps are hazardous enough to
keep all but the hardened veteran from riding a bike here. They are all
bad, but the on-ramp from the Harriman/Patroon Creek ring road
entering Washington Ave westbound from the north is the worst – for
both drivers and bikes. If that could be brought in at a right angle
instead of its present very shallow (30°) angle, everyone would be
safer. And it would counteract the urge to come onto Washington at
highway speed. The other on-ramp onto Washington from the east
edge of Harriman could similarly be made right angles to everyone’s
benefit. Other awkward spots for casual cyclists are the lights at
Collins Circle and the east entrance to the SUNYA ring road where a
bike has to be to the left of the right lane in order to proceed straight.
The businesses along the north side, particularly the medical complex
and the Sunoco station, present problems for westbound cyclists
because drivers of eastbound cars turning left into them are focused
on turning left across two lanes of oncoming traffic and tend not to be
aware of the cyclist. Finally, there is a short stretch between Collins
Circle and the bus stop at the east entrance to SUNYA, where there is
no shoulder at all, and traffic is right beside a cyclist’s left elbow going
45 mph. Only hardened veterans can take the stress. Fortunately there
is plenty of width of the right-of-way there to correct that with the new
configuration.

Putting all this together (and leaving out the pedestrian considerations
with which I am unfamiliar), my suggestion would be a configuration
from Brevator (actually from Lake Ave, but that’s beyond your purview)
to the Collins Circle light much like the configuration that Madison Ave
now has from Allen to Ontario. However, since Washington doesn’t

 



have Madison’s parking issue, you could have a berm between bikes
and cars. There would be trees close alongside the corridor, as your
display at the hearing suggested, to give a calming effect. 

That’s the easy part. The stretch from Collins Circle light to the I-90
light is a tough nut to crack without greatly affecting automobile traffic.
Someone suggested a pedestrian overpass. That would have to have
a steep climb on the north side, as a result of which, it would only be
used during periods of high traffic volume; the rest of the time (when
traffic is thinner and cars are therefore moving faster as they
accelerate toward Washington Ave Extension and I-90) kids would be
crossing Washington through the traffic because it’s flat. Similarly, a
signaled crosswalk would only be used during periods of high traffic
volume; the rest of the time kids would be crossing Washington
through the traffic because they don’t want to wait. As our president
would say in his own eloquent way, “Very bad!!!” Solving this will take
some more thought. Fortunately there appears to be enough width to
play with more complicated configurations. An island in the middle
would offer sanctuary and an ability to cross two lanes at a time.
Eastbound vehicles wishing to get to the Sunoco or Aspen would have
to have a left turn lane and light at the Collins Circle light and then loop
back. I foresee caterwauls from the Sunoco station owner. However,
I’m guessing he makes quite a bit of money off the SUNYA students,
so he should be relieved that fewer of his customers will be killed and
maimed. The bicycle lane would almost have to be brought to the
south side of Washington from the Medical complex to the I-90 light to
avoid problems with all the businesses on the north side. At the
meeting there was talk of using the “Patroon Greenway” to drop down
behind (to the north of) the businesses, but the proposal for the
Patroon Green way took it on the north side of I-90 between I-90 and
the railroad tracks. A crossing of some sort across Washington from
north side to south side just west of the overpass for the Harriman
access loop would probably work.

 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Please do
not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders or
unexpected emails.
Confidentiality Notice: This fax/e-mail transmission, with accompanying records, is intended
only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain
confidential and/or privileged information belonging to the sender, including individually
identifiable health information subject to the privacy and security provisions of HIPAA. This
information may be protected by pertinent privilege(s), e.g., attorney-client, doctor-patient,
HIPAA etc., which will be enforced to the fullest extent of the law. If you are not the intended
recipient, you are hereby notified that any examination, analysis, disclosure, copying,
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Public Meeting #1 (3/21/2018)

Identified Transportation Issues and Ideas
Summarized by Break-out Group
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description

A1 Fuller Road
X

Bike/Ped on both sides of corridor and must install/continue 
sidewalk/path on north side.

A2 Fuller Road
X

Improve ped/bike connections for City residents to reach 6 Mile on 
Fuller. Both sides of Washington to Fuller

A3 I-90 Interchange 2 X No Rotary
A4 Aspen X X Add center refuge for students

A5 Aspen/Sunoco
X X X

Need to discourage mid-block crossings. Volume unsafe (i.e. 
landscape with median/prickly bushes)

A6 Mariott X Reduce lane widths throughout corridor
A7 Collins Circle X Bike box to make left turn into campus

A8 Extended Stay
X

Crossings should all be well lit. Lights for ped/bike. Flashing ped 
when actuated (i.e. similar to on campus)

A9 SUNY East
X Narrow the corridor-view shed to encourage vehicles to slow down

A10 1365 Washington Ave X X Remove ramp and T intersection

A11 1365 Washington Ave
X X X X

Think about crossing ramp on sensors. Add transit stop to doctors 
offices

A12 Second Overpass X No sidewalk
A13 EB on Ramp X Bike lanes both sides of corridor
A14 WB on Ramp X X X X Traffic calming. Too scary on bike with merge and yield
A15 EB Off Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection

A16 Under Ring Roads
X

Narrow corridor. Bring back to urban design to bring it back to 
neighborhood feel. Part of the city

A17 Ring Road at Alexander X Too scary under ring road with construction on bike

A18 EB On Ramp
X X X

Center island boulevard with grass/trees from Jermain to 1365 
Washington Avenue

A19 I 90 Interchange 2 X Rotary with room for dual bike lanes on southern side
A20 EB On Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection
A21 WB Off Ramp X Add protected bike lane
A22 WB Off Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection

A23 Near NY 85
X X X

Boulevard corridor. Visual street scape with landscaping to slow 
traffic. Bring corridor back to urban feel

A24 Lincoln Ave/Jermain Street X Bike lane on Lincoln Ave and Jermain Street

A25 Brevator Street
X X

Consider Brevator road diet or extend potential bike lanes to 
Western Ave

A26 Brevator Street
X

When redesigning Washington/Brevator intersection, consider 
impacts of traffic diverting to side street if added delay. Would be 
neighborhood traffic.

A27 Brevator Street
X

Note parks in both directions (E/W).  Need better ped crossings to 
be able to access parks

A28 Brevator Street X X Boulevard Brevator like Madison Avenue

A29 East of Brevator
X Road diet like Madison from Brevator to Manning on Washington

A30 EB On Ramp X X Change to 90 degrees
A31 Ring Road at Alexander X Crosswalk across ring road
A32 Under Ring Roads X X 3 Lane boulevard
A33 Ring Road at Alexander X X Bus stop and crosswalk
A34 Under Ring Roads X Boulevard to 1365 Washington Ave
A35 Ring Rd at Patroon Crk Blvd X Crosswalk on Ring Rd before diverges
A36 WB On Ramp X X Change to 90 degrees
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Public Meeting #1 (3/21/2018)

Identified Transportation Issues and Ideas
Summarized by Break-out Group

A37 WB On Ramp X Add center median
A38 WB On Ramp X X Add service road/Auxilliary Lane for WB on/Merge
A39 1365 Washington Ave X Add sidewalks on E/W sides into 1365 WA
A40 Hilton X Add left turn lane into Hilton

A41 Collins Circle
X

Extend multi-use path east from Collins Circle to 1365 Washington 
Ave

A42 Collins Circle
X

Add dual lane bike lane through the whole study area on the south 
side

A43 Aspen/Sunoco X Crosswalk across Washington Avenue
A44 I 90 Interchange 2 X Rotary at I-90 Interchange 2

A45 Aspen
X

Wall to channelize peds to crosswalk, similar to Central Avenue at 
Colonie Center

B1 6 Mile Trail X Why isn't this trail being incorporated?
B2 I 90 Interchange 2 X Extend the multi-use path to 1365 Washington Avenue

B3 Aspen
X X X

Reduce witdh. Center refuge could work. Get rid of right-turn lane 
eastbound (into Collins Circle) and add bike lane

B4 Aspen X Very dangerous for pedestrians
B5 Sunoco X X Add medians with trees or other vegetation

B6 Sunoco
X Add street trees where applicable. Slimming road near increased 

pedestrian crossings. Bulb outs near collins circle entrance
B7 Collins Circle X Pedestrian Bridge?
B8 Collins Circle X Continue multi-use trail along Washington Avenue
B9 Collins Circle X Can the university consider building along the road?

B10 Hilton X Medians with trees or vegetation and center refuge
B11 1365 Washington Avenue X X X Ramps are scary for cyclists
B12 First overpass X Lots of debris on side of road
B13 WB on ramp X X Change ramp to corner
B14 EB Off Ramp X X X X Scary for cyclists. Can it be reconfigured as a crossing?
B15 Under Ring Roads X X Poor bus/pedestrian connections in the Patroon Creek area

B16 Ring Road at Alexander
X

Difficult to exit and cross Washingtion Avenue heading east to 
UAlbany campus

B17 WB Off ramp X Add bike lane
B18 WB Off ramp X Narrow vehicle lanes

B19 Brevator Street
X No protected left east bound on Washington turning to Brevator

B20 Brevator Street
X X X South of Washington install buffered bike lanes for bicycling safety 

and vehicle speed reduction through lane narrowing

B21 Brevator Street
X

Short signal timing causes cars on Brevator to speed. Need all-red 
phase

B22 Lincoln Ave/Jermain Street X Add bike lane
B23 All Ramps X X Change all ramps to right angles
B24 Under Ring Roads X Direct connection from Patroon Creek to Harriman Campus
B25 Under Ring Roads X Can't Walk
B26 Ring Road at Alexander X Weave is crazy
B27 Under Ring Roads Reduce width so 30 mph is comfortable

B28 1365 Washington Avenue
X X Pedestrian connections into 1365 Washington Avenue from bus stop

B29 Collins Circle
X

Extend multi-use path from Collins Circle to 1365 Washington 
Avenue

B30 Extended Stay X Add raised median
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Intersection Specific Comments
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A-Break-out #1
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description
A3 I-90 Interchange 2 X No Rotary

A10 1365 Washington Ave X X Remove ramp and T intersection

A11 1365 Washington Ave
X X X X

Think about crossing ramp on sensors. Add transit stop to doctors 
offices

A14 WB on Ramp X X X X Traffic calming. Too scary on bike with merge and yield
A15 EB Off Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection
A19 I 90 Interchange 2 X Rotary with room for dual bike lanes on southern side
A20 EB On Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection
A22 WB Off Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection

A26 Brevator Street
X

When redesigning Washington/Brevator intersection, consider 
impacts of traffic diverting to side street if added delay. Would be 
neighborhood traffic.

A30 EB On Ramp X X Change to 90 degrees
A36 WB On Ramp X X Change to 90 degrees
A38 WB On Ramp X X Add service road/Auxilliary Lane for WB on/Merge
A40 Hilton X Add left turn lane into Hilton
A44 I 90 Interchange 2 X Rotary at I-90 Interchange 2
B11 1365 Washington Avenue X X X Ramps are scary for cyclists
B13 WB on ramp X X Change ramp to corner
B14 EB Off Ramp X X X X Scary for cyclists. Can it be reconfigured as a crossing?

B19 Brevator Street
X No protected left east bound on Washington turning to Brevator

B21 Brevator Street
X

Short signal timing causes cars on Brevator to speed. Need all-red 
phase

B23 All Ramps X X Change all ramps to right angles
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Path/Sidewalk/Connection Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description

A1 Fuller Road
X

Bike/Ped on both sides of corridor and must install/continue 
sidewalk/path on north side.

A2 Fuller Road
X

Improve ped/bike connections for City residents to reach 6 Mile on 
Fuller. Both sides of Washington to Fuller

A11 1365 Washington Ave
X X X X

Think about crossing ramp on sensors. Add transit stop to doctors 
offices

A12 Second Overpass X No sidewalk

A27 Brevator Street
X

Note parks in both directions (E/W).  Need better ped crossings to 
be able to access parks

A31 Ring Road at Alexander X Crosswalk across ring road
A33 Ring Road at Alexander X X Bus stop and crosswalk
A34 Under Ring Roads X Boulevard to 1365 Washington Ave
A35 Ring Rd at Patroon Crk Blvd X Crosswalk on Ring Rd before diverges
A39 1365 Washington Ave X Add sidewalks on E/W sides into 1365 WA

A41 Collins Circle
X

Extend multi-use path east from Collins Circle to 1365 Washington 
Ave

A43 Aspen/Sunoco X Crosswalk across Washington Avenue
B1 6 Mile Trail X Why isn't this trail being incorporated?
B2 I 90 Interchange 2 X Extend the multi-use path to 1365 Washington Avenue
B7 Collins Circle X Pedestrian Bridge?
B8 Collins Circle X Continue multi-use trail along Washington Avenue

B14 EB Off Ramp X X X X Scary for cyclists. Can it be reconfigured as a crossing?
B15 Under Ring Roads X X Poor bus/pedestrian connections in the Patroon Creek area

B16 Ring Road at Alexander
X

Difficult to exit and cross Washingtion Avenue heading east to 
UAlbany campus

B24 Under Ring Roads X Direct connection from Patroon Creek to Harriman Campus
B25 Under Ring Roads X Can't Walk

B28 1365 Washington Avenue
X X Pedestrian connections into 1365 Washington Avenue from bus stop

B29 Collins Circle
X

Extend multi-use path from Collins Circle to 1365 Washington 
Avenue
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Summarized by Category

All Traffic Calming Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description
A4 Aspen X X Add center refuge for students
A6 Mariott X Reduce lane widths throughout corridor

A9 SUNY East
X Narrow the corridor-view shed to encourage vehicles to slow down

A14 WB on Ramp X X X X Traffic calming. Too scary on bike with merge and yield

A16 Under Ring Roads
X

Narrow corridor. Bring back to urban design to bring it back to 
neighborhood feel. Part of the city

A18 EB On Ramp
X X X

Center island boulevard with grass/trees from Jermain to 1365 
Washington Avenue

A23 Near NY 85
X X X

Boulevard corridor. Visual street scape with landscaping to slow 
traffic. Bring corridor back to urban feel

A25 Brevator Street
X X

Consider Brevator road diet or extend potential bike lanes to 
Western Ave

A28 Brevator Street X X Boulevard Brevator like Madison Avenue

A29 East of Brevator
X Road diet like Madison from Brevator to Manning on Washington

A32 Under Ring Roads X X 3 Lane boulevard

B3 Aspen
X X X

Reduce witdh. Center refuge could work. Get rid of right-turn lane 
eastbound (into Collins Circle) and add bike lane

B6 Sunoco
X Add street trees where applicable. Slimming road near increased 

pedestrian crossings. Bulb outs near collins circle entrance
B18 WB Off ramp X Narrow vehicle lanes

B20 Brevator Street
X X X South of Washington install buffered bike lanes for bicycling safety 

and vehicle speed reduction through lane narrowing
B26 Ring Road at Alexander X Weave is crazy
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Ramp Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description
A10 1365 Washington Ave X X Remove ramp and T intersection

A11 1365 Washington Ave
X X X X

Think about crossing ramp on sensors. Add transit stop to doctors 
offices

A14 WB on Ramp X X X X Traffic calming. Too scary on bike with merge and yield
A15 EB Off Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection
A20 EB On Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection
A22 WB Off Ramp X X Remove ramp and T intersection
A30 EB On Ramp X X Change to 90 degrees
A36 WB On Ramp X X Change to 90 degrees
A38 WB On Ramp X X Add service road/Auxilliary Lane for WB on/Merge
B11 1365 Washington Avenue X X X Ramps are scary for cyclists
B13 WB on ramp X X Change ramp to corner
B14 EB Off Ramp X X X X Scary for cyclists. Can it be reconfigured as a crossing?
B23 All Ramps X X Change all ramps to right angles
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Median Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description
A4 Aspen X X Add center refuge for students

A5 Aspen/Sunoco
X X X

Need to discourage mid-block crossings. Volume unsafe (i.e. 
landscape with median/prickly bushes)

A18 EB On Ramp
X X X

Center island boulevard with grass/trees from Jermain to 1365 
Washington Avenue

A23 Near NY 85
X X X

Boulevard corridor. Visual street scape with landscaping to slow 
traffic. Bring corridor back to urban feel

A28 Brevator Street X X Boulevard Brevator like Madison Avenue
A32 Under Ring Roads X X 3 Lane boulevard
A37 WB On Ramp X Add center median

A45 Aspen
X

Wall to channelize peds to crosswalk, similar to Central Avenue at 
Colonie Center

B3 Aspen
X X X

Reduce witdh. Center refuge could work. Get rid of right-turn lane 
eastbound (into Collins Circle) and add bike lane

B5 Sunoco X X Add medians with trees or other vegetation
B10 Hilton X Medians with trees or vegetation and center refuge
B30 Extended Stay X Add raised median
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Bike Lane/Accomodation Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description
A7 Collins Circle X Bike box to make left turn into campus

A13 EB on Ramp X Bike lanes both sides of corridor
A21 WB Off Ramp X Add protected bike lane
A24 Lincoln Ave/Jermain Street X Bike lane on Lincoln Ave and Jermain Street

A25 Brevator Street
X X

Consider Brevator road diet or extend potential bike lanes to 
Western Ave

A42 Collins Circle
X

Add dual lane bike lane through the whole study area on the south 
side

B3 Aspen
X X X

Reduce witdh. Center refuge could work. Get rid of right-turn lane 
eastbound (into Collins Circle) and add bike lane

B17 WB Off ramp X Add bike lane

B20 Brevator Street
X X X South of Washington install buffered bike lanes for bicycling safety 

and vehicle speed reduction through lane narrowing
B22 Lincoln Ave/Jermain Street X Add bike lane
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Safety Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description

A5 Aspen/Sunoco
X X X

Need to discourage mid-block crossings. Volume unsafe (i.e. 
landscape with median/prickly bushes)

A8 Extended Stay
X

Crossings should all be well lit. Lights for ped/bike. Flashing ped 
when actuated (i.e. similar to on campus)

A14 WB on Ramp X X X X Traffic calming. Too scary on bike with merge and yield
A17 Ring Road at Alexander X Too scary under ring road with construction on bike
B4 Aspen X Very dangerous for pedestrians

B11 1365 Washington Avenue X X X Ramps are scary for cyclists
B14 EB Off Ramp X X X X Scary for cyclists. Can it be reconfigured as a crossing?

B20 Brevator Street
X X X South of Washington install buffered bike lanes for bicycling safety 

and vehicle speed reduction through lane narrowing
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Transit Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description

A11 1365 Washington Ave
X X X X

Think about crossing ramp on sensors. Add transit stop to doctors 
offices

A33 Ring Road at Alexander X X Bus stop and crosswalk
B15 Under Ring Roads X X Poor bus/pedestrian connections in the Patroon Creek area

B28 1365 Washington Avenue
X X Pedestrian connections into 1365 Washington Avenue from bus stop
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Identified Transportation Issus and Ideas
Summarized by Category

All Trees/Landscape Comments
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A-Break-out #1 
B-Break-out #2

ID# Description

A5 Aspen/Sunoco
X X X

Need to discourage mid-block crossings. Volume unsafe (i.e. 
landscape with median/prickly bushes)

A18 EB On Ramp
X X X

Center island boulevard with grass/trees from Jermain to 1365 
Washington Avenue

A23 Near NY 85
X X X

Boulevard corridor. Visual street scape with landscaping to slow 
traffic. Bring corridor back to urban feel

B5 Sunoco X X Add medians with trees or other vegetation
B9 Collins Circle X Can the university consider building along the road?

B12 First overpass X Lots of debris on side of road
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned. 
 
DATE: May 3, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: OGS 41st Floor Conference Room B 
 

TIME: 11:00 am 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to provide OGS with an overview of the study and 
receive input on issues and ideas for the corridor. 

 
ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – Following introductions, Mark Sargent explained the purpose of the meeting and 
provided an overview of the Study.  OGS expressed a willingness to work with the team as the 
study progressed. 

 
2. Overview – This is a planning study and the product will be a report with “complete streets” 

recommendations to address various safety, speed, and pedestrian crossing concerns.   The 
“Purpose and Need Statement” was reviewed which describes the multi-modal nature of and 
need for the study.  During the overview, the following comments and topics were highlighted: 

a. It was asked if Washington Avenue within the study area was at development capacity 
or if forecasts were considering future growth. 

i. It was noted that although the majority of the corridor is built out, growth and 
redevelopment are being taken into consideration in the traffic forecasts, 
including ETEC, OGS restacking, increased enrollment at UAlbany, and others.   

b. A question was asked about the method of data collection for pedestrian crossings. 
i. It was noted that pedestrians were counted at intersections, and by UAlbany 

near Aspen.   
ii. A follow-up question asked if the idea of a pedestrian bridge came up during the 

first public meeting. 
1. CM responded that a pedestrian bridge was mentioned in the written 

comments from the public, although it was not brought up during the 
public meeting. 

iii. It was noted that the most common type of crash in the corridor was rear-end 
crashes, and that speeds and stop-and-go traffic at signals played a role.  It was 
asked if driver distraction was examined as a contributing factor, which had not 
been reviewed.    

3. Input on Issues and Ideas – CM asked for any additional input from OGS with particular 
attention to OGS specific concerns for the future of the corridor. 

a. It was noted that the Harriman campus is under OGS jurisdiction. 
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b. OGS indicated that they own several bridges over Washington Avenue and have a 
maintenance agreement with NYSDOT. One bridge over Washington Avenue was 
repaired last year and two additional bridges are currently under construction. 

i. Carrie Ward asked for clarification on which bridges OGS owned. Action: OGS to 
confirm number and location of bridges under their jurisdiction. 

c. It was noted that OGS is open to changes to Washington Avenue and possibly the ring 
roads. OGS acknowledges the importance of Washington Avenue in terms of providing 
transportation to and from the Harriman Campus. 

d. OGS commented that funding is critical. It is important that the study recommendations 
be achievable financially. It would be helpful if the study could identify some funding 
sources. 

e. OGS indicated that approximately 30 acres has been cleared for future development 
near Route 85, which could increase pedestrian activity.   Action: CM to verify if 30 Acre 
development should be added to the traffic forecasts. 

f. The comment was made that the current access to the campus is good.  There may not 
be a need for pedestrian crossings on Washington Avenue.  The south side of the 
campus (Western Avenue side) has experienced more pedestrian access concerns. 

g. OGS suggested the new BRT line on Western Avenue could change the need for 
reconfiguring CDTA stops on the Washington Avenue side of the campus depending on 
usage. 

 
4. Summary of Public Comments/Q&A – CM provided a brief summary of public comments 

obtained at the public meeting and through the online survey and comment forms. The 
following was asked during the Q&A session: 

a. Will recommendations include preliminary sketches? 
i. CM responded that they would. 

b. Will the study examine signage? 
i. CM asked if signage was an issue. OGS responded that although not currently a 

major concern, increased pedestrian and bike activity could present a need for 
better wayfinding. It is noted that traffic control signage is within the study 
scope. 

 
5. OGS was invited to participate on the Study Advisory Committee if they would like. Action: OGS 

to consider and confirm. 
 
Summary of Actions: 
 
Creighton Manning 

1. CM to verify if 30 Acre development should be added to the traffic forecasts. 
 

Other Actions 
1. OGS decide on Study Advisory Committee participation. 
2. OGS confirm number and location of bridges under their jurisdiction. 

 
The meeting concluded at 11:45 a.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
"N:\Projects\2017\117-240 CDTC Wash-Patroon Linkage\documents\public involvement\Stakeholder Meetings\20180503_OGS Meeting\117240_OGS Meeting Summary_201805xx.docx" 
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned. 
 
DATE: May 16, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: Dora Maxwell Auditorium – SEFCU Headquarters, 700 Patroon Creek Blvd. 
 

TIME: 3:00 pm 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to introduce the study to business and property 
owners in the corridor, and to receive input on issues and ideas for the corridor. 

 
ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – Following introductions, Mark Sargent explained the purpose of the meeting which 
is to provide an overview of the Study and receive feedback from stakeholders in the corridor.   

 
2. Overview – This is a planning study and the product will be a report with “complete streets” 

recommendations to address various safety, speed, and pedestrian crossing concerns.   The 
“Purpose and Need Statement” was reviewed which describes the multi-modal nature of and 
need for the study.  During the overview, the following comments and topics were highlighted: 

i. Mary St. Germain noted that there is midblock pedestrian crossing activity 
which poses a safety/comfort issue to both pedestrians and motorists. 

3. Input on Issues and Ideas – CM asked for any additional input from the group with particular 
attention to business and property specific concerns for the future of the corridor. 

a. Miranda Winters noted that access into the Hilton Garden Inn can be difficult as there is 
no left-turn lane and the striped median is not wide enough to accommodate vehicles. 
Pedestrian access is also a concern for guests. It was requested that a left-turn lane and 
crosswalk be examined. 

i. It was also noted that the new student housing will share access with the Hilton 
and any enhancements would benefit both properties. 

b. The group expressed concern with the Harriman ring road and ramp system. The 
following was noted during the discussion: 

i.  Traffic in the corridor varies by time of day.  Harriman traffic peaks around 
3:00-3:30 p.m. as employees leave the Campus. 

ii. The ring road system can be confusing for motorists. There are lots of loops 
which force drivers to circle around their intended destination. 

1. Access to Patroon Creek is confusing and it is difficult to give directions 
to people who are unfamiliar with the area. Signage should be 
considered.  

iii. Some people prefer alternate routes to the ring road system in order to avoid 
crossing multiple lanes of traffic. 
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1. Snow banks sometimes block vision and add to discomfort with merging 
traffic. 

c. Pete Korunkiewich noted that sun glare could be a contributing factor to crashes in the 
corridor, particularly as it relates to rear end collisions. 

d. Bob Kleinbauer stated that the medical facilities in Patroon Creek generate a lot of 
traffic throughout the day. It is difficult for vehicles to exit at the 1365 Washington 
Avenue intersection, possibly because of the 90 degree geometry or traffic signal timing.  

i. It was noted that there are long queues in the parking lot and some motorists 
use the internal roads to exit at the Washington Avenue/UAlbany east 
intersection. 

e. Pratik Patel commented that vehicles traveling eastbound on Washington Avenue 
cannot legally turn into Cresthill Suites as it is right-in/right-out access only. Some guests 
use the access road to enter from the Washington Avenue/Collins Circle intersection. 

f. Peter Korunkiewich asked if there are plans to change the Harriman Campus? 
i. Mark Sargent responded that OGS expressed a willingness to work with the 

study in a separate stakeholder meeting.  Employment growth on the Harriman 
Campus will be integrated into the traffic forecasts. 

g. Peter Korunkiewich asked if utility infrastructure under Washington Avenue would be a 
barrier to a possible pedestrian tunnel. 

i. Chris Spencer responded that a tunnel would need to meet ADA requirements 
and may not be used if pedestrians feel it is less convenient than crossing above 
ground. 

ii. It was noted that the student housing on the north side of Washington Avenue 
is marketed to upperclassmen. 

h. Bob Kleinbauer asked if the traffic signal timings on Washington Avenue change by time 
of day. 

i. Mark Sargent responded that the traffic signals do run different patterns based 
on time of day. However, these patterns are programmed into the traffic signal 
(actuated-coordinated) and do not actively track traffic volumes (traffic-
adaptive). 

 
4. Summary of Public Comments/Q&A – CM provided a brief summary of public comments 

obtained at the public meeting and through the online survey and comment forms. The 
following was asked during the Q&A session: 

a. Will the study consider marking crosswalks on Washington Avenue? 
i. CM responded that there are guidelines for installing marked crosswalks at 

uncontrolled locations, based on traffic volumes and speeds as well as the 
geometry of the roadway. Under the current configuration, most locations on 
Washington Avenue are not good candidates for crosswalks. There are 
opportunities to provide enhanced crossings that will improve pedestrian 
safety. 

 
The meeting concluded at 4:00 p.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
 
"N:\Projects\2017\117-240 CDTC Wash-Patroon Linkage\documents\public involvement\Stakeholder Meetings\20180516_Business Stakeholder Meeting\117240_Business Meeting 
Summary_201805xx.docx" 
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned. 
 
DATE: May 21, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: University at Albany, SBA 103 (Conference Room) 
 

TIME: 1:00 pm 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to provide UAlbany an overview of the study and 
receive input on issues and ideas for the corridor. 

 
ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – Following introductions, Mark Sargent explained the purpose of the meeting which 
is to provide an overview of the Study and receive feedback from stakeholders in the corridor.  
The majority of attendees indicated that they were familiar with the study. 

 
2. Overview – This is a planning study and the product will be a report with “complete streets” 

recommendations to address various safety, speed, and pedestrian crossing concerns.  The 
study will focus on practical solutions that are implementable in the short term. 

 
3. Input on Issues and Ideas – CM asked for input from the group with particular attention to 

UAlbany specific concerns for the future of the corridor. 
a. UAlbany stated that the Auden housing project (located east of the Hilton Garden Inn) 

will add approximately 300 beds to the north side of Washington Avenue. It is expected 
that pedestrian crossing patterns will be similar to those near the Aspen student 
housing, and present similar safety concerns. 

i. It was noted that the Auden housing will be available to young professionals and 
students; in contrast the Aspen is solely student housing. 

ii. It was noted that there are some delays driving through the corridor around 
5:00 p.m. 

b. UAlbany pointed out a few short weaving areas associated with the Harriman ring roads 
and Patroon Creek. The UAlbany Patroon Creek/Health & Counseling Center shuttle 
route avoids these weaves by operating along Brevator Street and the Harriman Campus 
Access Road. 

i. It was noted that the University plans on moving the Health & Counseling 
Center onto the Uptown Campus and eliminating the shuttle service in 2020. 

c. UAlbany was opposed to eliminating interchange 2, and stated that closing I-90 
Interchange 2 would lead to access and wayfinding issues and make it difficult for 
vehicles to access the campus. 

i. Mark Sargent responded that closing I-90 interchange 2 does not appear 
feasible within the scope of this study. 
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d. UAlbany agreed that pedestrians cross Washington Avenue mid-block between I-90 
Interchange 2 and Collins Circle.  Pedestrian counts provided by UAlbany indicate that 
these crossings occur more frequently in the southbound direction (towards the 
campus). 

i. It was noted that the pedestrian crossing at interchange 2 involves crossing a 
free flow slip ramp potentially with poor visibility which reduces pedestrian 
crossing comfort and discourages use of the signalized crossing. 

ii. UAlbany commented that pedestrians that cross mid-block from Aspen also 
cross  mid-block on W. University Drive. 

e. Mark Sargent asked if UAlbany has considered any solutions to mid-block pedestrian 
crossings between I-90 interchange 2 and Collins Circle. 

i. UAlbany responded that pedestrian bridges are undesirable because they are 
not likely to be used. Pedestrian tunnels are also not desirable because they can 
pose personal safety concerns. A pedestrian refuge may be a solution. 

1. It was noted that when the Aspen was under construction, fencing was 
suggested to prevent pedestrian crossings. 

a. Chris Spencer stated that a physical barrier would need to 
maintain access to the businesses on the north side of 
Washington Avenue and that students would likely use these 
driveway openings to continue crossing mid-block. 

ii. UAlbany asked how pedestrian crossings could be facilitated without stopping 
traffic. 

1. Mark Sargent responded that an enhanced crossing with a signal or 
flashing beacons (pedestrian hybrid beacons, or rectangular rapid 
flashing beacons) and a pedestrian refuge island could be a potential 
solution.  He asked if UAlbany would consider an internal pedestrian 
path that would lead to an enhanced crossing location. 

a. UAlbany noted a concern directing pedestrians to a crossing if it 
was not a controlled crossing.     

2. Chris Spencer asked if planting low hedges that would block the 
pedestrian desire line for a mid-block crossing. 

a. It was noted that hedges would have to be deep enough to 
dissuade pedestrians. There are also maintenance concerns. 

f. UAlbany commented that it is important to have a continuous pedestrian path that 
extends from I-90 interchange 2 to Brevator Street, and would be open to extending the 
existing path on the south side of Washington Avenue eastward along the University 
frontage. 

g. UAlbany stated that spillover parking is a concern with additional housing on the north 
side of Washington Avenue. Residents want to store cars on campus, but commuter 
students are not allowed to park on campus overnight. 

i. Mark Sargent asked how UAlbany felt about on-street parking. Chris Spencer 
added that any on-street parking considered would be on the north side of 
Washington Avenue to preserve the open space aesthetic. 

1. UAlbany responded that parking is less likely to be an issue with the 
Auden project. Students are encouraged to store their cars in City 
garages. 

h. UAlbany asked how speeds could be reduced in the corridor. 
i. Mark Sargent responded that lane reduction is a proven method to reduce 

speed and may be viable in the eastern portion of the corridor. 
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ii. Chris Spencer added that other design measures such as a textured median and 
curbing could be explored to slow traffic. 

iii. It was noted that vehicle speeds through the corridor are affected by the higher 
speed limit just west of the study area (45 mph speed limit on Washington 
Avenue Extension). 

i. UAlbany stated that approximately 60 students from SUNY Polytechnic live at Cresthill 
Suites and walk along Washington Avenue and through the UAlbany campus to get to 
SUNY Polytechnic. 

i. It was noted that a sidewalk on the north side of Washington Avenue west of I-
90 interchange 2 could provide a connection to the SUNY Polytechnic campus. 

j. UAlbany asked if lighting was tested as part of the study. 
i. Mark Sargent responded that the study noted the presence and style of lighting. 

Chris Spencer added that the City is planning to convert to LED lights next year. 
 

4. Summary of Public Comments/Q&A – CM provided a brief summary of public comments 
obtained at the public meeting and through the online survey and comment forms. The 
following was asked during the Q&A session: 

a. UAlbany asked if OGS plans to make any changes to the Harriman Campus. 
i. Mark Sargent responded that OGS expressed a willingness to work with the 

study in a separate stakeholder meeting. Employment growth on the Harriman 
Campus will be integrated into the traffic forecasts. 

ii. It was noted that UAlbany plans to preserve the open space aesthetic along the 
Washington Avenue frontage. 

b. UAlbany asked if a multi-use path connecting the Uptown and Downtown campuses 
would be viable in the future. 

i. Chris Spencer responded that a multi-use path connection would need to be 
considered at a larger geographic scale, differentiating between Washington 
Avenue and Western Avenue. 

c. It was noted that emergency vehicles use the center lanes on Washington Avenue. 
 

5. Mark Sargent summarized the next steps which include developing alternatives and holding a 
second public meeting in the Fall, before finalizing the study scheduled by the end of 2018.   

 
 

 
The meeting concluded at 4:00 p.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
 
 
\\CME-FILE01\Company\Projects\2017\117-240 CDTC Wash-Patroon Linkage\documents\public involvement\Stakeholder 
Meetings\20180521_UAlbany Meeting\117240_UAlbany Meeting Summary_201805xx.docx 
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned by Friday, September 21, 2018. 
 

DATE: September 4, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: 50 Wolf Rd. Albany, NY 
 

TIME: 1:00 pm 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to review the draft alternatives and obtain input 
from NYSDOT. 

 

ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – Mark Sargent introduced the study and the purpose of the meeting. Key objectives 
included reviewing the draft alternatives and obtaining input from NYSDOT, particularly in the 
area of Interchange 2, which is the Department’s jurisdiction. 
 

2. Review Draft Alternatives– CM presented an overall concept plan that included lane reductions, 
enhanced pedestrian crossings, and buffered bike lanes.  The following alternatives and 
concepts were discussed: 

a. Washington Ave/Interchange 2 
i. Converting the right-most eastbound through lane to a right turn lane 

ii. Removing the westbound slip lane and adding crosswalks 
b. West End 

i. 5-lanes with buffered bike lane 
ii. 5-lanes with shared path 

iii. Gateway at I-90 Interchange 2 
c. East End 

i. Maintain four lanes, bike lanes on both sides, sidewalk on one side 
ii. Separated path on south side 

iii. Transition from 4-lanes to 3-lanes and “T”-up Ramps 
iv. Ideas for further study 

1. OGS Area pedestrian bridge 
d. Other 

i. UAlbany One-Way 
ii. Adding pedestrian crossings at existing signals “Completing the box” 

 
3. Discussion of Draft Alternatives – NYSDOT was provided an opportunity to comment on the 

draft alternatives. The following comments / discussion was noted: 
4. Mark Sargent reviewed the levels-of-service (LOS) at Interchange 2 and noted that the 

intersection modifications would add about 5 seconds of delay overall, theoretically changing 
the LOS from borderline LOS E/F to LOS F during the peak hour in the year 2030.  There were no 
concerns about the minor delay increase.  Small travel time increases are an acceptable trade-
off for the benefits of improved pedestrian crossing accommodation and traffic calming. 
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a. Mark Pyskadlo asked if an RRFB is an appropriate treatment on a four lane roadway 
i. Mark Sargent responded that according to the NYSDOT Pedestrian Safety Action 

Plan, NYSDOT TSMI 15-03, and Boulder, CO best practices, an RRFB is acceptable 
on a four lane roadway with a refuge island if speeds are below 40-mph and 
there is sufficient pedestrian crossing demand. 

b. Mark Pyskadlo asked if westbound trucks would be able to turn right at I-90 interchange 
2 if the slip ramp is removed. 

i. Mark Sargent responded that the curb radius would be designed to 
accommodate truck traffic. 

c. Mark Pyskadlo noted that changes to the southernmost eastbound lane would need to 
consider the eastbound right turn overlap at the I-90 interchange 2 intersection. 

d. Bob Rice noted that under the UAlbany One-Way option, westbound right turn volumes 
at the I-90 interchange 2 intersection would increase and that it may make sense to 
keep the westbound right turn slip lane under this condition. 

i. Bill Trudeau stated that vehicle stacking exiting UAlbany at Collins Circle would 
need to be further examined under this alternative. 

ii. Mark Sargent noted that Interchange 2 operated better overall under this 
option, so the slip lane could probably be eliminated. 

e. Mark Pyskadlo stated that a Gateway option at I-90 Interchange 2 would help calm 
traffic. It was noted that a combination of medians and chicanes were discussed for NY 
787 as methods of traffic calming. 

i. Action: CM to develop further develop a single Gateway option.  
f. Bill Trudeau stated that due to changes in land use, the speed limit on Washington 

Avenue was lowered to 30 mph.  Design features should be considered to encourage 
lower speeds.  

g. Mark Pyskadlo asked what benefit UAlbany would receive from converting the entrance 
opposite I-90 Interchange 2 to a one-way in. 

i. CM responded that this was proposed by campus planning as a way to improve 
operations at the I-90 Interchange 2 intersection. Additionally, funneling traffic 
exiting the campus towards Collins Circle has the added benefit of giving 
deference to the original architectural design of the campus. A meeting is 
scheduled with the UAlbany administration to discuss all of the design 
alternatives for Washington Avenue, including the one-way alternative. 

h. Mark Pyskadlo commented that corridor lighting should be considered. 
i. Chris Spencer asked if NYSDOT has any plans to improve the I-90 Interchange 2 

intersection. 
i. Mark Pyskadlo responded that there are no plans other than to preserve and 

maintain the existing intersection. 
 
Summary of Actions: 
 
Creighton Manning 

1. CM to further develop a single Gateway option.  
 
The meeting concluded at 2:00 p.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned by Friday, September 28, 2018. 
 

DATE: September 10, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: University at Albany, SBA 
 

TIME: 3:00 pm 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to review the draft design concepts with UAlbany 
and agree on concepts to be carried forward for evaluation. 

 

ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – CM informed the group that since the last meeting, consultant efforts have been 
focused on developing draft design concepts based on input from the public and SAC. The 
objective of this meeting was to review the draft design concepts and obtain input from 
UAlbany. 
 

2. Review Draft Alternatives– CM presented an overall concept plan that included lane reductions, 
enhanced pedestrian crossings, and buffered bike lanes.  The following alternatives and 
concepts were discussed: 

a. West End 
i. 5-lanes with buffered bike lane 

ii. 5-lanes with shared path 
iii. Gateway at I-90 Interchange 2 

b. East End 
i. Maintain four lanes, bike lanes on both sides, sidewalk on one side 

ii. Separated path on south side 
iii. Transition from 4-lanes to 3-lanes and “T”-up Ramps 
iv. Ideas for further study 

1. OGS Area pedestrian bridge 
c. Other 

i. UAlbany One-Way 
 

3. Discussion of Draft Alternatives – UAlbany was provided an opportunity to comment on the 
draft alternatives. The following comments / discussion was noted: 

a. Jason Kersch noted the proposed CDTA stop on the south side of Washington Avenue 
opposite Block 75 and asked if there would be changes to the stop on the north. 

i. CM responded that CDTA will be providing written comments regarding the bus 
stops. 

b. Jason Kersch suggested that the proposed path internal to the UAlbany Campus leading 
to the proposed crossing in front of Block 75 be relocated further east to better capture 
the pedestrian desire line. 

c. Errol Millington asked who would be responsible for the cost of improvements to the 
campus including the proposed paths. 
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i. CM responded that funding will be identified as part of this planning study, but 
it is too early to identify specific costs and responsibilities. 

ii. Errol Millington expressed concern that the public will see the proposed paths 
and expect the University to fund the improvements. 

iii. Chris Spencer stated that the City will seek funding for the project as a whole. 
1. Jason Kersch asked if a multi-use path on the campus would be easier to 

fund compared to on-street bicycle facilities. 
a. Carrie Ward responded that the path would be eligible for 

Transportation funds similar to the proposed on-street 
accommodations. Additional recreational trail funding could 
also be explored. 

b. Jason Kersch stated that on-street bicycle facilities would be 
preferable to the separated path as they are more integrated 
with the transportation network. 

i. Chris Spencer replied that the primary function of the 
path would be to connect UAlbany students to 
downtown. 

iv. Errol Millington restated his concern that pressure could be placed on the 
University to fund improvements, particularly if they are viewed as necessary 
for student safety. 

1. Jason Kersch noted that the elements in the plan work together to 
promote safety. 

a. Bill Trudeau added that the elements would need to be 
implemented in a specific order (i.e. a path on the UAlbany 
campus would not be constructed without an enhanced 
crossing on Washington Avenue). 

2. Mark Sargent stated that by including these elements in the plan, they 
are more likely to be funded when funding is pursued. Therefore, the 
study should plan to keep the graphics and communicate clearly that 
improvements are dependent on funding and other infrastructure. 

d. Mark Sargent noted that an enhanced pedestrian crossing is proposed on Washington 
Avenue in front of the Hilton Garden Inn, although the type of enhancement (i.e. RRFB 
versus 3-color signal) will depend on pedestrian traffic which has not yet been 
examined. 

i. Jason Kersch stated that there has been some pedestrian activity as a result of 
the Auden housing, although the current occupancy at Auden is unknown. 

ii. Jason Kersch asked if the crossing could be relocated further east as pedestrians 
are likely to cross at the driveway. 

1. Bill Trudeau responded that there is a traffic signal with pedestrian 
accommodations to the east. 

e. Mark Sargent presented two Gateway options, noting that they will be merged into a 
single option moving forward. The intent of the Gateway is to indicate to motorists the 
transition from a highway setting to an urban street setting. 

i. Errol Millington stated that he likes the addition of green space on the north 
side of Washington Avenue and perhaps the businesses would be able to fund 
those improvements. 

1. Chris Spencer responded that due to the land uses adjacent to the 
street, the additional green space does not provide much utility. 

2. Mark Sargent added that the path alternative would add a little green 
space to the north side of Washington Avenue. 
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ii. Errol Millington stated that it is important to carry the median further east. 
1. Chris Spencer responded that the short median signals change to 

motorists and a continuous median may lessen this effect. 
f. Errol Millington stated that converting the UAlbany driveway at the I-90 Interchange 2 

intersection to an entrance only would need to be further examined for impacts to 
UAlbany. 

i. Carrie Ward noted that the existing micro-simulation model provided vehicle 
delay and queuing information and that CDTC could supplement this analysis 
with diversion information. However, further analysis should focus on 
Washington Avenue rather than the UAlbany internal traffic flow. 

ii. Errol Millington indicated that the one-way option should not be progressed 
without additional study. 

g. Errol Millington stated that there has never been a comprehensive examination of I-90 
Interchange 2 despite the fact that it operates at LOS F which can be viewed as a safety 
concern. 

i. Bill Trudeau responded that undertaking that study would be costly since 
changes to the interstate require approval from FHWA. 

ii. Carrie Ward added that a study of Interchange 2 would require letters of 
support from the UAlbany administration and NYSDOT Commissioner. 

iii. Jason Kersch asked if the Washington Avenue study could outline the process to 
begin studying Interchange 2. 

1. Bill Trudeau responded that the UAlbany administration should contact 
the NYSDOT Regional Director. 

2. Chris Spencer added that NYSDOT did not indicate any plans to change 
Interchange 2. 

h. Errol Millington asked what changes are proposed at the Washington Avenue/Brevator 
Street intersection. 

i. Mark Sargent responded that the plan proposes signal timing adjustments and 
the addition of bike lanes in the short term. Further, a road-diet can be 
considered as a long term option. 

i. Errol Millington asked if lighting was considered as part of the plan. 
i. Mark Sargent responded that the existing conditions assessment noted the 

location and type of lighting, but further study would be necessary to determine 
the adequacy of lighting. 

 

4. Recap schedule/Next steps – CM reviewed the project schedule with the group noting the 
following: 

a. The next Study Advisory Committee (SAC) meeting will be scheduled for Tuesday, 
October 9 at 2pm. 

b. Public Meeting #2 will be scheduled for early November.  
 
Summary of Actions: 
 
The meeting concluded at 4:00 p.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
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Meeting Summary 
Public Information Meeting #2 
Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
November 11, 2018 
 
 
The second public information meeting for the Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study was 
held from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. on Thursday, November 8, 2018, at University Hall on the University at 
Albany Campus. The meeting was well advertised and attended with over 90 residents, stakeholders, 
students, and study advisory committee members present.  The meeting began with an open house 
session where attendees could view, discuss, and comment on poster boards depicting the three 
proposed roadway alternatives. The open house began with an introduction by Chris Spencer, Director 
of Planning and Development, for the City of Albany,   at which point Mark Sargent and Jesse Vogl, from 
Creighton Manning, provided a Technical presentation that included a summary of feedback from the 
first public meeting, proposed roadway options, and tradeoffs among the alternatives.  See Appendix A 
for the sign-in sheets and Appendix B for the PowerPoint presentation and poster boards. 
 

 
The purpose of the meeting was to present and receive feedback on the three roadway design options 
being considered for the section of Washington Avenue from I-90 Interchange 2 to Brevator Street. 
Meeting attendees had several opportunities to take in the information including the open house prior 
to the technical presentation, the presentation itself, and the project website 
(www.washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com). 
 
Meeting attendees also had several opportunities to provide input, ask questions, and offer comments. 
This included (1) an open forum question/comment session; (2) written comment forms and a comment 
drop-box; and (3) a station oriented feedback activity where attendees were able to place a dot on each 
alternative indicating whether they “like” “dislike” or felt “neutral” on the proposed alternative. Each 
poster also had a designated “comments” section where the public could provide feedback by placing 
Post-it notes, and facilitators were present at each station to record additional comments and answer 

http://www.washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com/
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any questions.  Attendees were also given the project website address and encouraged to review the 
material on the website and provide comments via the website email. 
 

 
1. Open Forum Question/Comment Session 

The following was discussed during the open forum question/comment session: 
 
Question:  Who will be responsible for maintenance of the sidewalks or paths under each of the 
proposed alternatives? 
Response:  Similar to existing conditions, property owners are typically responsible for 
maintaining sidewalks along their frontage.   It is expected that UAlbany will be responsible for 
maintenance of the path on their frontage, The area near OGS needs to be worked out between 
the City and OGS. 
 
Question:  What types of plantings are proposed? 
Response:  Specific landscaping elements will be considered as part of a further design process. 
 
Question:  Will there be a pedestrian crossing at Auden as well as Block 75? 
Response:  Yes. An enhanced pedestrian crossing is proposed in the vicinity of Auden. However, 
since Auden only recently opened, further data collection is needed to confirm.   
 
Question:  Will a fence be needed  to direct  pedestrians to use the enhanced crossings rather than 
continue to cross midblock? 
Response:  During the design phase, channelization elements such as a fence will be considered. 
 
Question:  The number of cyclists observed on Washington Avenue is low because it is currently seen 
as unfriendly to cyclists (i.e. high vehicle volumes/speeds). Changing the character of the roadway 
may increase the number of cyclists. 
Response:  Comment noted. 
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Question:  Have operations under the 3-lane alternative been examined, particularly the left turn 
onto Jermain Street? 
Response:  An operations analysis was performed for the corridor and confirmed that the three 
lane section works on the east end of the corridor.   Turns at Jermain Street were not specifically 
evaluated, but turns at Brevator were considered which is a higher volume intersection. 
 
Comment:  The existing Bicycle LOS overstates cyclist comfort in portions of the corridor. 
Response:  Comment noted. 
 
Comment:  How will a multi-use path work for cyclists, particularly as it relates to conflicts at 
intersections? 
Response: As with other recreational paths, cyclists would be expected to operate like pedestrians 
at intersections.   
 
Comment:  Some cyclists, particularly commuters, would prefer to ride on the road rather than a 
multi-use path. 
Response: Comment noted. 
 
Comment:  Has anything been considered to improve operations at I-90 interchange 2 which is 
expected to operate at LOS F? 
Response: Delays at I-90 Interchange 2 are limited to the peak hours.   Adding capacity to this 
intersection is counter to the project objectives of calming traffic and increasing the multi-modal 
friendliness of the road. 
 
Comment:  Have the land uses along Washington Avenue been considered for pedestrian friendliness 
Response: The new zoning code allows for more pedestrian friendly business to locate within the 
corridor. 
 
Comment:  Has an analysis been conducted to determine the cost of each alternative? 
Response: Costs have not been estimated yet.  The report will include cost estimates. 
 
Comment:  How will the Patroon Creek/Harriman Campus concepts be incorporated into the 
alternatives? 
Response: The Patroon Creek/Harriman Campus concepts were presented as concepts for further 
study. While they initially appear feasible, they will require additional data collection and analysis 
prior to implementation. 
 
Comment:  What is the timeframe for implementation? 
Response: It is noted that this is a planning study, and funds have not yet been allocated for a 
paving/construction project on Washington Avenue. With that said, a five year timeframe is not 
an unreasonable estimate. 

 
2. Written comments 

As of this writing (November 12, 2018), one week after the public meeting, 8 written comments 
have been received. Written comments are included in Appendix C.  A synopsis of the comments 
shows that all of the proposed roadway options are seen as an improvement in the corridor.  A 
number of comments note the benefits of green space, bicycle lanes, and safe pedestrian crossings. 
The comments indicate a slight preference for Option C as it provides the most traffic calming. 
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3. Station-Feedback Activity 
Each attendee was given four dots, and instructed to place one on each alternative by selecting 
“Like”, “Dislike”, or “Neutral” with each alternative.  There was also a space for comments to be 
provided by Post-it note. The results are shown on the following bar chart and show that the 
majority of attendees favored “Option A – Restripe to Provide Bike Lanes”.  Options B and C are also 
supported over the “Do Nothing” alternative.   

 

 
The public meeting concluded with an invitation for meeting attendees to stay involved in the study 
through the study website, and public comment form. Meeting attendees were also encouraged to 
contact the Study Advisory Committee members with any additional questions or concerns. 
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Public Meeting #2
November 8, 2018

Scope/Purpose of Meeting

Initiation and Data Gathering
Existing Conditions
Public Workshop #1
Draft Design Concepts
Evaluation of Alternatives
Public Meeting #2
oReport and Implementation Strategy
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Study Area

Patroon Creek

Harriman State Office Campus

University at Albany

Why this Study?

• Existing and new land uses/development
• Busy traffic corridor
• Complete streets policies/practices
• Recent speed limit reduction
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Purpose and Need

The purpose of this study is to identify and 
analyze a range of complete streets design 
elements along Washington Avenue 
between I-90 Interchange 2 and Brevator 
Street that will enhance the safety and 
comfort for all users in the corridor while 
providing reasonable traffic operations for 
motor vehicles.

Accessibility Connectivity Safety Place making

Purpose and Need

Due to land use redevelopment and growth 
along the northern side of Washington 
Avenue, as well as the continued growth of 
the University at Albany and Harriman 
Campus, there is a need to better 
accommodate all users in the corridor.

Accessibility Connectivity Safety Place making
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What are Complete Streets?

Complete Streets are streets for everyone, no matter their 
ability or how they travel.

• Traffic calming to 
improve bike/ped 
comfort

• Improved bike/ped 
connections

• Location specific 
comments

Themes from Public Meeting #1
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Public Input Survey Responses
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Design Elements

• On-street Bike 
Lanes

• Multi-use Path
• Consistent Curb

• Raised Medians
• Chicanes
• 3-Lanes in East End
• “T”-Up Ramps

C

B

A
• Lane Repurposing
• Pedestrian Crossings
• Sidewalk Extension
• Access 

Management
• Median Refuge
• Signal Timing
• Transit 

Improvements
• Greenspace
• Lighting

Description Common Elements
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Lane Repurposing Overview

Existing
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Restriping to Provide Bike LanesA

West SegmentA
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East SegmentA

Move Curbs to Narrow RoadwayB
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West SegmentB

East SegmentB
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Gateway OptionC

West SegmentC
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East SegmentC

Null (“Do Nothing”)

~100’
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Restriping to Provide Bike LanesA

~88’

Move Curbs to Narrow RoadwayB

~72’
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Gateway OptionC

~60’

• Pros
• Traffic calming (reduced speeds)
• Bicycle comfort
• Pedestrian safety

• Cons
• Increased vehicle delay and corridor travel times 

(approximately 1 minute)

What are the trade-offs?
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Operations Analysis
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Multi-modal Analysis

Traffic Operations Overview

2017 2030

Existing Null
(“Do Nothing”)

Alternative 
A/B Alternative C

I‐90 Interchange 2 D/E D/E D/F D/F

Collins Circle C/C C/C C/C C/C

UAlbany East Entrance B/A B/A B/A B/A

1365 Washington Avenue A/B A/B A/B A/B

Brevator Street B/B B/B B/B B/B

AM Peak Hour/PM Peak Hour
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Pedestrian LOS
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71%

29%

91%
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CBANull 
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Bicycle LOS Null (“Do Nothing”)
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Bicycle LOS A

Bicycle LOS

Least protected

Most protected

Strong and fearless

Enthused and confident

Interested but concerned

Separated Bike Lanes

Type of Facility Type of User

CB
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Concepts for Further 
Study
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Comments

Questions ?
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• For each alternative:
• Like
• Dislike
• Neutral
• Comments

• Comment Form

Feedback Exercise

Thank you

www.washingtonpatrooncorridor.weebly.com
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned. 
 
DATE: December 6, 2017 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: 200 Henry Johnson Blvd. Albany, NY 
 

TIME: 9:00 am 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to kick-off the project with the Study Advisory 
Committee (SAC) and review the scope of work and project goals. 

 
ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – Mark Sargent introduced the study and the purpose of the meeting. Key objectives 
included reviewing the scope of work, study goals, and data collection plan. 

 
2. Review Previous Studies – Jesse Vogl presented previous studies in the corridor as well as the 

key takeaways from each study. The following studies were discussed: 
a. Harriman Campus-University at Albany Linkage Study (2007) 
b. Capital TMA Feasibility Report (2009) 
c. City of Albany Complete Streets Design Manual (2016) 
d. City of Albany Bicycle Master Plan (2009) 
e. University at Albany Pedestrian Traffic Improvement Study (2011) 
f. CDTA Washington Western BRT 
g. Various Design Reports 

i. Todd Fabozzi asked what has been accomplished within the corridor as a result 
of each study.  Chris Spencer responded that the Albany Bicycle Master Plan has 
been implemented incrementally and is continuing to be updated.  Bill Trudeau 
stated that the ITS project resulted in coordinated traffic signals as well as an 
exclusive pedestrian phase at Collins Circle. The speed limit has also been 
lowered to 30 mph.  Errol Millington noted that while the corridor has improved 
incrementally in the past, new development pressures have created a need to 
reexamine the study area.  Action: CM to “catalog” the prior study 
recommendations and what has been accomplished. 

3. Scope of Work – CM reviewed the scope of work with the group including study area 
boundaries, project schedule, and public outreach. 

a. Errol Millington noted that there is a significant amount of development occurring near 
the study area that would impact the study. He suggested that the study tangentially 
consider the segment of Washington Avenue between Fuller Road and I-90 Exit 2 as well 
as the effects of the new housing projects on Fuller Road.  Chris Spencer noted that CM 
had worked on the Fuller Road roundabouts and traffic impacts of the SUNY Polytechnic 
campus. He also stated that the City would like the project to result in 
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recommendations between I-90 Exit 2 and Brevator Street.  Carrie Ward stated that the 
project scope stated that contextual consideration will be given to Washington Avenue 
between I-90 Exit 2 and Fuller Road.  Errol noted that it is important that the study to 
consider how the corridor connects to the larger transportation network in the area.  
Action:  The City will provide a list of proposed and potential developments 

b. Todd Fabozzi asked how much developable area remains within the study area.  Chris 
Spencer responded that there are 33 acres of developable land on the Harriman 
Campus. He also noted that the study should look at re-development as well as new 
construction.  Errol Millington responded that UAlbany was informed that the site north 
of the proposed ETEC building may be developed in the future and that this study 
should assume the worst case scenario. 

c. Errol Millington asked if CM is comfortable with the one year schedule presented.  Mark 
Sargent responded yes and asked the SAC about schedule importance.  Chris Spencer 
responded that individual tasks can be flexible but the overall project should be 
completed on time so that the City can implement the recommendations. 

d. CM presented the public participation plan and asked the SAC about a project website.  
Carrie Ward responded that during the scoping process, the city volunteered to link to a 
project website.  Chris Spencer commented that the ReZone Albany website worked 
well, especially with respect to being able to submit comments and sign-up for updates.   
Action: CM to coordinate breakout discussion with the City regarding project website 

e. Regarding public outreach, Chris Spencer stated that when the time comes, the City 
Council Member for the study area should be utilized as well as the two neighborhood 
associations. 

f. Errol Millington expressed concern with only two stakeholder meetings. It was discussed 
that UAlbany Administration and Harriman possibly have their own meetings. 

g. Carrie Ward added that the stakeholder meetings do not need to be held directly after 
the first public meeting, and that draft alternatives may be developed prior to the 
meetings. 

h. Chris Spencer noted that the phone list of businesses in the study area is not accurate 
and that the City can reach out to businesses prior to the stakeholder meeting. 

i. Brian Kirch asked if meeting locations have been selected.  Errol Millington added that 
with notice, UAlbany can provide meeting space.  

j. Carrie Ward stated that the scope is specific regarding timeline for submittals from CM. 
Comments from the SAC should be provided to Carrie in a timely fashion. Action: CM 
Update the Draft Public Participation Plan to include a meeting with UAlbany Admin, 
Harriman, and the other stakeholders and then circulate to the SAC for review and 
comment.  

 
4. Draft Project Goals – CM opened discussion on critical success factors, asking members of the 

SAC to share what they would like to see from the project. 
a. Chris Spencer stated that the study area has previously been highway/automobile 

dominated. Now with new development people are crossing Washington Avenue, often 
mid-block in a straight line. Physical changes to the roadway should be addressed to 
encourage a safe design speed.  A boulevard should be considered. 

b. Todd Fabozzi agreed and added that he likes the idea of separated bikeways.  Chris 
Spencer noted that separated bike lanes have higher maintenance costs than 
conventional or buffered bike lanes.  Bill Trudeau added that careful consideration 
would need to be given to the interaction between a separated bike lane and I-90 Exit 2. 

c. Brent Irving stated that pedestrian connectivity within the study area is important and 
can lead to better transit and CDTA desires to work with the group to find mutual 
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solutions.  He also mentioned a potential eight minute transit time savings if a better 
connection could be made to Patroon Creek office buildings. 

d. Audrey Burneson stated that the area should be more walkable and bikeable, and to 
increase its attractiveness. 

e. Brian Kirch noted that he doesn’t travel this segment of Washington Avenue, although it 
sounds like speeds are a major concern. 

f. Todd Fabozzi stated that it is important to see how the corridor is being used on a daily 
basis and mentioned the possibility of a road diet. He suggested placing cameras along 
the length of the corridor.  CM noted that the data collection plan calls for peak hour 
midblock and intersection pedestrian counts.  Chris Spencer asked if Aspen could 
provide security camera footage.  Action: CM to look into availability Aspen cameras 

g. Jeff Pangburn commented on adjacent street friction and noted that on street parking 
could be a useful traffic calming tool.  Errol Millington stated that UAlbany doesn’t want 
parking in front of the campus.  Chris Spencer said that parking may be a viable option 
on the north side of Washington Avenue. 

h. Yasmine Robinson stated that this segment of Washington Avenue should be more 
consistent with Washington Avenue east of Brevator Street. This includes green 
infrastructure and street trees.  Chris Spencer added that care should be taken to 
preserve UAlbany’s landscape aesthetic and open lawn. 

i. Errol Millington stated that connectivity is important and the study should consider 
future developments and re-development. He added that new amenities can help 
change the culture in the area and lead to better motorist and pedestrian behavior. 
Pedestrian safety should be a priority and crossing opportunities, including mid-block 
possibly, should be readily available.  The path/walk along the UAlbany frontage should 
be considered.  He requested that a permanent closure of I-90 Exit 2 be studied and that 
the pros and cons of such closure be presented.  Brent Irving asked if traffic diversions 
could be modeled.  Carrie Ward responded that the CDTC step model can model 
diversions.  Chris Spencer added that it is important to be aware of changes in traffic on 
other roadways.  Jason Kersch stated that closing I-90 Exit 2 could alleviate a parking 
bottleneck on the west side of the UAlbany campus and better redistribute traffic. 

j. Randy Milano and Bill Trudeau stated that safety for all modes is their highest priority. 
On-street parking may not be feasible under existing conditions, but with changes could 
be an option. It is important that the study produce recommendations that can be 
implemented.  Errol Millington agreed that recommendations should be actionable and 
broken into short term and long term items. He added that the responsible 
agency/municipality should be identified as well as approximate cost. 

k. Todd Fabozzi noted that there are competing needs between motorists and pedestrians 
that need to be addressed.  Bill Trudeau added that Washington Avenue is good for 
motorists during the day with the exception of peak periods where they experience 
some delay.  Todd Fabozzi responded that delay may be acceptable and that cars can 
change their travel patterns, further enhancing the pedestrian environment. 

l. CM presented the draft purpose and need statement to the SAC. Action: SAC to provide 
comments on Draft Purpose and Need Statement and Performance Measures 

 
5. Data Collection Plan – CM outlined the data collection plan for the SAC and noted that traffic 

counts were being completed before December 11 (last day of classes at UAlbany). 
a. Errol Millington noted that after a major snowfall event, pedestrians change their 

crossing habits.  Carrie Ward replied that UAlbany can observe pedestrian observations 
after a major snowfall.  Todd Fabozzi asked if UAlbany had a drone to use to capture 
aerial imagery.  Jason Kersch responded that they do.  Jeff Pangburn added that Aspen 
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may have security camera footage to use. Action: UAlbany to Coordinate Snowfall 
pedestrian data 

b. CM asked the group about the parking data expectations.  Carrie Ward stated that 
parking inventory was provided but the study should also examine parking demand.  
Errol Millington stated that there are shared parking arrangements between the new 
dorm and adjacent hotel.  Chris Spencer added that there are cross connections 
between several parking lots on the north side of Washington Avenue. Action: CM to 
determine parking utilization and City to document parking lot cross connections 

6. Recap Schedule/Next Steps 
a. An optional field walk will be scheduled with interested members of the SAC to walk the 

corridor and to begin to identify issues and improvement ideas.  Errol Millington stated 
that it is not necessary for the field walk to occur while classes are in session.  It was 
suggested that the field walk be scheduled for the late afternoon (around 3 p.m.) in 
order to coincide with peak travel conditions, and dark conditions. Action: CM / CDTC to 
facilitate field walk 

 
Summary of Actions: 
 
Creighton Manning 

1. CM to “catalog” the prior study recommendations and what has been accomplished. 
2. Coordinate breakout discussion with City regarding project website 
3. Update the Draft Public Participation Plan to include a meeting with UAlbany Admin, then 

circulate to the SAC for review and comment. 
4. Look into availability of Aspen cameras 
5. Determine parking utilization on north side of Washington Avenue 
6. Schedule and facilitate field walk 

 
Advisory Committee 

1. The City will provide a list of proposed and potential developments 
2. Provide comments on Draft Public Participation Plan 
3. Provide Comments on Draft Purpose and Need Statement and Performance Measures 
4. UAlbany will coordinate snowfall pedestrian data 
5. City to provide documentation of parking lot cross connections 

 
The meeting concluded at 10:30 a.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
 

 
 File 
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned. 
 
DATE: February 16, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: 200 Henry Johnson Blvd. Albany, NY 
 

TIME: 9:30 am 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to review the draft corridor profile with the Study 
Advisory Committee (SAC) and plan for Public Meeting #1. 

 
ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – CM informed the group that since the last meeting, efforts had been focused on 
existing conditions (corridor profile) and plans for the first public meeting. The objective of this 
SAC meeting was to review the material and plan for the first public meeting. 

 
2. Draft Corridor Profile – CM asked the group for any comments on the corridor profile which was 

provided prior to the meeting and opened the floor for discussion. The following comments and 
topics were highlighted. Action: All other comments should be sent to Carrie Ward by 
2/21/2018. CM to update Corridor profile. 

a. It was noted that the section on pedestrian operations examined walking comfort along 
Washington Avenue and did not adequately address crossings. Further, the pedestrian 
counts were taken during the automobile peak periods which do not necessarily 
coincide with the pedestrian peak periods, including Thursday and Friday nights.  It was 
requested that more emphasis be placed on pedestrian crossing delay at intersections. 

b. The group discussed the Bicycle LOS section and noted that the model is heavily 
influenced by shoulder width. While Bicycle LOS in the corridor is generally good, the 
model may not reflect conflict points for bicyclists crossing the Harriman ramps. It was 
requested that additional discussion of the bicycle LOS be included to account for 
conflict points. 

c. Errol Millington asked if footage was obtained from the Aspen Dorm cameras. Chris 
Spencer responded that the City looked into it and the Aspen does not have external 
cameras. 

d. Errol Millington requested that the profile include a discussion on placemaking. 
Specifically, due to the changes in land use within the corridor, there is an opportunity 
to transform the study area into a destination rather than a street designed for 
throughput. 

 
3. Future Conditions – CM informed the group that the horizon year for the study is 2030 based on 

follow-up discussions with CDTC since the last SAC meeting.   
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4. Target Operating Speed – The group discussed target operating speed within the corridor and 
determined that 30 mph is the desired target speed. 

a. Todd Fabozzi asked about roadway design elements that would help achieve the target 
operating speed, suggesting a pedestrian traffic signal similar to one in Saratoga. 

b. Bill Trudeau added that there should be an education component in addition to 
engineering elements. 

c. Chris Spencer requested that relative cost estimates be considered for each design 
alternative. Alternatives should be considered both in the short term and long term. 

d. Errol Millington questioned the possible impacts that a speed reduction on Washington 
Avenue would have on the surrounding transportation network.  

e. Mark Sargent noted there would be little or no diversions.  The goal is to provide 
adequate capacity at a reduced speed.  

5. Public Meeting #1 – CM reviewed the draft presentation proposed for Public Meeting #1. The 
following comments and topics were noted. 

a. Study Background/Purpose and Need – The committee confirmed the purpose and need 
statement, requesting that it be presented on two slides at the Public Meeting. Chris 
Spencer noted that it is important for the public to understand the purpose of the study 
in order to provide context to the existing conditions. 

i. Todd Fabozzi asked if the public will receive a handout at the public meeting, 
and suggested that the purpose and need statement be included on the 
handout.  Action: CM to prepare handout 

b. Educational Material – It was noted that a few of the slides containing complete streets 
educational material were text heavy and will be modified.  Todd suggested NACTO 
graphics could be used. 

c. Existing Conditions – The following comments and topics were noted during the 
presentation of existing conditions. Action: CM to update presentation prior to Public 
Meeting #1 

i. It was requested that land use and zoning be discussed on two separate slides. 
ii. Washington Avenue should be compared to similar City streets in order to 

provide the public with a reference of similar traffic volumes. 
iii. Changes to the bicycle and pedestrian sections will be made to match the 

updated corridor profile as discussed above. 
iv. Private bus operators as well as transportation network companies (uber and 

lyft) will be included in the public transit discussion. 
v. The crash map will be removed and the crash chart will be fixed.  Crashes will be 

discussed in terms of patterns and how certain patterns can reduced by a 
complete street, such as how lower speeds can reduce rear-end crashes. 

vi. Example graphics should be included to show the types of complete streets 
elements that might be used in the corridor. 

d. Public Involvement Approach – CM and EDR provided an overview of the public 
involvement approach to be used at the public meeting including the format of the 
preference stations.  Action: Placemaking will be incorporated into the preference 
stations. 
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6. Recap Schedule/Next Steps – Public Meeting #1 is scheduled for Wednesday March 21, 2018 

from 4:30 to 6:30 p.m. The meeting will be held at UAlbany. Action:  UAlbany to confirm the 
exact location for Public Meeting #1. The committee will help inform the public by distributing a 
flyer through the use of internal list serves, and Neighborhood Associations. Action: City to 
establish website. CM will coordinate with the City and contact All Over Albany to publicize the 
meeting. Action: CM to create public meeting flyer and distribute to SAC.  A comment form 
and survey will also be prepared. 

 
Summary of Actions: 
 
Creighton Manning 

1. CM to update corridor profile based on discussion and written comments 
2. CM to update presentation prior to Public Meeting #1 
3. CM incorporate placemaking into preference stations 
4. CM to create flyer, handout comment form, and survey 

 
Advisory Committee 

1. All comments on the Corridor Profile to be sent to Carrie Ward by 2/21/2018 
2. UAlbany to determine exact location for Public Meeting #1 
3. City to establish website 

 
The meeting concluded at 11:45 a.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
 

 
 File 
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned. 
 
DATE: May 31, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: 200 Henry Johnson Blvd. Albany, NY 
 

TIME: 9:30 am 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to review the public input received to date and 
discuss street design elements to be incorporated into major roadway alternatives. 

 
ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 
SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – CM informed the group that since the last meeting, consultant efforts have been 
focused on compiling comments received from the public. The objective of this SAC meeting was 
to review the public comments and discuss various street design elements in order to guide the 
development of major roadway alternatives for evaluation. 

 
2. Public Input Recap – CM briefly covered the comments received from the public. This includes 

comments from the first public information meeting, three stakeholder meetings (OGS, 
Business/Property Owner, and UAlbany), and online survey and comment forms. Themes 
included traffic calming to improve bicycle and pedestrian comfort, improved bicycle and 
pedestrian connections, wayfinding and weaving concerns on the Harriman Ring Roads/Ramps, 
mid-block pedestrian crossing concerns, a desire to maintain good vehicular access, and various 
location specific comments. 

a. OGS stated that they own 6 bridges in the study area. 
b. A suggestion was made to quantify the number of times a comment came up 
c. It was noted that improvements should all follow Complete Streets Principles and be 

evaluated for affordability and effectiveness. The implementation plan should 
differentiate between short and long term strategies, and assign responsibility for the 
improvement.  It was suggested to start high and then peel back if funds aren’t available 
– don’t shortchange the process.  The implementation plan should also identify who has 
jurisdiction over the proposed change. 

 
3. Brainstorm Draft Design Elements – CM facilitated a discussion on various roadway design 

elements to guide the development of major street alternatives for analysis. The following was 
discussed during the brainstorming session: 

a. Lane Configuration 
i. A question was asked about roadway capacity and the number of vehicle lanes 

required to accommodate traffic. 
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1. It was noted that traffic characteristics in the west end of the corridor 
are different from those in the east end. Drivers often feel frustration 
with slower speed in the east end. 

ii. A lane reduction between Collins Circle and I-90 interchange 2 should be 
examined. The analysis should consider traffic diversion to Fuller Road and cut-
through traffic on the UAlbany campus. 

iii. It was noted that the Collins Circle intersection is wide with long crossing 
distances, and that there is little northbound vehicle storage length. 

iv. It was stated that if a lane reduction is feasible, space could be reallocated as a 
green buffer on the north side of Washington Avenue. This space could also be 
reclaimed for land development. 

v. CDTA stated that bus priority lanes and/or transit signal priority on Washington 
Avenue would provide faster service to Collins Circle where there is the highest 
bus ridership in the corridor. 

1. A question was asked about CDTA’s needs for circulation around the 
Harriman Campus. Action: CDTA to examine ring roads for circulation 
needs. 

b. Bicycle Infrastructure 
i. It was noted that the public expressed a desire for additional bicycle 

infrastructure on Washington Avenue. 
ii. The group discussed the possibility of protected on-street bike lanes – even the 

notion of raised lanes with curbing. It was noted that planters can reduce 
speeds by providing a visual cue to drivers. 

1. A comparison to Madison Avenue indicated that protected bike lanes 
may be more feasible for Washington Avenue due to the lack of on-
street parking concerns and fewer curb cuts and side-streets. 

2. It was noted that any on-street bike lanes would need to consider 
transitions at either end of the corridor. It was asked if there is a bicycle 
restriction on Washington Avenue Ext. Action: NYSDOT to check bicycle 
restriction on Washington Avenue Ext. 

iii. It was suggested that if a road diet were implemented, bicycles could be 
accommodated via a multi-use path on a raised curb similar to those on Hackett 
Boulevard or the Albany Riverfront. 

1. The comment was made that if a road diet were implemented and 
vehicle speeds reduced, a conventional bike lane may be sufficient. 

iv. Bicycle accommodation should be separated from the pedestrian area 
c. Medians 

i. UAlbany stated that a median with a fence is not desirable. Students will walk 
along the shortest path and should be accommodated with crossings. 

ii. It was noted that a raised median could provide a refuge for pedestrians which 
would enable a mid-block crossing. 

iii. The comment was made that emergency vehicles currently use the striped 
median on Washington Avenue. 

iv. It was noted that if curb extensions were used to create a pinch-point and 
reduce crossing distances, a median may not be necessary as a pedestrian 
refuge. 

v. Flush medians should also be considered. 
d. Streetscape/Place-making 
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i. It was noted that if a green buffer could be added to the north side of 
Washington Avenue, businesses would have the opportunity to create outdoor 
seating. 

1. The City code encourages smaller setbacks on Washington Avenue, but 
can allow for outdoor cafés within the setbacks. 

2. It was noted that plantings on the north side of Washington Avenue 
would create a buffer between seating areas and the roadway. 

ii. It was suggested that pedestrian scale lighting be considered in conjunction with 
pedestrian paths and crossings. 

iii. The question was asked if there are any branding opportunities to create a 
sense of place within the corridor. 

1. It was noted that the Melrose neighborhood is located east of Brevator 
Street. North of Washington Avenue, the neighborhood has an urban 
feel while south of Washington Avenue feels more like a highway. 
Reclaiming land currently used as ramps could help extend the fabric of 
the neighborhood westward. 

iv. Designs should affect a visual narrowing of the corridor. 
v. UAlbany is against any concepts with a fence across the frontage. 

e. Traffic Control 
i. A question was asked about roundabout design and safe pedestrian 

accommodations. 
1. CM responded that it is possible to create gaps in traffic to 

accommodate pedestrians at a roundabout. This works best at a single 
lane roundabout as opposed to a commuter environment. 

a. The comment was made that drivers often don’t feel 
comfortable yielding to pedestrians at roundabouts. 

2. It was noted that a two lane roundabout at I-90 interchange 2 was 
examined as part of the Fuller Flyover design and was not considered a 
feasible option. 

ii. The group discussed a digitally controlled (ITS) reversible lane to accommodate 
commuter traffic. It was noted that this could increase pedestrian discomfort 
and prevent other pedestrian accommodations. 

iii. It was noted that a new traffic signal will be constructed on the Harriman 
Campus ring road as a result of the ETEC and BRT projects. 

f. Pedestrian Infrastructure 
i. A question was asked about the amount of time required for a pedestrian 

crossing Washington Avenue. 
1. CM responded that it depends on the crossing distance and that the 

road is fairly wide in the western end of the corridor. A median refuge 
could enable a two-stage crossing, but if signalized, would require 
infrastructure in the median similar to the State Street/Eagle Street 
intersection. 

ii. It was suggested that a multi-use path be considered on the south side of 
Washington Avenue, extending east to the Harriman Campus. 

iii. It was noted that there is a need to fill gaps in the sidewalk network on 
Washington Avenue in order to better accommodate pedestrians west of 
Brevator Street. 

iv. Mid-block crossings should be considered.  Maybe they replace the intersection 
crossings if they fit the corridor and desire lines better.   Alternatives should 
consider what would be needed design wise to enhance the midblock crossings 
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v. OGS indicated that there has been discussion of closing one of the hourglass 
bridges to vehicular traffic, converting it to a pedestrian path. 

1. It was noted that this could provide better bicycle and pedestrian access 
to Patroon Creek. 

g. Access Management 
i. A question was asked about ramp utilization and whether or not some ramps 

could be removed. 
1. It was noted that the 1365 Washington Avenue ramp only serves 

vehicles from Washington Avenue Ext. and Fuller Road, as vehicles 
traveling on I-90 can use Exit 3. 

2. It was suggested that removing ramps could improve wayfinding by 
making the corridor more legible and intuitive. Alternatives should 
consider if small improvements could help eliminate some ramps.  

ii. It was suggested that a frontage road on the north side could improve access 
management. This could work well with on-street parking on Washington 
Avenue to compensate for reductions in off-street parking.  Diagonal parking 
should be considered to help offset site parking impacts. 

1. It was noted that there is a parking shortage on the Harriman Campus. 
iii. UAlbany stated that operations at the Washington Avenue/I-90 Interchange 2 

intersection could be improved by making the UAlbany driveway entrance only, 
thus eliminating a signal phase. 

1. It was noted that this would force traffic to exit via Collins Circle and 
potentially increase westbound traffic on Washington Avenue between 
I-90 Interchange 2 and Collins Circle. 

h. Other Considerations 
i. It was confirmed that pedestrian bridges and tunnels are not desirable.  They 

could actually help encourage higher speeds by eliminating all conflicts. 
ii. It was noted that long term recommendations could include further study of the 

Harriman Ring Roads and potentially reconfiguring Washington Avenue as an at 
grade facility. 

iii. A question was asked about Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and 
their use of Washington Avenue. 

1. It was noted that companies like Uber and Lyft are more door front 
oriented which is not typical of the Washington Avenue corridor. TNCs 
have been seen picking-up/dropping-off at Aspen. 

iv. A question was asked about the timing of the next pavement overlay and timing 
of recommendations. 

1. It was noted that the pavement on Washington Avenue is currently in 
good condition. 

v. Comments regarding Brevator being too wide were made but considered 
beyond the scope of this project. 

vi. Alternatives should consider if advance warning signs can be used to help 
indicate a change in context. 

 
4. Recap Schedule/Next Steps – CM reviewed the project schedule with the group. It was noted 

that Public Meeting #2 will be held during the UAlbany Fall 2018 semester. 
a. The next Study Advisory Committee (SAC) meeting will be held towards the end of July 

after draft design concepts are developed. 
b. Action: CM to confirm date of next SAC meeting. 
c. Following the SAC meeting, a meeting with NYSDOT will be held. 
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Summary of Actions: 
 
Creighton Manning 

1. CM to confirm date of next SAC meeting. 
 
 
Advisory Committee 

1. CDTA to examine ring roads for circulation needs. 
2. NYSDOT to check bicycle restriction on Washington Avenue Ext. 
3. City to determine approximate time frame of next WA paving. 

 
 
The meeting concluded at 11:30 a.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
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This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned by Friday, September 7, 2018. 
 

DATE: August 22, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: 200 Henry Johnson Blvd. Albany, NY 
 

TIME: 9:00 am 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to review the draft design concepts and agree on 
concepts to be carried forward for evaluation. 

 

ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 

SUMMARY: 
 

1. Welcome – CM informed the group that since the last meeting, consultant efforts have been 
focused on developing draft design concepts based on input from the public and SAC. The 
objective of this SAC meeting was to review the draft design concepts and agree upon the 
concepts to be carried forward for evaluation and presentation to the public. 

 

2. Recap Design Elements/Review Overall Plan – CM briefly covered the design elements discussed 
during SAC Meeting #3. An overall design concept was presented that included lane reductions, 
enhanced pedestrian crossings, buffered bike lanes, and other desirable features identified 
during the brainstorming session. CM noted that in addition to the base plan, there are 
opportunities to enhance the corridor that can be considered as additional layers. The following 
comments were made during the discussion: 

a. Brent Irving stated that for eastbound buses, a midblock bus stop in front of Aspen 
would not be desirable and that a far-side stop at the I-90 Interchange 2 intersection 
may be preferable. It was also noted that CDTA prefers to stop in lane rather than a bus 
pull off. Action: CM to follow-up with CDTA regarding bus stop enhancements. 

b. Todd Fabozzi noted that the proposed pedestrian crossing is not directly in line with the 
Aspen front door and therefore may not be used. 

i. Bill Trudeau noted that design considerations could funnel pedestrians towards 
the crossing. 

ii. Chris Spencer asked if the crossing could be relocated. 
1. CM responded that the westbound far-side bus stop in front of Aspen as 

well as traffic signal spacing were contributing factors in the location of 
the proposed crossing. This could be further examined at a design level, 
but for planning purposes, it is generally agreed that there should be an 
enhanced pedestrian crossing in the area of the Aspen/Sunoco. 

2. It was also noted that pedestrians cross directly to /from the Sunoco, so 
the current location was a good mid-point between Aspen and Sunoco 

iii. Carrie Ward asked if the pedestrian crossing could be incorporated into the 
median as a refuge. 

1. CM responded that this would require additional signal infrastructure in 
the median to prevent pedestrians from becoming stranded while 
crossing. Action: CM to refine pedestrian crossing at Aspen. 
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c. Bill Trudeau requested that the crossing treatment near the Hilton/New Housing remain 
open for discussion since pedestrian crossing behavior cannot be determined until the 
housing is occupied. 

d. Bill Trudeau asked if left turns would be allowed at the Harriman ramps as a result of 
the realignment. 

i. CM responded that that left turns were not considered as part of the analysis 
but may be included in further evaluation. Action: CM to coordinate with CDTC 
regarding left turn volumes and the need for traffic modeling. 

e. Mark Sargent asked the committee if a sidewalk should be considered on one or both 
sides of Washington Avenue between the Harriman ramps. 

i. Todd Fabozzi asked why a sidewalk would not be considered on both sides. 
1. CM responded that adding sidewalk to both sides would increase cost. 

ii. Chris Spencer stated that pedestrian origins and destinations should be 
examined to determine if sidewalk is necessary on both sides. 

iii. In the end it was agreed that a sidewalk should be pursued on one side in the 
short-term, and a path connection on the second side in the long term.   

f. Chris Spencer commented on the delay at I-90 interchange 2 and asked if it could be 
improved, noting that the public will see this as a concern. 

i. CM responded that a major infrastructure improvement would be necessary to 
add capacity. 

ii. Bill Trudeau asked how many hours of the day the intersection experiences poor 
LOS, noting that operations are likely good during non-peak hours. 

iii. Todd Fabozzi commented that vehicle delay may be acceptable under the 
concept plan if other modes such as bikes and pedestrians see an improvement. 

1. Carrie Ward asked if multi-modal LOS will be presented to the public. 
Action: CM to examine multi-modal trade-offs. 

g. Bill Trudeau asked if there is still a bicycle restriction in place on Washington Avenue 
Extension west of I-90 Interchange 2. Action: CDTC and NYSDOT to look into bicycle 
restriction. Update [per 8/23 email, opinion is that bikes are not restricted] 

 

3. Review and Discuss Draft Alternatives: CM presented several alternatives for the corridor. It is 
noted that the character of the corridor differs between the east end (from I-90 Interchange 2 
to the Harriman Campus) and the west end (from the Harriman Campus to Brevator Street). The 
following was noted during the discussion: 

a. West End 
i. 5 lanes with buffered bike lanes: CM stated that this option would include a bike 

lane with 3’ painted buffer. 
1. Todd Fabozzi asked about the possibility of a physical buffer such as 

parked cars or planters. 
a. Chris Spencer responded that cost and maintenance would 

need to be considered. Physical buffers may be considered as 
part of a phased approach that could ultimately end in a 
separated bike path. 

2. Todd Fabozzi asked if a bike lane could be painted green similar to the 
conflict areas on Madison Avenue. 

a. It was noted that this is costly but there are other ways to make 
a bike lane more visible to motorists including varying line-
widths and pavement markings.  Green paint can also be used 
selectively in conflict areas. 

ii. 5 lanes with separated path: CM stated that this option would put bicyclists on a 
separate raised path raised behind the curb. 
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1. Todd Fabozzi asked if it was feasible to carry this treatment throughout 
the corridor. 

a. CM responded that it is feasible in the west end but may only be 
possible on one side in the east end. 

2. Chris Spencer noted that this alternative would provide the greatest 
degree of traffic calming. 

a. Bill Trudeau asked how wide the vehicles lanes would be under 
this scenario. 

i. CM responded that lane widths would be 11 to 12 feet 
wide. Action: CM to add widths to typical cross section 
figures. 

3. Bill Trudeau asked if curb would be provided or how drainage would be 
handled along the UAlbany frontage.   

a. CM responded that it would need to be evaluated.  The south 
side of the road sheet drains today.   

iii. Gateways – CM presented two gateway options at the I-90 Interchange 2 
intersection. Option A consists of a raised median in the center of Washington 
Avenue while Option B consists of additional green space on the north side of 
the street. The following was noted during the discussion: 

1. Chris Spencer noted that a Gateway would be considered an additional 
layer. In contrast, a low cost alternative provides additional flexibility for 
future plans. 

iv. UAlbany One-Way – CM noted that converting the UAlbany entrance opposite I-
90 Interchange 2 to an entrance only would improve conditions at I-90 
Interchange 2, although delay would increase at Collins Circle. Since UAlbany 
was not present, the discussion was tabled. Action: CM to coordinate meeting 
with UAlbany regarding design concepts. 

1. Bill Trudeau noted that the traffic signal timing at Collins Circle is an 
existing concern for UAlbany. 

b. East End 
i. Restripe for Bike Lane and Maintain 4 Lanes – CM presented this low cost option 

that would narrow the existing four vehicle travel lanes and convert the excess 
pavement width to a 7’ bike lane in each direction. 

1. Chris Spencer stated that it may be preferable to have a 4’ bike lane 
with 3’ buffer. It was also noted that this configuration could lead to a 
separated bike path in a later phase. 

ii. Transition from 4 lanes to three and “T”-up Ramps – CM presented this 
alternative that would eliminate one westbound lane from Brevator Street to 
the westbound Harriman on-ramp and add bike lanes to both sides of 
Washington Avenue. 

1. Bill Trudeau asked if a 3 lane section works at Brevator Street. 
a. CM responded that it does but may not be able to be carried 

further east without further study due to higher traffic volumes 
at Colvin Avenue. 

2. Todd Fabozzi asked if a multi-use path on the south side could be used 
to accommodate both eastbound and westbound bicycles. 

a. Carrie Ward noted that this would require bicyclists to cross 
Washington Avenue. 
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b. Chris Spencer added that there may be destinations on the 
north side of the street that bicyclists would like to access, this 
making the path less desirable. 

c. Bill Trudeau noted that it may be possible to carry a multi-use 
path further east into the City. 

d. Action: CM to further examine multi-use path on south side. 
iii. OGS Area Pedestrian Bridge – CM presented two options for converting one of 

the hourglass bridges to a pedestrian facility. 
1. Chris spencer noted that this should be presented to the public as an 

idea for further study. 
 

4. Confirm Three Alternatives for Evaluation – Based on the discussion, the following concepts 
were agreed to be carried into the evaluation process, and presented using a building block 
approach: 

a. West End 
i. 5-lanes with buffered bike lane 

ii. 5-lanes with shared path 
iii. Gateway at I-90 Interchange 2 

b. East End 
i. Maintain four lanes, Bike lanes on both sides, sidewalk on one side 

ii. Separated path on south side 
iii. Transition from 4-lanes to 3-lanes and “T”-up Ramps 

i. It was noted that this option shouldn’t be implemented until and if it can be 
carried further east which will require further study. 

 
5. Recap Schedule/Next Steps – CM reviewed the project schedule with the group, noting that 

Public Meeting #2 will be held during the UAlbany Fall 2018 semester. 
a. The next Study Advisory Committee (SAC) meeting will be held in mid-October after 

further analysis of the design concepts. Action: CM to confirm date of next SAC 
meeting. 

b. A meeting with NYSDOT will be held to discuss the concepts for the corridor. Action: CM 
to schedule meeting with NYSDOT. 

 

Summary of Actions: 
 

Creighton Manning 
1. CM to follow-up with CDTA regarding bus stop enhancements. 
2. CM to refine pedestrian crossing at Aspen. 
3. CM to coordinate with CDTC regarding left turn volumes and need for traffic modeling. 
4. CM to examine multi-modal trade-offs. 
5. CM to add widths to typical cross section figures. 
6. CM to coordinate meeting with UAlbany regarding design concepts. 
7. CM to further examine multi-use path on south side. 
8. CM to confirm date of next SAC meeting. 
9. CM to schedule meeting with NYSDOT. (Completed) 

 

Advisory Committee 
1. CDTC and NYSDOT to look into bicycle restriction (Completed) 

 

The meeting concluded at 10:30 a.m.  
 

Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
"N:\Projects\2017\117-240 CDTC Wash-Patroon Linkage\documents\meetings\20180822 SAC Meeting 4\117240_SAC Meeting 4 Summary_20180905.docx" 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SAC Meeting #5 
  



 

SUMMARY OF MEETING 
 

2 Winners Circle Page 1 of 2 518.446.0396 
Albany, NY 12205  www.cmellp.com 

 
 
 
 

This meeting summary represents the writer’s understanding of the major issues discussed. If you wish to 
suggest edits or additions, please contact the undersigned by Friday, November 2, 2018. 
 

DATE: October 9, 2018 
 

PROJECT: Washington Avenue/Patroon Creek Corridor Study 
 

PLACE: 200 Henry Johnson Blvd. Albany, NY 
 

TIME: 2:00 pm 
 

PURPOSE: The purpose of this meeting was to review the design alternatives and material to be 
presented at Public Meeting #2. 

 

ATTENDEES: 
Name Title/Representing  Telephone Number 
See attached attendance sheet 
 

SUMMARY: 
 

1. CM provided a PowerPoint overview of the material planned for Public Meeting #2 which 
included a recap of the public comments received to date, an overview of the three design 
alternatives, and the multi-modal analysis for each alternative. Following the presentation, the 
group was provided an opportunity to review the roll plans for each alternative. The following 
comments were made during the discussion: 

a. Todd Fabozzi suggested that the lane reduction be reframed as a repurposing of 
pavement to provide a more positive connotation. 

i. Randy Milano stated that it should be clear if pavement is being removed versus 
reallocated, as to not mislead the public. 

b. Jason Kersch suggested using the aerial photograph to show the location of the cross-
section to better orient the audience.  Action: CM to coordinate with Jason on his 
cross-section idea. 

c. Jason Kersch stated that the proposed median in Alternative C would restrict left turns 
into the Sunoco, requiring motorists to make a U-Turn at Collins Circle. 

i. Carrie Ward noted that motorists could turn left at Collins Circle and utilize the 
cross access in front of the Courtyard. 

ii. Jeff Pangburn added that openings could also be added to the median. 
d. Jason Kersch asked what the red shading represents on the bridge cross-sections. 

i. Mark Sargent responded that this is a buffer between the path and roadway 
similar to a maintenance strip on a sidewalk. 

ii. Carrie Ward noted that the cross-sections show a four foot sidewalk on the 
north side of the bridge which is not up to ADA standards. 

1. Mark Sargent responded that this is the existing sidewalk and no change 
was proposed. The cross-section shows that the bridge width is not a 
restriction and the layout can be adjusted. 

2. Audrey Burneson stated that ADA requires a five foot width every 200 
feet.   

e. Jason Kersch asked if a road-diet at Colvin should be studied before presenting 
Alternative C to the public. 

i. Carrie Ward responded that it is important to show that a road diet works 
within the study area, and that the feasibility of carrying it further into the City 
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is beyond the scope of this study.  A future study could build upon this linkage 
study and confirm the overall feasibility.    

ii. Jason Kersch stated that Alternative C is unlike the other alternatives in that it is 
not a shovel-ready project that could be funded. 

1. Carrie Ward responded that it would still be possible to fund Alternative 
C and work out the details of a road diet during the design phase. 

f. Todd Fabozzi asked if the alternatives are mutually exclusive and the public will be asked 
to choose amongst the options, or if they should be reframed as phases. 

i. Yasmine Robinson responded that using the term phase implies action which is 
not appropriate here as this is a planning study, not a construction project. 

1. Randy Milano agreed noting that cost is an element of the analysis. 
2. The group agreed to re-introduce the discussion of layers from the 

SAC#4 to define the alternatives and explain how some other 
treatments can be layered on to the alternatives. 

3. Action: CM to add slide defining alternatives and the layers. 
g. Jason Kersch requested that a slide be added to the beginning of the presentation 

emphasizing complete streets and the purpose and need for the study. 
h. Jason Kersch asked if lighting will be included in the presentation. 

i. Mark Sargent responded that there is a section on lighting in the written report. 
Lighting will be included in the presentation as an additional layer similar to 
signal timing adjustments and landscaping improvements.  

i. Jacob Beeman requested that an evaluation matrix be created to compare the tradeoffs 
between alternatives. Action: CM to create evaluation matrix. 

j. Brent Irving requested that the roll plans show a break or conflict area at the new 
eastbound bus stop at Block 75. 

k. Brent Irving asked if vertical delineators could be shown on the plan for Alternative A. 
i. Jeff Pangburn replied that they would add maintenance concerns. 

 
2. Recap Schedule/Next Steps – CM reviewed the project schedule with the group. 

a. Public Meeting #2 will be on Thursday November 8, 2018 from 4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. on 
the UAlbany Campus 

i. Jason Kersch noted that the room used for Public Meeting #1 is not available. 
Action: CM to coordinate with UAlbany and secure room for public meeting. 

 
Summary of Actions: 
 
Creighton Manning 

1. CM to coordinate with Jason on his cross section idea. 
2. CM to add slide defining alternatives and layers. 
3. CM to create evaluation matrix. 
4. CM to coordinate with UAlbany and secure room for public meeting. 

 
The meeting concluded at 4:00 p.m.  
 
Jesse Vogl 
Assistant Project Planner 
 
cc:  Attendees 
 File 
 
N:\Projects\2017\117-240 CDTC Wash-Patroon Linkage\documents\meetings\20181009 SAC Meeting 5\117240_SAC Meeting 5 Summary_20181009.docx 
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Traffic Calculations



LEVEL OF SERVICE REPORTS 











































































































































































TRAVEL TIME REPORTS 















































PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF SERVICE REPORTS 



Pe
de

st
ria

n 
LO

S
20

17
 E

xi
st

in
g

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

EB
W

B
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

 E
N

VI
RO

N
M

EN
T 

DA
TA

W
A

Si
de

w
al

k 
w

id
th

 (f
t)

 (E
nt

er
 0

 if
 n

o 
sid

ew
al

k)
10

.0
5.

0
0.

0
4.

0
0.

0
4.

0
W

bu
f

Bu
ffe

r w
id

th
 fr

om
 si

de
w

al
k 

to
 st

re
et

 (f
t)

8.
0

8.
0

0.
0

8.
0

0.
0

0.
0

Do
es

 a
 c

on
tin

uo
us

 b
ar

rie
r e

xi
st

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
st

re
et

 a
nd

 si
de

w
al

k?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
Is

 th
e 

st
re

et
 d

iv
id

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

Ye
s

N
o

N
o

Ar
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 st

rip
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
pp

k
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
cc

up
ie

d
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
W

bl
Bi

cy
cl

e 
la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

W
os

Sh
ou

ld
er

/p
ar

ki
ng

 la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
8.

0
6.

0
2.

0
6.

0
2.

0
4.

0
W

ol
O

ut
sid

e 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

 (c
lo

se
st

 to
 si

de
w

al
k)

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
12

.0
12

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
vm

O
ut

sid
e 

la
ne

 d
em

an
d 

flo
w

 ra
te

 a
t m

id
se

gm
en

t (
ve

h/
h)

33
71

8
45

5
68

1
54

9
74

0
SR

Av
er

ag
e 

ve
hi

cl
e 

ru
nn

in
g 

sp
ee

d,
 in

cl
ud

in
g 

in
te

rs
ec

tio
n 

de
la

y 
(m

i/h
)

27
13

20
29

24
35

Ip
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

en
vi

ro
nm

en
t s

co
re

1.
05

2.
91

4.
00

3.
20

4.
29

3.
81

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
LO

S
A

C
D

C
E

D

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

EB
W

B
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

 E
N

VI
RO

N
M

EN
T 

DA
TA

W
A

Si
de

w
al

k 
w

id
th

 (f
t)

 (E
nt

er
 0

 if
 n

o 
sid

ew
al

k)
0.

0
4.

0
0.

0
0.

0
5.

0
5.

0
W

bu
f

Bu
ffe

r w
id

th
 fr

om
 si

de
w

al
k 

to
 st

re
et

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

4.
0

4.
0

Do
es

 a
 c

on
tin

uo
us

 b
ar

rie
r e

xi
st

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
st

re
et

 a
nd

 si
de

w
al

k?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
Is

 th
e 

st
re

et
 d

iv
id

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

Ar
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 st

rip
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
pp

k
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
cc

up
ie

d
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
W

bl
Bi

cy
cl

e 
la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

W
os

Sh
ou

ld
er

/p
ar

ki
ng

 la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
4.

0
4.

0
8.

0
8.

0
0.

0
0.

0
W

ol
O

ut
sid

e 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

 (c
lo

se
st

 to
 si

de
w

al
k)

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
vm

O
ut

sid
e 

la
ne

 d
em

an
d 

flo
w

 ra
te

 a
t m

id
se

gm
en

t (
ve

h/
h)

56
3

66
3

39
9

41
5

47
9

54
2

SR
Av

er
ag

e 
ve

hi
cl

e 
ru

nn
in

g 
sp

ee
d,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
de

la
y 

(m
i/h

)
39

34
40

41
23

41
Ip

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t s
co

re
4.

39
3.

58
3.

69
3.

76
2.

87
3.

47
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

LO
S

E
D

D
D

C
C

Ea
st

 S
eg

m
en

t

I-9
0 

Ex
it 

2 
to

 S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

SU
N

Y 
C

en
te

r t
o 

SU
N

Y 
Ea

st
SU

N
Y 

Ea
st

 to
 1

36
5 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e

W
es

t S
eg

m
en

t

13
65

 W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e 

to
 W

B 
H

ar
rim

an
 O

n 
R

am
p

W
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 O
n 

R
am

p 
to

 E
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 
on

 R
am

p

EB
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p 

to
 B

re
va

to
r S

t



Pe
de

st
ria

n 
LO

S
20

30
 N

ul
l EB

W
B

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

PE
DE

ST
RI

AN
 E

N
VI

RO
N

M
EN

T 
DA

TA
W

A
Si

de
w

al
k 

w
id

th
 (f

t)
 (E

nt
er

 0
 if

 n
o 

sid
ew

al
k)

10
.0

5.
0

0.
0

4.
0

0.
0

4.
0

W
bu

f
Bu

ffe
r w

id
th

 fr
om

 si
de

w
al

k 
to

 st
re

et
 (f

t)
8.

0
8.

0
0.

0
8.

0
0.

0
0.

0
Do

es
 a

 c
on

tin
uo

us
 b

ar
rie

r e
xi

st
 b

et
w

ee
n 

th
e 

st
re

et
 a

nd
 si

de
w

al
k?

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

Is
 th

e 
st

re
et

 d
iv

id
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
Ye

s
N

o
N

o
Ar

e 
pa

rk
in

g 
sp

ac
es

 st
rip

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

p p
k

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 o
n-

st
re

et
 p

ar
ki

ng
 o

cc
up

ie
d

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

W
bl

Bi
cy

cl
e 

la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
W

os
Sh

ou
ld

er
/p

ar
ki

ng
 la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

8.
0

6.
0

2.
0

6.
0

2.
0

4.
0

W
ol

O
ut

sid
e 

tr
av

el
 la

ne
 (c

lo
se

st
 to

 si
de

w
al

k)
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

12
.0

12
.0

11
.0

11
.0

11
.0

11
.0

v m
O

ut
sid

e 
la

ne
 d

em
an

d 
flo

w
 ra

te
 a

t m
id

se
gm

en
t (

ve
h/

h)
33

78
2

47
2

76
2

56
0

83
5

S R
Av

er
ag

e 
ve

hi
cl

e 
ru

nn
in

g 
sp

ee
d,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
de

la
y 

(m
i/h

)
27

13
20

29
24

35
I p

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t s
co

re
1.

05
3.

05
4.

04
3.

39
4.

31
4.

03
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

LO
S

A
C

D
C

E
D

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

EB
W

B
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

 E
N

VI
RO

N
M

EN
T 

DA
TA

W
A

Si
de

w
al

k 
w

id
th

 (f
t)

 (E
nt

er
 0

 if
 n

o 
sid

ew
al

k)
0.

0
4.

0
0.

0
0.

0
5.

0
5.

0
W

bu
f

Bu
ffe

r w
id

th
 fr

om
 si

de
w

al
k 

to
 st

re
et

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

4.
0

4.
0

Do
es

 a
 c

on
tin

uo
us

 b
ar

rie
r e

xi
st

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
st

re
et

 a
nd

 si
de

w
al

k?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
Is

 th
e 

st
re

et
 d

iv
id

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

Ar
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 st

rip
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
p p

k
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
cc

up
ie

d
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
W

bl
Bi

cy
cl

e 
la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

W
os

Sh
ou

ld
er

/p
ar

ki
ng

 la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
4.

0
4.

0
8.

0
8.

0
0.

0
0.

0
W

ol
O

ut
sid

e 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

 (c
lo

se
st

 to
 si

de
w

al
k)

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
v m

O
ut

sid
e 

la
ne

 d
em

an
d 

flo
w

 ra
te

 a
t m

id
se

gm
en

t (
ve

h/
h)

58
9

75
7

39
6

41
9

51
0

53
3

S R
Av

er
ag

e 
ve

hi
cl

e 
ru

nn
in

g 
sp

ee
d,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
de

la
y 

(m
i/h

)
39

34
40

41
23

41
I p

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t s
co

re
4.

45
3.

79
3.

69
3.

77
2.

94
3.

45
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

LO
S

E
D

D
D

C
C

Ea
st

 S
eg

m
en

t

W
es

t S
eg

m
en

t

EB
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p 

to
 B

re
va

to
r S

t

I-9
0 

Ex
it 

2 
to

 S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

SU
N

Y 
C

en
te

r t
o 

SU
N

Y 
Ea

st
SU

N
Y 

Ea
st

 to
 1

36
5 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e

13
65

 W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e 

to
 W

B 
H

ar
rim

an
 O

n 
R

am
p

W
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 O
n 

R
am

p 
to

 E
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 
on

 R
am

p



Pe
de

st
ria

n 
LO

S
20

30
 - 

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

A

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

EB
W

B
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

 E
N

VI
RO

N
M

EN
T 

DA
TA

W
A

Si
de

w
al

k 
w

id
th

 (f
t)

 (E
nt

er
 0

 if
 n

o 
sid

ew
al

k)
10

.0
5.

0
10

.0
4.

0
10

.0
4.

0
W

bu
f

Bu
ffe

r w
id

th
 fr

om
 si

de
w

al
k 

to
 st

re
et

 (f
t)

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

0.
0

Do
es

 a
 c

on
tin

uo
us

 b
ar

rie
r e

xi
st

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
st

re
et

 a
nd

 si
de

w
al

k?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
Is

 th
e 

st
re

et
 d

iv
id

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

Ye
s

N
o

N
o

Ar
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 st

rip
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
p p

k
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
cc

up
ie

d
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
W

bl
Bi

cy
cl

e 
la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

W
os

Sh
ou

ld
er

/p
ar

ki
ng

 la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
W

ol
O

ut
sid

e 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

 (c
lo

se
st

 to
 si

de
w

al
k)

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
v m

O
ut

sid
e 

la
ne

 d
em

an
d 

flo
w

 ra
te

 a
t m

id
se

gm
en

t (
ve

h/
h)

45
5

78
2

47
2

76
2

56
0

83
5

S R
Av

er
ag

e 
ve

hi
cl

e 
ru

nn
in

g 
sp

ee
d,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
de

la
y 

(m
i/h

)
27

13
20

29
24

35
I p

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t s
co

re
2.

33
3.

01
2.

23
3.

31
2.

50
3.

84
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

LO
S

B
C

B
C

B
D

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

EB
W

B
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

 E
N

VI
RO

N
M

EN
T 

DA
TA

W
A

Si
de

w
al

k 
w

id
th

 (f
t)

 (E
nt

er
 0

 if
 n

o 
sid

ew
al

k)
0.

0
4.

0
0.

0
5.

0
5.

0
5.

0
W

bu
f

Bu
ffe

r w
id

th
 fr

om
 si

de
w

al
k 

to
 st

re
et

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

4.
0

4.
0

Do
es

 a
 c

on
tin

uo
us

 b
ar

rie
r e

xi
st

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
st

re
et

 a
nd

 si
de

w
al

k?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
Is

 th
e 

st
re

et
 d

iv
id

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

Ar
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 st

rip
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
p p

k
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
cc

up
ie

d
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
W

bl
Bi

cy
cl

e 
la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

5.
0

5.
0

5.
0

5.
0

5.
0

5.
0

W
os

Sh
ou

ld
er

/p
ar

ki
ng

 la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
0.

0
W

ol
O

ut
sid

e 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

 (c
lo

se
st

 to
 si

de
w

al
k)

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
v m

O
ut

sid
e 

la
ne

 d
em

an
d 

flo
w

 ra
te

 a
t m

id
se

gm
en

t (
ve

h/
h)

58
9

75
7

39
6

41
9

51
0

53
3

S R
Av

er
ag

e 
ve

hi
cl

e 
ru

nn
in

g 
sp

ee
d,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
de

la
y 

(m
i/h

)
39

34
40

41
23

41
I p

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t s
co

re
4.

41
3.

78
4.

01
3.

11
2.

75
3.

26
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

LO
S

E
D

D
C

B
C

Ea
st

 S
eg

m
en

t

W
es

t S
eg

m
en

t

EB
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p 

to
 B

re
va

to
r S

t

I-9
0 

Ex
it 

2 
to

 S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

SU
N

Y 
C

en
te

r t
o 

SU
N

Y 
Ea

st
SU

N
Y 

Ea
st

 to
 1

36
5 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e

13
65

 W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e 

to
 W

B 
H

ar
rim

an
 O

n 
R

am
p

W
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 O
n 

R
am

p 
to

 E
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 
on

 R
am

p



Pe
de

st
ria

n 
LO

S
20

30
 - 

Al
te

rn
at

iv
e 

B/
C

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

EB
W

B
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

 E
N

VI
RO

N
M

EN
T 

DA
TA

W
A

Si
de

w
al

k 
w

id
th

 (f
t)

 (E
nt

er
 0

 if
 n

o 
sid

ew
al

k)
10

.0
10

.0
10

.0
10

.0
10

.0
10

.0
W

bu
f

Bu
ffe

r w
id

th
 fr

om
 si

de
w

al
k 

to
 st

re
et

 (f
t)

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

8.
0

Do
es

 a
 c

on
tin

uo
us

 b
ar

rie
r e

xi
st

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
st

re
et

 a
nd

 si
de

w
al

k?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
Is

 th
e 

st
re

et
 d

iv
id

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

Ye
s

N
o

N
o

Ar
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 st

rip
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
p p

k
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
cc

up
ie

d
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
W

bl
Bi

cy
cl

e 
la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

W
os

Sh
ou

ld
er

/p
ar

ki
ng

 la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
8.

0
6.

0
2.

0
6.

0
2.

0
4.

0
W

ol
O

ut
sid

e 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

 (c
lo

se
st

 to
 si

de
w

al
k)

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
12

.0
12

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
11

.0
v m

O
ut

sid
e 

la
ne

 d
em

an
d 

flo
w

 ra
te

 a
t m

id
se

gm
en

t (
ve

h/
h)

45
5

78
2

47
2

76
2

56
0

83
5

S R
Av

er
ag

e 
ve

hi
cl

e 
ru

nn
in

g 
sp

ee
d,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
de

la
y 

(m
i/h

)
27

13
20

29
24

35
I p

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t s
co

re
2.

31
2.

89
2.

43
3.

13
2.

70
3.

52
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

LO
S

B
C

B
C

B
D

EB
W

B
EB

W
B

EB
W

B
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

 E
N

VI
RO

N
M

EN
T 

DA
TA

W
A

Si
de

w
al

k 
w

id
th

 (f
t)

 (E
nt

er
 0

 if
 n

o 
sid

ew
al

k)
10

.0
5.

0
10

.0
5.

0
10

.0
5.

0
W

bu
f

Bu
ffe

r w
id

th
 fr

om
 si

de
w

al
k 

to
 st

re
et

 (f
t)

8.
0

0.
0

8.
0

0.
0

4.
0

4.
0

Do
es

 a
 c

on
tin

uo
us

 b
ar

rie
r e

xi
st

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
st

re
et

 a
nd

 si
de

w
al

k?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
Is

 th
e 

st
re

et
 d

iv
id

ed
?

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

N
o

Ar
e 

pa
rk

in
g 

sp
ac

es
 st

rip
ed

?
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
N

o
p p

k
Pr

op
or

tio
n 

of
 o

n-
st

re
et

 p
ar

ki
ng

 o
cc

up
ie

d
0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

0%
W

bl
Bi

cy
cl

e 
la

ne
 w

id
th

 (f
t)

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

0.
0

W
os

Sh
ou

ld
er

/p
ar

ki
ng

 la
ne

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
4.

0
4.

0
8.

0
8.

0
0.

0
0.

0
W

ol
O

ut
sid

e 
tr

av
el

 la
ne

 (c
lo

se
st

 to
 si

de
w

al
k)

 w
id

th
 (f

t)
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
12

.0
v m

O
ut

sid
e 

la
ne

 d
em

an
d 

flo
w

 ra
te

 a
t m

id
se

gm
en

t (
ve

h/
h)

58
9

75
7

39
6

41
9

51
0

53
3

S R
Av

er
ag

e 
ve

hi
cl

e 
ru

nn
in

g 
sp

ee
d,

 in
cl

ud
in

g 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

n 
de

la
y 

(m
i/h

)
39

34
40

41
23

41
I p

Pe
de

st
ria

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t s
co

re
3.

05
3.

69
2.

52
2.

96
2.

72
3.

45
Pe

de
st

ria
n 

LO
S

C
D

B
C

B
C

Ea
st

 S
eg

m
en

t

W
es

t S
eg

m
en

t

EB
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p 

to
 B

re
va

to
r S

t

I-9
0 

Ex
it 

2 
to

 S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

SU
N

Y 
C

en
te

r t
o 

SU
N

Y 
Ea

st
SU

N
Y 

Ea
st

 to
 1

36
5 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e

13
65

 W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

Av
e 

to
 W

B 
H

ar
rim

an
 O

n 
R

am
p

W
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 O
n 

R
am

p 
to

 E
B 

H
ar

rim
an

 
on

 R
am

p



BICYCLE LEVEL OF SERVICE REPORTS 



Bi
cy

cl
e 

LO
S

20
17

 E
xi

st
in

g

#
 

Tr
af

fic
Pk

/D
ly

.
D

ir.
Tr

k.
Po

st
.

of
D

es
ig

.
O

cc
u.

Pa
ve

m
en

t

Fr
om

To
Le

n.
D

ir.
Vo

l.
R

at
io

Sp
lit

Pc
t.

Sp
d.

G
ra

te
s

O
SP

O
SP

 %
C

on
di

tio
n

(L
s)

of
Th

Tu
C

on
.

(A
D

T)
(K

d)
(D

)
(H

V)
(S

Pp
)

(W
t)

Ad
j.

(W
l)

(W
ps

)
(W

g)
(N

)
(O

SP
D

)
(O

SP
A)

(P
C

t)

(M
i)

Su
r.

#
#

(v
pd

)
0.

10
(%

)
m

ph
(ft

)
(W

l)
(ft

)
(ft

)
(ft

)
Le

ft
R

ig
ht

(%
)

(%
)

(1
..5

)

I-9
0 

E
xi

t 2
S

U
N

Y 
C

en
te

r
0.

22
EB

2
2

S
10

,2
43

0.
07

0.
43

4
4.

7
45

20
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

I-9
0 

E
xi

t 2
0.

22
W

B
2

1
S

9,
94

6
0.

09
0.

56
6

3.
4

42
20

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
0.

32
EB

2
2

U
10

,2
43

0.
07

0.
43

4
4.

7
45

14
.0

0.
0

2.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
S

U
N

Y 
C

en
te

r
0.

32
W

B
2

1
U

9,
94

6
0.

09
0.

56
6

3.
4

42
18

.0
6.

0
6.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
13

65
 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

A
ve

0.
12

EB
2

1
U

10
,2

43
0.

07
0.

43
4

4.
7

45
13

.0
0.

0
2.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

13
65

 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
A

ve
S

U
N

Y 
E

as
t

0.
12

W
B

2
1

U
9,

94
6

0.
09

0.
56

6
3.

4
42

13
.0

0.
0

2.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

13
65

 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
A

ve
W

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 O

n 
R

am
p

0.
15

EB
2

0
U

10
,2

43
0.

07
0.

43
4

4.
7

45
21

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

W
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 O
n 

R
am

p
13

65
 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

A
ve

0.
15

W
B

2
0

U
9,

94
6

0.
09

0.
56

6
3.

4
42

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

W
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
E

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 

R
am

p
0.

47
EB

2
0

U
8,

49
7

0.
09

0.
51

9
3.

4
49

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

E
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
W

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p

0.
47

W
B

2
0

U
7,

44
7

0.
10

0.
48

1
3.

4
47

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

E
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
B

re
va

to
r

0.
27

EB
2

0
U

8,
49

7
0.

09
0.

51
9

3.
4

49
13

.0
0.

0
0.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

B
re

va
to

r
E

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p

0.
27

W
B

2
0

U
7,

44
7

0.
10

0.
48

1
3.

4
47

13
.0

0.
0

0.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

Pa
ve

m
en

t
Pa

rk
in

g

(O
SP

A)

La
ne

s 
(L

)

Tr
af

fic
 V

ol
. D

at
a

W
id

th
Pe

rc
en

t o
f

of
O

cc
up

ie
d



Bi
cy

cl
e 

LO
S

20
17

 E
xi

st
in

g

W
id

th
Ef

f.
Vo

lu
m

e
Sp

ee
d

W
id

th
Pa

ve
m

en
t

 
 

Te
rm

Te
rm

Te
rm

Te
rm

M
od

el
 

Te
rm

s

B
ik

e
D

ue
 to

Pv
m

t.
D

ir.
 P

k.
 

H
r.

D
ir.

 
La

ne
s

O
ut

si
de

 
La

ne
 V

ol
.

Ef
fe

c.
Tr

an
s.

Vo
lu

m
e

Sp
ee

d
W

id
th

Pv
m

t.
R

aw
Ad

j.
B

LO
S

(P
C

l)
La

ne ?
Vo

l.
W

id
th

15
 m

in
. 

Vo
l. 

in
 1

5 
m

in
.

Sp
ee

d
Sp

ee
d

Ef
fe

. 
W

id
th

Pv
m

t. 
Fa

ct
or

B
LO

S
B

LO
S

Sc
or

e
G

ra
de

(1
..5

)
(Y

/N
)

(W
v)

(W
e)

(V
ol

15
)

(L
n)

(V
ol

 15
/L

e)
(S

P e
)

(S
P t

)
(W

e)
(P

F)
ln

(V
ol

15
/

L e
)

S p
t(1

+1
0.

3
8H

V)
^2

(W
e)

^2
(P

F)
^2

Sc
or

e
Sc

or
e

(A
..F

)

4.
0

N
28

.0
28

.0
78

2
39

25
4.

42
28

.0
0

0.
25

3.
66

9.
78

78
4.

00
0.

06
1.

08
1.

08
1.

08
A

4.
0

N
28

.0
28

.0
12

7
2

64
22

4.
27

28
.0

0
0.

25
4.

16
7.

82
78

4.
00

0.
06

0.
95

0.
95

0.
95

A

4.
0

N
14

.0
14

.0
78

2
39

25
4.

42
14

.0
0

0.
25

3.
66

9.
78

19
6.

00
0.

06
4.

02
4.

02
4.

02
D

4.
0

N
24

.0
24

.0
12

7
2

64
22

4.
27

24
.0

0
0.

25
4.

16
7.

82
57

6.
00

0.
06

1.
99

1.
99

1.
99

B

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
78

2
39

25
4.

42
13

.0
0

0.
25

3.
66

9.
78

16
9.

00
0.

06
4.

16
4.

16
4.

16
D

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
12

7
2

64
22

4.
27

13
.0

0
0.

25
4.

16
7.

82
16

9.
00

0.
06

4.
02

4.
02

4.
02

D

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
78

1
78

25
4.

42
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
36

9.
78

84
1.

00
0.

06
1.

15
1.

15
1.

15
A

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
12

7
1

12
7

22
4.

27
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
84

7.
82

84
1.

00
0.

06
1.

01
1.

01
1.

01
A

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
99

1
99

29
4.

58
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
60

8.
38

84
1.

00
0.

06
1.

00
1.

00
1.

00
A

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
90

1
90

27
4.

50
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
50

8.
24

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

92
0.

92
0.

92
A

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
99

1
99

29
4.

58
13

.0
0

0.
25

4.
60

8.
38

16
9.

00
0.

06
4.

36
4.

36
4.

36
D

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
90

1
90

27
4.

50
13

.0
0

0.
25

4.
50

8.
24

16
9.

00
0.

06
4.

28
4.

28
4.

28
D



Bi
cy

cl
e 

LO
S

20
30

 - 
N

ul
l

#
 

Tr
af

fic
Pk

/D
ly

.
D

ir.
Tr

k.
Po

st
.

of
D

es
ig

.
O

cc
u.

Pa
ve

m
en

t

Fr
om

To
Le

n.
D

ir.
Vo

l.
R

at
io

Sp
lit

Pc
t.

Sp
d.

G
ra

te
s

O
SP

O
SP

 %
C

on
di

tio
n

(L
s)

of
Th

Tu
C

on
.

(A
D

T)
(K

d)
(D

)
(H

V)
(S

Pp
)

(W
t)

Ad
j.

(W
l)

(W
ps

)
(W

g)
(N

)
(O

SP
D

)
(O

SP
A)

(P
C

t)

(M
i)

Su
r.

#
#

(v
pd

)
0.

10
(%

)
m

ph
(ft

)
(W

l)
(ft

)
(ft

)
(ft

)
Le

ft
R

ig
ht

(%
)

(%
)

(1
..5

)

I-9
0 

E
xi

t 2
S

U
N

Y 
C

en
te

r
0.

22
EB

2
2

S
11

,1
88

0.
07

0.
43

4
4.

7
30

20
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

I-9
0 

E
xi

t 2
0.

22
W

B
2

1
S

10
,8

64
0.

09
0.

56
6

3.
4

30
20

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
0.

32
EB

2
2

U
11

,1
88

0.
07

0.
43

4
4.

7
30

14
.0

0.
0

2.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
S

U
N

Y 
C

en
te

r
0.

32
W

B
2

1
U

10
,8

64
0.

09
0.

56
6

3.
4

30
18

.0
6.

0
6.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
13

65
 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

A
ve

0.
12

EB
2

1
U

11
,1

88
0.

07
0.

43
4

4.
7

30
13

.0
0.

0
2.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

13
65

 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
A

ve
S

U
N

Y 
E

as
t

0.
12

W
B

2
1

U
10

,8
64

0.
09

0.
56

6
3.

4
30

13
.0

0.
0

2.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

13
65

 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
A

ve
W

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 O

n 
R

am
p

0.
15

EB
2

0
U

11
,1

88
0.

07
0.

43
4

4.
7

30
21

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

W
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 O
n 

R
am

p
13

65
 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

A
ve

0.
15

W
B

2
0

U
10

,8
64

0.
09

0.
56

6
3.

4
30

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

W
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
E

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 

R
am

p
0.

47
EB

2
0

U
9,

20
9

0.
09

0.
51

9
3.

4
30

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

E
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
W

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p

0.
47

W
B

2
0

U
8,

07
1

0.
10

0.
48

1
3.

4
30

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

E
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
B

re
va

to
r

0.
27

EB
2

0
U

9,
20

9
0.

09
0.

51
9

3.
4

30
13

.0
0.

0
0.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

B
re

va
to

r
E

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p

0.
27

W
B

2
0

U
8,

07
1

0.
10

0.
48

1
3.

4
30

13
.0

0.
0

0.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

Pa
ve

m
en

t
Pa

rk
in

g

(O
SP

A)

W
id

th
Pe

rc
en

t o
f

of
O

cc
up

ie
d

La
ne

s 
(L

)

Tr
af

fic
 V

ol
. D

at
a



Bi
cy

cl
e 

LO
S

20
30

 - 
N

ul
l

W
id

th
Ef

f.
Vo

lu
m

e
Sp

ee
d

W
id

th
Pa

ve
m

en
t

 
 

Te
rm

Te
rm

Te
rm

Te
rm

M
od

el
 

Te
rm

s

B
ik

e
D

ue
 to

Pv
m

t.
D

ir.
 P

k.
 

H
r.

D
ir.

 
La

ne
s

O
ut

si
de

 
La

ne
 V

ol
.

Ef
fe

c.
Tr

an
s.

Vo
lu

m
e

Sp
ee

d
W

id
th

Pv
m

t.
R

aw
Ad

j.
B

LO
S

(P
C

l)
La

ne ?
Vo

l.
W

id
th

15
 m

in
. 

Vo
l. 

in
 1

5 
m

in
.

Sp
ee

d
Sp

ee
d

Ef
fe

. 
W

id
th

Pv
m

t. 
Fa

ct
or

B
LO

S
B

LO
S

Sc
or

e
G

ra
de

(1
..5

)
(Y

/N
)

(W
v)

(W
e)

(V
ol

15
)

(L
n)

(V
ol

 15
/L

e)
(S

P e
)

(S
P t

)
(W

e)
(P

F)
ln

(V
ol

15
/

L e
)

S p
t(1

+1
0.

3
8H

V)
^2

(W
e)

^2
(P

F)
^2

Sc
or

e
Sc

or
e

(A
..F

)

4.
0

N
28

.0
28

.0
85

2
43

10
3.

39
28

.0
0

0.
25

3.
76

7.
50

78
4.

00
0.

06
0.

68
0.

68
0.

68
A

4.
0

N
28

.0
28

.0
13

8
2

69
10

3.
39

28
.0

0
0.

25
4.

23
6.

21
78

4.
00

0.
06

0.
66

0.
66

0.
66

A

4.
0

N
14

.0
14

.0
85

2
43

10
3.

39
14

.0
0

0.
25

3.
76

7.
50

19
6.

00
0.

06
3.

62
3.

62
3.

62
D

4.
0

N
24

.0
24

.0
13

8
2

69
10

3.
39

24
.0

0
0.

25
4.

23
6.

21
57

6.
00

0.
06

1.
70

1.
70

1.
70

B

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
85

2
43

10
3.

39
13

.0
0

0.
25

3.
76

7.
50

16
9.

00
0.

06
3.

76
3.

76
3.

76
D

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
13

8
2

69
10

3.
39

13
.0

0
0.

25
4.

23
6.

21
16

9.
00

0.
06

3.
74

3.
74

3.
74

D

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
85

1
85

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
44

7.
50

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

74
0.

74
0.

74
A

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
13

8
1

13
8

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
93

6.
21

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

73
0.

73
0.

73
A

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
10

8
1

10
8

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
68

6.
21

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

61
0.

61
0.

61
A

4.
0

N
29

.0
29

.0
97

1
97

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
57

6.
21

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

55
0.

55
0.

55
A

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
10

8
1

10
8

10
3.

39
13

.0
0

0.
25

4.
68

6.
21

16
9.

00
0.

06
3.

97
3.

97
3.

97
D

4.
0

N
13

.0
13

.0
97

1
97

10
3.

39
13

.0
0

0.
25

4.
57

6.
21

16
9.

00
0.

06
3.

91
3.

91
3.

91
D



Bi
cy

cl
e 

LO
S

20
30

 - 
Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
A

#
 

Tr
af

fic
Pk

/D
ly

.
D

ir.
Tr

k.
Po

st
.

of
D

es
ig

.
O

cc
u.

Pa
ve

m
en

t

Fr
om

To
Le

n.
D

ir.
Vo

l.
R

at
io

Sp
lit

Pc
t.

Sp
d.

G
ra

te
s

O
SP

O
SP

 %
C

on
di

tio
n

(L
s)

of
Th

Tu
C

on
.

(A
D

T)
(K

d)
(D

)
(H

V)
(S

Pp
)

(W
t)

Ad
j.

(W
l)

(W
ps

)
(W

g)
(N

)
(O

SP
D

)
(O

SP
A)

(P
C

t)

(M
i)

Su
r.

#
#

(v
pd

)
0.

10
(%

)
m

ph
(ft

)
(W

l)
(ft

)
(ft

)
(ft

)
Le

ft
R

ig
ht

(%
)

(%
)

(1
..5

)

I-9
0 

E
xi

t 2
S

U
N

Y 
C

en
te

r
0.

22
EB

2
1

S
11

,1
88

0.
07

0.
43

4
4.

7
30

20
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

I-9
0 

E
xi

t 2
0.

22
W

B
2

1
S

10
,8

64
0.

09
0.

56
6

3.
4

30
20

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

S
U

N
Y 

C
en

te
r

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
0.

32
EB

2
1

S
11

,1
88

0.
07

0.
43

4
4.

7
30

19
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
S

U
N

Y 
C

en
te

r
0.

32
W

B
2

1
S

10
,8

64
0.

09
0.

56
6

3.
4

30
19

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

S
U

N
Y 

E
as

t
13

65
 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

A
ve

0.
12

EB
2

1
U

11
,1

88
0.

07
0.

43
4

4.
7

30
19

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

13
65

 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
A

ve
S

U
N

Y 
E

as
t

0.
12

W
B

2
1

U
10

,8
64

0.
09

0.
56

6
3.

4
30

19
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

13
65

 
W

as
hi

ng
to

n 
A

ve
W

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 O

n 
R

am
p

0.
15

EB
2

0
U

11
,1

88
0.

07
0.

43
4

4.
7

30
21

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

W
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 O
n 

R
am

p
13

65
 

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

A
ve

0.
15

W
B

2
0

U
10

,8
64

0.
09

0.
56

6
3.

4
30

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

W
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
E

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 

R
am

p
0.

47
EB

2
0

U
9,

20
9

0.
09

0.
51

9
3.

4
30

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

E
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
W

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p

0.
47

W
B

2
0

U
8,

07
1

0.
10

0.
48

1
3.

4
30

21
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

E
B

 H
ar

rim
an

 o
n 

R
am

p
B

re
va

to
r

0.
27

EB
2

0
U

9,
20

9
0.

09
0.

51
9

3.
4

30
19

.0
8.

0
8.

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

4.
0

B
re

va
to

r
E

B
 H

ar
rim

an
 o

n 
R

am
p

0.
27

W
B

2
0

U
8,

07
1

0.
10

0.
48

1
3.

4
30

19
.0

8.
0

8.
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
4.

0

Pa
ve

m
en

t
Pa

rk
in

g

(O
SP

A)

W
id

th
Pe

rc
en

t o
f

of
O

cc
up

ie
d

La
ne

s 
(L

)

Tr
af

fic
 V

ol
. D

at
a



Bi
cy

cl
e 

LO
S

20
30

 - 
Al

te
rn

at
iv

e 
A

W
id

th
Ef

f.
Vo

lu
m

e
Sp

ee
d

W
id

th
Pa

ve
m

en
t

 
 

Te
rm

Te
rm

Te
rm

Te
rm

M
od

el
 

Te
rm

s

B
ik

e
D

ue
 to

Pv
m

t.
D

ir.
 P

k.
 

H
r.

D
ir.

 
La

ne
s

O
ut

si
de

 
La

ne
 V

ol
.

Ef
fe

c.
Tr

an
s.

Vo
lu

m
e

Sp
ee

d
W

id
th

Pv
m

t.
R

aw
Ad

j.
B

LO
S

(P
C

l)
La

ne ?
Vo

l.
W

id
th

15
 m

in
. 

Vo
l. 

in
 1

5 
m

in
.

Sp
ee

d
Sp

ee
d

Ef
fe

. 
W

id
th

Pv
m

t. 
Fa

ct
or

B
LO

S
B

LO
S

Sc
or

e
G

ra
de

(1
..5

)
(Y

/N
)

(W
v)

(W
e)

(V
ol

15
)

(L
n)

(V
ol

 15
/L

e)
(S

P e
)

(S
P t

)
(W

e)
(P

F)
ln

(V
ol

15
/

L e
)

S p
t(1

+1
0.

3
8H

V)
^2

(W
e)

^2
(P

F)
^2

Sc
or

e
Sc

or
e

(A
..F

)

4.
0

Y
28

.0
28

.0
85

2
43

10
3.

39
28

.0
0

0.
25

3.
76

7.
50

78
4.

00
0.

06
0.

68
0.

68
0.

68
A

4.
0

Y
28

.0
28

.0
13

8
2

69
10

3.
39

28
.0

0
0.

25
4.

23
6.

21
78

4.
00

0.
06

0.
66

0.
66

0.
66

A

4.
0

Y
27

.0
27

.0
85

2
43

10
3.

39
27

.0
0

0.
25

3.
76

7.
50

72
9.

00
0.

06
0.

96
0.

96
0.

96
A

4.
0

Y
27

.0
27

.0
13

8
2

69
10

3.
39

27
.0

0
0.

25
4.

23
6.

21
72

9.
00

0.
06

0.
94

0.
94

0.
94

A

4.
0

Y
27

.0
27

.0
85

2
43

10
3.

39
27

.0
0

0.
25

3.
76

7.
50

72
9.

00
0.

06
0.

96
0.

96
0.

96
A

4.
0

Y
27

.0
27

.0
13

8
2

69
10

3.
39

27
.0

0
0.

25
4.

23
6.

21
72

9.
00

0.
06

0.
94

0.
94

0.
94

A

4.
0

Y
29

.0
29

.0
85

1
85

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
44

7.
50

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

74
0.

74
0.

74
A

4.
0

Y
29

.0
29

.0
13

8
1

13
8

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
93

6.
21

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

73
0.

73
0.

73
A

4.
0

Y
29

.0
29

.0
10

8
1

10
8

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
68

6.
21

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

61
0.

61
0.

61
A

4.
0

Y
29

.0
29

.0
97

1
97

10
3.

39
29

.0
0

0.
25

4.
57

6.
21

84
1.

00
0.

06
0.

55
0.

55
0.

55
A

4.
0

Y
27

.0
27

.0
10

8
1

10
8

10
3.

39
27

.0
0

0.
25

4.
68

6.
21

72
9.

00
0.

06
1.

17
1.

17
1.

17
A

4.
0

Y
27

.0
27

.0
97

1
97

10
3.

39
27

.0
0

0.
25

4.
57

6.
21

72
9.

00
0.

06
1.

11
1.

11
1.

11
A



Calculated By:__________
Calculated Date:__________

Checked By:__________
Checked Date: __________

2/4/2019 Exit 2 to Collins Circle Page 1 of 1

117-240 CDTC Washington-Patroon Linkage

Description of Major Improvements:
Washington Avenue-Priority Improvements: lane removal and Raised Island and Pedestrian Signal

Approximate ROW required: SF 0.0000 Acres
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS PRICE QUANTITY TOTAL

CLEARING AND GRUBBING LS $2,500.00 1 $2,500
EXCAVATION CY $25.00 600 $15,000
EMBANKMENT CY $35.00 500 $17,500
SHARED USED PATH SF $3.70 3060 $11,322
RAISED MEDIANS SF $10.00 1825 $18,250
GRANITE CURB LF $35.00 635 $22,225
STREET LIGHTING (PER CROSSING) LS $15,000.00 1 $15,000
MID BLOCK CROSSING SIGNAL EA $100,000.00 1 $100,000
SIGNING AND STRIPING LS $20,500.00 1 $20,500

WORK ZONE TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 8% 1 $17,800
SURVEY AND STAKEOUT LS 2% 1 $4,500
MOBILIZATION LS 4% 1 $8,900
CONTINGENCY LS 25% 1 $55,600

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: 310,000$               

DESIGN ENGINEERING (10%) 31,000$                 
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (15%) 46,500$                 

ANTICIPATED ROW COST -$                       

PROJECT TOTAL: 388,000$               

January 21, 2019



Calculated By:__________
Calculated Date:__________

Checked By:__________
Checked Date: __________

2/4/2019 Summary West Page 1 of 2

117-240 CDTC Washington-Patroon Linkage

Description of Major Improvements:
Alternative A Estimate Summary West Segment

Approximate ROW required: SF 0.0000 Acres
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS PRICE QUANTITY TOTAL

MILL AND FILL LS $414,000.00 1 $414,000
NEW STRIPING LS $92,000.00 1 $92,000
NEW SIGNING LS $4,000.00 1 $4,000
PAVEMENT REMOVALS LS $139,000.00 1 $139,000
NEW SIDEWALKS LS $27,000.00 1 $27,000
NEW CURB LS $71,000.00 1 $71,000
SIGNAL MODIFICATIONS LS $150,000.00 1 $150,000
MULTIUSE PATHS LS $209,000.00 1 $209,000
OGS RAMP RECONSTRUCTION LS $34,000.00 1 $34,000
PEDESTRIAN SIGNALS WITH RAISED ISLANDS LS $154,000.00 1 $154,000
ACCESS MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS LS $54,000.00 1 $54,000
PEDESTRIAN SCALE LIGHTING LS $500,000.00 1 $500,000

WORK ZONE TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 8% 1 $147,900
SURVEY AND STAKEOUT LS 2% 1 $37,000
MOBILIZATION LS 4% 1 $74,000
CONTINGENCY LS 25% 1 $462,000

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: 2,569,000$           

DESIGN ENGINEERING (10%) 256,900$               
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (15%) 385,400$               

ANTICIPATED ROW COST -$                       

PROJECT TOTAL: 3,212,000$           

January 22, 2019



Calculated By:__________
Calculated Date:__________

Checked By:__________
Checked Date: __________

2/4/2019 Summary East Page 2 of 2

117-240 CDTC Washington-Patroon Linkage

Description of Major Improvements:
Alternative A Estimate Summary East Segment

Approximate ROW required: SF 0.0000 Acres
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS PRICE QUANTITY TOTAL

MILL AND FILL LS $351,000.00 1 $351,000
NEW STRIPING LS $39,000.00 1 $39,000
NEW SIGNING LS $4,000.00 1 $4,000
NEW SIDEWALKS LS $101,000.00 1 $101,000
NEW CURB LS $8,000.00 1 $8,000
PEDESTRIAN SCALE LIGHTING LS $324,000.00 1 $324,000

WORK ZONE TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 8% 1 $66,200
SURVEY AND STAKEOUT LS 2% 1 $16,600
MOBILIZATION LS 4% 1 $33,100
CONTINGENCY LS 25% 1 $206,800

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: 1,150,000$           

DESIGN ENGINEERING (10%) 115,000$               
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (15%) 172,500$               

ANTICIPATED ROW COST -$                       

PROJECT TOTAL: 1,438,000$           

January 22, 2019



Calculated By:__________
Calculated Date:__________

Checked By:__________
Checked Date: __________

2/4/2019 Summary WEST Page 1 of 2

SF 0.0000 Acres
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS PRICE QUANTITY TOTAL

MILL AND FILL LS $341,000.00 1 $341,000
NEW STRIPING LS $71,000.00 1 $71,000
NEW SIGNING LS $4,000.00 1 $4,000
PAVEMENT REMOVALS LS $346,000.00 1 $346,000
NEW CURB AND DRAINAGE LS $736,000.00 1 $736,000
SIGNAL MODIFICATIONS LS $150,000.00 1 $150,000
MULTIUSE PATHS LS $421,000.00 1 $421,000
OGS RAMP RECONSTRUCTION LS $34,000.00 1 $34,000
PEDESTRIAN SIGNALS WITH RAISED ISLANDS LS $154,000.00 1 $154,000
ACCESS MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS LS $54,000.00 1 $54,000
PEDESTRIAN SCALE LIGHTING LS $324,000.00 1 $324,000

WORK ZONE TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 8% 1 $210,800
SURVEY AND STAKEOUT LS 2% 1 $52,700
MOBILIZATION LS 4% 1 $105,400
CONTINGENCY LS 25% 1 $658,800

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: 3,663,000$           

DESIGN ENGINEERING (10%) 366,300$               
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (15%) 549,500$               

ANTICIPATED ROW COST -$  

PROJECT TOTAL: 4,579,000$           

117-240 CDTC Washington-Patroon Linkage 
January 22, 2019

Description of Major Improvements: 
Alternative B Estimate Summary West Segment

Approximate ROW required:



Calculated By:__________
Calculated Date:__________

Checked By:__________
Checked Date: __________

2/4/2019 Summary EAST Page 2 of 2

SF 0.0000 Acres
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS PRICE QUANTITY TOTAL

MILL AND FILL LS $365,000.00 1 $365,000
NEW STRIPING LS $39,000.00 1 $39,000
NEW SIGNING LS $4,000.00 1 $4,000
NEW SIDEWALKS LS $103,000.00 1 $103,000
MULTIUSE PATHS LS $344,000.00 1 $344,000
PEDESTRIAN SCALE LIGHTING LS $500,000.00 1 $500,000

WORK ZONE TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 8% 1 $108,400
SURVEY AND STAKEOUT LS 2% 1 $27,100
MOBILIZATION LS 4% 1 $54,200
CONTINGENCY LS 25% 1 $338,800

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: 1,884,000$           

DESIGN ENGINEERING (10%) 188,400$               
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (15%) 282,600$               

ANTICIPATED ROW COST -$  

PROJECT TOTAL: 2,355,000$           

117-240 CDTC Washington-Patroon Linkage 
January 22, 2019

Description of Major Improvements: 
Alternative B Estimate Summary East Segment

Approximate ROW required:



Calculated By:__________
Calculated Date:__________

Checked By:__________
Checked Date: __________

2/4/2019 Summary WEST Page 1 of 2

117-240 CDTC Washington-Patroon Linkage

Description of Major Improvements:
Alternative C Estimate Summary West Segment

Approximate ROW required: SF 0.0000 Acres
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS PRICE QUANTITY TOTAL

FULL DEPTH RECONSTRUCTION(EXIT 2 TO COLLINS) AND MILL AND FILL LS $818,000.00 1 $818,000
NEW STRIPING LS $50,000.00 1 $50,000
NEW SIGNING LS $5,000.00 1 $5,000
PAVEMENT REMOVALS LS $374,000.00 1 $374,000
NEW CURB AND DRAINAGE LS $736,000.00 1 $736,000
SIGNAL MODIFICATIONS LS $150,000.00 1 $150,000
MULTIUSE PATHS LS $466,000.00 1 $466,000
OGS RAMP RECONSTRUCTION LS $34,000.00 1 $34,000
PEDESTRIAN SIGNALS WITH RAISED ISLANDS LS $286,000.00 1 $286,000
RAISED ISLAND EAST OF COLLINS CIRCLE LS $96,000.00 1 $96,000
ACCESS MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS LS $54,000.00 1 $54,000
PEDESTRIAN SCALE LIGHTING LS $500,000.00 1 $500,000

WORK ZONE TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 8% 1 $285,600
SURVEY AND STAKEOUT LS 2% 1 $71,400
MOBILIZATION LS 4% 1 $142,800
CONTINGENCY LS 25% 1 $892,300

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: 4,962,000$           

DESIGN ENGINEERING (10%) 496,200$               
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (15%) 744,300$               

ANTICIPATED ROW COST -$                        

PROJECT TOTAL: 6,203,000$           

January 21, 2019



Calculated By:__________
Calculated Date:__________

Checked By:__________
Checked Date: __________

2/4/2019 Summary EAST Page 2 of 2

117-240 CDTC Washington-Patroon Linkage

Description of Major Improvements:
Alternative C Estimate Summary East Segment

Approximate ROW required: SF 0.0000 Acres
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNITS PRICE QUANTITY TOTAL

MILL AND FILL LS $315,000.00 1 $315,000
NEW STRIPING LS $45,000.00 1 $45,000
NEW SIGNING LS $5,000.00 1 $5,000
PAVEMENT REMOVALS LS $74,000.00 1 $74,000
NEW SIDEWALKS LS $103,000.00 1 $103,000
MULTIUSE PATHS LS $325,000.00 1 $325,000
PEDESTRIAN SCALE LIGHTING LS $324,000.00 1 $324,000
RAMP RECONSTRUCTION LS $162,000.00 1 $162,000

WORK ZONE TRAFFIC CONTROL LS 8% 1 $108,300
SURVEY AND STAKEOUT LS 2% 1 $27,100
MOBILIZATION LS 4% 1 $54,200
CONTINGENCY LS 25% 1 $338,300

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL: 1,881,000$           

DESIGN ENGINEERING (10%) 188,100$               
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION (15%) 282,200$               

ANTICIPATED ROW COST -$                        

PROJECT TOTAL: 2,352,000$           

January 21, 2019




